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EDITORS PREFACE.

THERE are now before the public many Commentaries,

written by British and American divines, of a popular or

homiletical character. The Cambridge Bible for Schools,

the Handbooks for Bible Classes and Private Students, The

Speaker s Commentary, The Popular Commentary (Schaff),

The Expositor s Bible, and other similar series, have their

special place and importance. But they do not enter into

the field of Critical Biblical scholarship occupied by such

series of Commentaries as the Kurzgefasstes exegetisches

Handbuch zum A. T.; De Wette s Kurzgefasstes exegetisches

Handbuch zum N. T.; Meyer s Kritisch-exegetischcr Kom-

mentar; Keil and Delitzsch s Biblischer Commentar iiber das

A. T.; Lange s Theologisch-homiletisches Bibehuerk ; Nowack s

Handkommentar zum A. T. ; Holtzmann s Handkommentar

zum N. T. Several of these have been translated, edited,

and in some cases enlarged and adapted, for the English-

speaking public ;
others are in process of translation. But

no corresponding series by British or American divines

has hitherto been produced. The way has been prepared

by special Commentaries by Cheyne, Ellicott, Kalisch,

Lightfoot, Perowne, Westcott, and others
;
and the time has

come, in the judgment of the projectors of this enterprise,

when it is practicable to combine British and American

scholars in the production of a critical, comprehensive
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Commentary that will be abreast of modern biblical scholar

ship, and in a measure lead its van.

Messrs. Charles Scribner s Sons of New York, and Messrs.

T. & T. Clark of Edinburgh, propose to publish such a

series of Commentaries on the Old and New Testaments,

under the editorship of Prof. C. A. BRIGGS, D.D., in America,

and of Prof. S. R. DRIVER, D.D., for the Old Testament, and

the Rev. ALFRED PLUMMER, D.D., for the New Testament,

in Great Britain.

The Commentaries will be international and inter-con

fessional, and will be free from polemical and ecclesiastical

bias. They will be based upon a thorough critical study of

the original texts of the Bible, and upon critical methods of

interpretation. They are designed chiefly for students and

clergymen, and will be written in a compact style. Each

book will be preceded by an Introduction, stating the results

of criticism upon it, and discussing impartially the questions

still remaining open. The details of criticism will appear

in their proper place in the body of the Commentary. Each

section of the Text will be introduced with a paraphrase,

or summary of contents. Technical details of textual and

philological criticism will, as a rule, be kept distinct from

matter of a more general character
;
and in the Old Testa

ment the exegetical notes will be arranged, as far as

possible, so as to be serviceable to students not acquainted

with Hebrew. The History of Interpretation of the Books

will be dealt with, when necessary, in the Introductions,

with critical notices of the most important literature of

the subject. Historical and Archaeological questions, as

well as questions of Biblical Theology, are included in the

plan of the Commentaries, but not Practical or Homiletical

Exegesis. The Volumes will constitute a uniform series.
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THE following eminent Scholars are engaged upon the

Volumes named below :
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Genesis. The Rev. T. K. CHEYNB, D.D., Oriel Professor of the
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University of Edinburgh.
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PREFACE

THE following Commentary is primarily philological. Its

aim is to ascertain with as great precision as possible the

actual meaning of the writer s language. The Com

mentaries which have been regularly consulted are those

of Chrysostom and Theodore of Mopsuestia, amongst the

ancients
;
and amongst the moderns, Alford, Barry, De

Wette, Eadie, Ellicott, Meyer (W. Schmidt), Moule, von

Soclen, and the Speaker s
;

also for Ephesians, Harless,

Stier, and Macpherson ;
and for Colossians, Lightfoot.

The Commentary of von Soclen, though concise, is very

acute and independent. Mr. Moule s also, although

bearing a modest title, is of great value. Other writers

have been occasionally consulted. Much use has been

made of Fritzsche s occasional notes in his various com

mentaries, especially in connexion with the illustration

of the language of the Epistles from classical and late

Greek authors. Wetstein, of course, has not been over

looked.

The text adopted is that of the Revisers, except

where otherwise stated.

T. K. ABBOTT.
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INTRODUCTION.

I. TO WHAT READERS WAS THE EPISTLE ADDRESSED?

THIS question cannot be treated apart from that of the genuine
ness of ev E&amp;lt;e o-a&amp;gt; in i. i.

MSS. All extant MS. authority, with three exceptions, is in

favour of the words. The three exceptions are K B 672.

In N they are added by a later hand (S
c

).

In B they are also added by a corrector (B
3
), although Hug

was of opinion that the correction was by the first hand.

In 67 they were written by the original scribe, but are expunged
by the corrector. Possibly this correction is not independent of

B. Lightfoot observes that a reading in St. Paul s Epistles sup
ported by N B 6y

2 almost always represents the original text.

In addition to these, however, we have the express testimony
of Basil that the words were absent from the most ancient, or

rather all the ancient, MSS. in his day. His words are : TOIS

E&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;o~tois
cTTio TeA.Atov, ws yvT/cruos ^VW/ACVOIS TU&amp;gt; OVTL oY eTTiyvwcreo)?,

oWas avrovs iSiaovTO)S (ivo/xacrev, CITTCUV* TOIS ayiots TOIS ovcri /cat

TricTracs cv Xpttrrw Ir/crov OVTOJ yap /ecu ot Trpo rj/j,u)v TrapaSeSwKacri KO.L

T7/ICIS ev TOIS TraXaiois TWV drrtypa^wv cvpijxa/iev (Adv. Eunotn. ii. 19).
The hypothesis that he is referring, not to cV &quot;E^eVw, but either

to TOIS or to ouo-tv, is quite untenable. How strange it would be
that he should go on to quote the words KCU TTIO-TOIS ev Xp. I.,

which had no relation to the interpretation in question, and omit
the intervening ev E&amp;lt;e

o-o&amp;gt;,
the absence of which was no doubt

what gave rise to it ! The ovrw yap must surely refer to the whole

quotation as he gives it. Moreover, he distinguishes the MSS.
from ol ?rpo ^/xoiv, by which he doubtless meant Origen, who
omitted the words. Besides, his proof from this passage (against

Eunomius), that Christ may be called 6 wv, would have no founda
tion if he had read eV E&amp;lt;e &amp;lt;rw after o o-tv.

1

1 It has been said that Basil s statement is not confirmed. The objection is

doubly fallacious. His statement as to what he had himself seen does not need
a
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Versions. All the Versions have the words, but it must be

borne in mind that we have no MSS. of any of these as old as

KB.

fathers, etc. Origen s commentary is quoted in Cramer s

Catena as follows : O/Myei/^s Se
tfrrjo-i,

CTTI /JLOVUIV E^ecrtwi/ evpo/j.ev

Keipevov, TO &quot;rot? dyiois rots overt
&quot;

KCU ^rjTOVfjifv t /A?) TrapeX/m (i.e. is

redundant) 7rpoo-/cet/x,erov TO
&quot;

TOIS dytois Tots oucri
&quot;

TI SwaTat
o&quot;f]p.ai-

vetv* opa oSv ei /AT) wcnrep Iv Tr} EfoSa&amp;gt; ovofjua. &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ir]cnv
tavrov 6

Xpt]fjia.Ti&amp;lt;jw
Mwcrei 7-0 wv, OVTWS ot /ACTe^oj/Te? TOI) OVTOS, ytvovTCU

OI/TCS, /caXouyueyoi otovet CK TOV pr] eti ai eis TO eti/at
&quot;

efeXe^aTO yap o

eos TO. /x^ ovTa&quot; tfrrjcrlv
6 avros IlaiiXos

&amp;lt;l

LVO. TO. ovra
KaTapy^crr},&quot;

K.T.X. As TOIS dytois TOIS ouaiv occurs with ev and the name of the

place in other Epistles (2 Cor., Phil.
;

cf. Rom. i. 7), it is clear that

what Origen refers to as used of the Ephesians only is TOIS own/
without ev E^eo-w.

Tertullian informs us that Marcion gave the Epistle the title

&quot;ad Laodicenos
&quot;

(Adv. Marc. \. 17): &quot;Ecclesiae quidem veritate

epistolam istam ad Ephesios habemus emissam, non ad Laodicenos,
sed Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare (i.e. falsify)

l
gestiit,

quasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator ;
nihil autem de titulis in

terest, cum ad omnes apostolus scripserit, dum ad quosdam.&quot; Com
pare ibid. 1 1,

&quot;

praetereo hie et de alia epistola, quam nos ad Ephesios

praescriptum (i.e. superscribed) habemus, haeretici vero ad Laodice
nos.&quot; It is clear from this that Marcion had not the words ev

E^eo-w in his text. But it is also inferred with great probability that

Tertullian himself had them not. For he does not charge Marcion
with falsifying the text but the title, and he vindicates the title

&quot; ad

Ephesios&quot; by an appeal to the &quot;

veritas ecclesiae,&quot; not to the actual

words in the text, which would have been conclusive. Moreover,
how strange the remark,

&quot;

nihil autem de titulis interest,&quot; etc., if he
had eV E&amp;lt;e o-a&amp;gt; in the text of the apostle ! It is clear that

&quot;

titulus
&quot;

here means the superscription, not the address in the text.

Lightfoot points out that there are indications in the earlier

Latin commentators that in the copies they used the word
&quot;

Ephesi,&quot; if not absent, was in a different position, which would

betray its later introduction. Thus in the middle of the fourth

century, Victorinus Afer writes :

&quot; Sed haec cum dicit Sanctis

qui sunt fidelibus Ephesi, quid adjungitur ? In Christo Jesu
&quot;

(Mai. Script. Vett. Nova Coll. Hi. p. 87).

Ambrosiaster, in his Commentary, ignores
&quot;

Ephesi
&quot;

:

&quot; Non
solum fidelibus scribit, sed et sanctis : ut tune vere fideles sint,
si fuerint sancti in Christo

Jesu.&quot;

confirmation, while as to the fact that the most ancient copies in his day did not
contain the words, he is fully supported.

1 &quot;

Interpolare&quot; in Latin writers means usually to furbish up old articles so
as to make them look new.
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Sedulius Scotus (eighth or ninth century) writes :

&quot;

Sanctis.

Non omnibus Ephesiis, sed his qui credunt in Christo. Et

fidelibus. Omnes sancti fideles sunt, non omnes fideles sancti,

etc. Qui sunt in Christo Jesu. Plures fideles sunt, sed non in

Christo,&quot; etc. The omission of &quot;

Ephesi
&quot;

in the quotations from

the text is of no importance ;
but the position of &quot;

qui sunt
&quot;

is

remarkable. It would seem as if some transcriber, finding
&quot;

sanctis qui sunt et fidelibus in Christo
Jesu,&quot; and stumbling

at the order, transposed
&quot;

qui sunt
&quot;

into the position in which

Sedulius, or some earlier writer whom he copies, appears to have

found them.

Jerome is doubtless referring to Origen when he says (in loc.} :

&quot;Quidam curiosius (i.e. with more refinement) quam necesse est,

putant ex eo quod Moysi dictum sit Haec dices filiis Israel : qui
est misit me, etiam eos qui Ephesi sunt sancti et fideles, essentiae

vocabulo nuncupates. . . . Alii vero simpliciter non ad eos, qui

sint, sed qui Ephesi sancti et fideles sint, scriptum arbitrantur.&quot;

This is obscurely expressed, and it is not clear whether he means
to refer to a difference of reading. But as we know that he had
read Origen s commentary, he can hardly have been ignorant of

the fact that the interpretation he quotes implied the omission of

iv E^ecrw, and the reader will observe that the word is
&quot;

scriptum,&quot;

not &quot;

scriptam,&quot; as some commentators have quoted it. If this is

taken strictly it must refer to the reading.
When we turn to the Epistle itself we find its whole tone and

character out of keeping with the traditional designation. St.

Paul had spent about three years at Ephesus &quot;ceasing not to

warn every one day and night with tears
&quot;

(Acts xx. 31). On his

last journey to Jerusalem he sent for the elders of Ephesus to

meet him at Miletus. His address to them (Acts xx. 18 sqq.) is

full of affectionate remembrance of his labours amongst them, and
of earnest warnings. The parting is described in touching words :

&quot;

They fell on his neck and kissed him, sorrowing most of all for

the words which he spake, that they should see his face no more.&quot;

There was no Church with which his relations were more close,

nay, so close and affectionate, or in connexion with which he had
such sacred and affecting memories. We might expect a letter

written to Ephesus to be full of personal reminiscences, and
allusions to his labours amongst them

;
instead of which we have

a composition more like a treatise than a letter, and so absolutely
destitute of local or personal colouring that it might have been
written to a Church which St. Paul had never even visited. We
need not attach much importance to the absence of personal

greetings. There are no special salutations in the Epp. to the

Corinthians and to the Philippians, for example, perhaps because,
as Lightfoot says :

&quot; Where all alike are known to us, it becomes
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irksome, if not invidious, to select any for special salutation.&quot;

But there is not even a general friendly greeting as in those

Epistles ;
there is nothing but the impersonal elprjvr] TOIS aSeX^o??,

K.T.A., vi. 23. But in addition to the general greeting in Phil.,

for example, acnrdo ao df Trai Ta ayiov . . . acnrd^ovrai u^uds 01 (rvv

ifiol a8e\&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;oi, K.T.X., that Epistle abounds in personal reminis

cences, to which there is no parallel here. Even the Epistle to

the Colossians, whom St. Paul had never seen, betrays a more

lively personal interest.

It is impossible to explain this on the supposition that the

Epistle was addressed to the Ephesian Church, so loving to the

apostle and so beloved.

But we may go farther than this, for there are expressions in

the Epistle which seem impossible to reconcile with the supposition
that it is addressed to that Church. Ch. i. 15, &quot;Having heard of

your faith,&quot; etc., may perhaps be explained, though not very

naturally, as referring to the period since his departure from them.

Not so the following : iii. 2,
&quot; For this cause, I Paul, the prisoner

of Christ Jesus in behalf of you Gentiles, if indeed ye have heard

of (or were instructed in
)
the dispensation of the grace of God

which was given me to you-ward&quot;; iv. 21, 22, &quot;But ye did not

so learn Christ, if indeed ye heard of Him, and were taught in

Him,&quot; etc.

Dr. Hort thinks the usual reply to the argument from the two
latter passages true and sufficient, namely, that etye &quot;is not in

frequently used with a rhetorical or appealing force where no real

doubt is meant to be expressed,&quot; and St. Paul could not express

any real doubt in either case about any Church of Proconsular

Asia, any more than about the Ephesian Church.
Let it be granted that eiye does not imply the existence of a

doubt, it certainly (as an intensified
&quot;if&quot;) implies that doubt is not

inconceivable. It cannot mean more than &quot;

I am sure,&quot;

&quot;

I do not

doubt,&quot;
&quot;

I know,&quot;
&quot;

I am persuaded.&quot; But this is not the way in

which a man expresses himself about a matter of his own experi

ence, or in which he has himself been the agent. A preacher

occupying a friend s pulpit may say
&quot;

I know,&quot; or &quot;

if indeed ye
have been

taught,&quot; but not when addressing those whom he has
himself taught.

Dr. Hort in confirmation of his remark about the appealing
force of

e&quot;ye
refers to Ellicott s note, which is a notable instance of

petitio prindpii. Having said that c ye &quot;does not in itself imply the
rectitude of the assumption made,&quot; as Hermann s Canon implies

(&quot;ctye usurpatur de re quae jure sumpta creditur&quot;), but that this must
be gathered from the context, he proceeds :

&quot; In the present case
there could be no real doubt

; neque enim ignorare quod hie dicitur

(iii 2) poterant Ephesii quibus Paulus ipse evangelium plusquam
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biennio praedicaverat, Estius
; comp. ch. iv. 2 1

;
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.&quot; That
is to say, if etye implied doubt, the Epistle could not be addressed

to the Ephesians ;
but it was so addressed, therefore

e&quot;ye
does not

imply doubt, and therefore is not inconsistent with such an
address. The three passages referred to in illustration are singu

larly unsuitable for the purpose. Ch. iv. 21 belongs to the very

Epistle in question. In 2 Cor. v. 3, etyc KOL IvBva-d^tvoi ov yvp.vol

fvpt0r)(r6fjif.6a., and in Col. i. 23, eiye 7rt/Ai T rf) Trtcrrei, K.T.X., it is

the future that is spoken of, and the particle has its usual sense,

&quot;if,
as I assume.&quot; Lightfoot, indeed (on Gal. iii. 4), expresses the

opinion that in the N.T. e ye is even less affirmative than

Eph. iii. 4 also (whether we adopt Hort s view that

O-KOVTCS means &quot;

reading the O.T. Scriptures
&quot;

or not) seems to imply
that the author was not well known to his readers. The Ephesians
had not now first to learn what St. Paul s knowledge of the

mystery was.

In the early Church the Epistle was universally regarded as

addressed to the Ephesians. It is so referred to in the Muratorian

Canon; by Irenaeus (Haer. i. 3. i, 4; i. 8. 4 ;
v. 2. 36); by

Tertullian (quoted above); by Clement of Alexandria (Strom.
iv. 65) ;

and by Origen, who, as we saw above, had not iv E^ea-w
in his text (Comment, in loc., and Contra Celsum, iii. 20).

There is one important exception to this general belief, namely,
Marcion, who, as above mentioned, held the Epistle to be
addressed to the Laodiceans. This fact has been generally put
aside as of no importance, it being supposed that this was a mere
critical conjecture of Marcion (as Tertullian assumes), and prob
ably suggested by Col. iv. 1 6. But considering the antiquity of

Marcion, who was of earlier date than any of the Catholic writers

cited, we are hardly justified in treating his evidence so lightly,

seeing that he could have no theological motive for changing the

title. Even if his
&quot; ad Laodicenos

&quot;

was only a critical conjecture,
this would justify the inference that the destination of the Epistle
was at that time to some extent an open question. But it is

unlikely that he should have been led to adopt this title merely by
the fact that mention is made elsewhere of an Epistle (not to, but)
from Laodicea. There is nothing in the Epistle itself to suggest
Laodicea. It is, then, not improbable that he had seen a copy
with iv AaoStKeta in the text.

Passing by this, however, for the present, we have the following
facts to account for : First, the early absence of iv E^cVw. As

Lightfoot puts it :

&quot; We have no direct evidence that a single
Greek manuscript during this period (second and third centuries)
contained the words in question. The recent manuscripts to



vi THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS [ 1

which Basil refers in the latter half of the fourth century, are the

earliest of which this can be distinctly affirmed
&quot;

(Biblical Essays,

p. 381). Secondly, the early and universal recognition in the

Church of the Epistle as written to the Ephesians.
Writers who hold ei/ E^eo-w to have been an integral part of

the original text suppose the words to have been omitted for

critical reasons, namely, because they seemed not to agree with

the character of the Epistle. This theory, to be plausible, would

require the facts to be reversed, i.e. that the words should be

omitted by the later not the earlier authorities, and that the

opinion of the early Church should be vacillating. In fact, it

explains the unanimity of early opinion by supposing that ev

E^eo-u) was read without question, and explains the early omission

of the words by supposing that opinion was not unanimous.

Apart from this, the theory postulates a critical study of the

relations between the apostle and the Churches which it would be

a complete anachronism to ascribe to that early age. Much later,

indeed, we find Theodore of Mopsuestia led by aKouo-as in i. 15 to

regard the Epistle as written by St. Paul before he had seen the

Ephesians.
&quot;

Numquam profecto dixisset se auditu de illis cognos-
centem gratiarum pro illis facere actionem, si eos alicubi vel

vidisset, vel ad notitiam ejus ilia ratione venire potuissent.&quot; So
also Severianus and Oecumenius. But it did not occur to

Theodore or the others to question the correctness of the text.

An accidental omission of the words is out of the question.
The only hypothesis that agrees with the facts is that the Epistle
was in some sense an encyclical or circular letter. This seems to

have been first suggested in a definite form by Ussher (Ann. V. et

N. Test. A.D. 64) :

&quot; Ubi notandum, in antiquis nonnullis codicibus

(ut ex Basilii libro ii. adversus Eunomium, et Hieronymi in hunc

Apostoli locum commentario, apparet) generatim inscriptam fuisse

hanc epistolam, rots dyiois T&amp;lt;HS overt KOL TricrTots ev X/SKTTUJ I^frov, vel

(ut in litterarum encyclicarum descriptione fieri solebat) sanctis

qui sunt . . . et fidelibus in Christo Jesu, ac si Ephesum primo,
ut praecipuam, Asiae metropolim missa ea fuisset

;
transmittenda

inde ad reliquas (intersertis singularum nominibus) ejusdem pro-
vinciae ecclesias : ad quarum aliquot, quas Paulus ipse nunquam
viderat, ilia ipsius verba potissimum spect.xverint.&quot;

There are two forms of this hypothesis. The first (agreeing
with Ussher s view) supposes that a blank was originally left after

rots ova-iv, which would be filled in with the names of the respective
Churches for which the copies were intended, while in the Church
at large some copies would be circulated with a vacant space, in

which case, of course, in the copies made from these the blank
would be disregarded. Or we might suppose, with Hort, that

there was originally only one copy sent by the hand of Tychicus,
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the blank being filled orally when the Epistle was read in each

place, and the name so supplied being naturally written in the

copy or copies which would be made for preservation there.

The objection most strongly urged against this view is that

there is no trace of copies with any other name in the place of

E^eo-w in the text, and that it is highly improbable that none such
should have been preserved. A little consideration will show that

no weight is to be attached to this argument. The Epistle
&quot; from

Laodicea
&quot;

was either identical with the present Epistle or distinct

from it. In the latter case, it has wholly perished, not a single

copy having been preserved even to the time of Marcion. In the

former case, only the copies bearing other names than that of

Ephesus disappeared. Is not this quite natural? When copies
were in demand, where would they be sought for but in the metro

politan city and commercial centre of Ephesus ? No interest would
attach to any particular address. Why, then, should it be thought
much more probable that all copies should have been allowed

to perish than that only those with names of minor importance
should fail to be multiplied ? Indeed, the fact itself is not certain,
for it is not improbable that a transcript from the Laodicean copy
was in Marcion s hands. In any case, we have a close parallel in

the fact that the ancient copies which omitted lv E^eo-u had

already before Basil s day been superseded by those which inserted

the words, and although K B remain (being on vellum), no suc

ceeding copyists have a trace of the reading until we come to the

late corrector of 67.
It must be admitted that this plan of leaving blanks savours

more of modern than of ancient manner, and resembles the

formality of a legal document more than the natural simplicity of

St. Paul. Indeed, we have examples in 2 Cor. i. i and Gal. i. 2

of the form of address which he would be likely to adopt in an

encyclical letter. Besides, any hypothesis which makes Ephesus
the chief of the Churches addressed, is open, though in a less

degree, to the objections alleged above against the traditional

designation.
A second form of the hypothesis supposes the sentence to be

complete without anything corresponding to lv E&amp;lt;ra&amp;gt;. Origen s

view of the meaning of the passage when these words are not read
has been quoted above, viz.

&quot;

to the saints who are.&quot;

This view has been recently espoused by Dr. Milligan (Encycl.
Brit., art.

&quot;

Ephesians &quot;),
who translates: &quot;To the saints existing

and faithful in Christ
Jesus.&quot;

But the passages to which he refers

in justification of this are by no means sufficient for the purpose.
They are Col. ii. 3, lv &amp;lt;L eicri TTCIVTCS ol Br/aavpoL . . .

u.Tr&amp;lt;jKfjv&amp;lt;j)oi
:

ib. JO, KO.L l(TT lv CLVTU&amp;gt; 7TTrXrjpW/J.lvOl : iii. I, OU 6 XwOTOS (CTTIV lv

TOU 0OU
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In these the predicate is completed by ev cS, eV avrw, ov, and so

the passages supply no parallel to the supposed absolute use of

TOIS ovcri here as &quot; those
existing.&quot; Besides, KOL Trio-rots comes in

very awkwardly and weakly after such an epithet. Bengel, again,

interprets :

&quot;

Sanctis et fidelibus qui sunt in omnibus iis locis, quo
Tychicus cum hac epistola venit,&quot; so that TOIS OVCTLV = &quot;

qui praesto

sunt,&quot; comparing Acts xiii. I, Kara rrjv ovcrav K/cXr;crtW, and Rom.
xiii. I, at 8f. ovcrai e^ovcrtcu. But in the former case lv Avrto^eta

had just preceded, so that only e*i has to be supplied; in the

latter the verb simply means &quot;

to be in existence.&quot; Not to dwell

on the untenable suggestion that TOLS ova-w should be taken with

dyiois (&quot;the
saints who are really such&quot;),

there remains the

perfectly grammatical construction,
&quot; the saints who are also

faithful
&quot;

(see note in loc.}. The difficulty of the construction is

actually diminished by the absence of tv E^eo-w.
The Epistle, then, is best regarded as addressed, not to a

Church, but to the Gentile converts in Laodicea, Hierapolis, and

Colossae, and elsewhere in Phrygia and the neighbourhood of

that province. This is the view adopted by Reiche, Ewald, and

(independently) by Prof. Milligan (who, however, supposes the

Epistle addressed only to the Gentile converts of Laodicea and

Colossae). It meets most of the difficulties. It explains the

absence of local references combined with the local limitation

implied in vi. 22. It also escapes the difficulty of supposing a

blank space in i. i. Further, it explains the remarkable expression,
Col. iv. 1 6, &quot;the Epistle from Laodicea.&quot; That the Epistle
referred to was not written to Laodicea appears highly probable
from the fact that a salutation is sent through Colossae to the

Laodiceans, which would be inexplicable if they were receiving by
the same messenger a letter addressed to themselves

;
and the

expression &quot;from Laodicea&quot; agrees with this, since Tychicus
would reach Laodicea first, so that the Colossians would receive

the letter from thence. Moreover, the hypothesis explains the

remarkable fact that the Epistle contains no allusion to doctrinal

errors such as had taken so great a hold in Colossae. Yet that

such errors extended at least to Laodicea is not only probable, but

is confirmed by the apostle s direction that the Epistle to Colossae
should be read in Laodicea also.

There is no difficulty in understanding how the title &quot;to the

Ephesians
&quot; would come to be attached to the Epistle, since it was

from Ephesus that copies would reach the Christian world generally.
A parallel case is the title of the Epistle to the Hebrews, Trpos

E/fycuous, which, though of doubtful appropriateness, was never

questioned. Once accepted as addressed to the Ephesians, the

analogy of other Epistles in which TOIS ova-iv is followed by the

name of a place would naturally suggest the insertion of cv
E&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;eo-o&amp;gt;.
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The hypothesis that the Epistle is a &quot;

circular
&quot;

letter has been

adopted (with various modifications) by a very great number of

scholars, including Bengel, Neander, Harless, Olshausen, Reuss,
Arch. Robertson, Ellicott, Lightfoot, Hort, B. Weiss, Wold-

Schmidt, Milligan.

2. OF THE GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE.

External Evidence. The earliest express reference to the

Epistle as St. Paul s is that of Irenaeus ; but inasmuch as, if not

genuine, it must be much later than St. Paul, evidence of

acquaintance with it on the part of early writers is important.
\Yhen we add to this the fact that it professes to be St. Paul s, we
are fairly justified in saying that evidence of its reception is

evidence of its genuineness. We begin then with

Clement of Rome, c. 64, 6 eVAe^a/zevos rov Kvpiov Ir/a-ow

X/HO-TOV KOL
rj/j.a.

s oY avrov ets Aaov
Trepiov&amp;lt;nov. Compare Eph. i. 4,

5, KO.$WS eeAe o.TO rjaas (v avrw . . . Trpoopuras ^yu.as . . Sia
Iij&amp;lt;rou

Xpicrrou. Still closer is C. 46, 17 ou^t wa. eov l%op-*v xai eva

Kal ev Trveiyta. rf)&amp;lt;; XaP LTO&amp;lt;i TO fKxy6(.v &amp;gt;&amp;lt; ^f-Ss Kttt fua.

ev X/DtoTu); compare Eph. iv. 4-6. Again, c. 36, rive^O^a-av
1

o^&amp;gt;^aA/xoi T^S /capStas ; cf. Eph. i. 1 8. And C. 38, inroTacr-

/&amp;lt;ao-TOS rw TrA^crtov avrov
;

cf. Eph. V. 21.

The part of the Didache called the Two Ways contains the

following (Did. iv. 10, n, also worked up by Barnabas, xix. 7):
OVK eTrtTa^ets SovAw crov

r/ TraiStcrK^ rols tirl TOV avrov fov cATTti^ouo iv,

ev TTiKpia crov
;
and to servants : {i/AcTs

8e 01 8ovAoi vTroTa-y^creo-^e TOI?

KvpLois vfjiwi ws rrTTO) oi; cv ala-^wf) Kal
(f&amp;gt;6fi(i&amp;gt;. Compare Eph.

vi. 9, 5. The coincidence is in substance rather than in words,
but it is best accounted for by supposing a knowledge of our

Epistle.

Ignatius, Ep. ad Eph. C. 12, IlavAou erv/x/x.vVrcu (la-re), rov

fjyiacriJLti Ov, . . . OS V Trdcry eTTicrroXfj fMvrjfjLovevfL vuuiv ev
X/3io&quot;T&amp;lt;2

IT;O-OV. Many writers (including Hefele, in loc., Alford, Harless,

and, less decidedly, Westcott and Robertson) render this
&quot;

in all

his Epistle,&quot; viz. to you, or &quot;

in every part of his Epistle.&quot; But
this is untenable. For, in the first place, it is ungrammatical ;

certainly no example has been produced which is quite parallel.

Hefele adduces 7ruo-a Icpoo-oA^a, Matt. ii. 3 ;
and 7ms lo-parjX,

Rom. xi. 26
;

but these are proper names. Other supposed
parallels are examined by Lightfoot, in loc. Two have been
relied on by later writers, viz. Acts xvii. 26, eVi Trajros rrpocrunov

r}s yvys, and Aristot. Eth. Nic. i. 13. 7, -n-av awua. But neither aie

these analogous. There is only one TrpoVcoTrov TT)S y^s, hence this

term is used (not, indeed, with Trav) without the article in the



X THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS
[
2

Sept. (Gen. iv. 14, vi. 7, xi. 8, irp. TTUO-V?? rrjs 7775
= Luke xxi. 35).

It is easy to understand, then, how it should come to be so used
even with TTOLV preceding.

At first sight irav o-w/m in Aristotle, I.e., seems to present a

closer parallel. The passage runs : Set TOV TTO\LTLKOV etSevai TTW? TO.

Trept ij/vxfl&amp;lt;; &amp;gt;cnrtp
/cat TOV

o&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;6a\/j,ovs de/jaTrevovra, /cat TTO.V trw/Aa i.e.

he that heals the eyes must know the whole body. But o-w/ia in

the abstract sense, i.e. as meaning, not this or that individual body,
but the body as opposed to the soul, is used by Aristotle without

the article, just as
i/ ^X7

?
is also used (see, for example, Eth. Nic. i. 8.

2
;

6. 12, etc.). In this particular instance the omission of the

article was, in fact, necessary to precision ;
for TTOV TO crw/xa might

mean the body of him whose eyes were to be healed, whereas
what is intended is the human body generally. Since, therefore,
irav 0-wfj.a here does not mean the whole individual body, it

furnishes no parallel to the alleged meaning of -n-do-r] eTrto-ToXr}, and
we are compelled to abide by the rendering &quot;in every Epistle.&quot;

But, in the second place, the proposed rendering gives a

wholly unsuitable sense. The fact of St. Paul devoting a letter to

the Ephesians would deserve mention, but to what purpose to say,
&quot;

in his whole letter to you he mentions you
&quot;

? We do not speak
of making mention of a man to himself, nor did the Greeks so use

/Ltv^/Aoveueiv. But even if this were possible, it would be, as Light-
foot says,

&quot;

singularly unmeaning, if not untrue,&quot; of the present

Epistle. Alford, indeed, thinks the expression fully justified, and

quotes Pearson, who says :

&quot; Tota enim Epistola ad Ephesios
scripta, ipsos Ephesios, eorumque honorem et curam, maxime

spectat, et summe honorificam eorum memoriam ad posteros trans-

mittit. In aliis epistolis apostolus eos ad quos scribit saepe
acriter objurgat aut parce laudat. Hie omnibus modis perpetuo
se Ephesiis applicat,&quot; etc. All this if said of the Ephesians in a

letter addressed to others might be called /Avr^oveuW, although
this would be a strangely weak word to use. Does not &quot;

acriter

objurgare
&quot;

involve /jivrjfjtovtveLv as much as &quot; laudare
&quot;

? But the

peculiarity of the Epistle is that nothing is mentioned or even
alluded to which is personal to the Ephesians.

Kiene (Stud. u. Krit. 1869, p. 286) understands by -n-do-rj

eTTto-ToXfy &quot;an entire letter,&quot; but without attempting to show the

possibility of this rendering. But can we say that St. Paul

mentions the Ephesians
&quot; in every letter

&quot;

? Allowing for a

natural hyperbole we may answer, Yes. Ephesus and the

Christians there are referred to either alone or with others in Rom.
xvi. 5 ;

i Cor. xv. 32, xvi. 8, 19 ;
2 Cor. i. 8 sq. ;

and i and 2 Tim.
The longer recension of Ignatius has os TTO.VTOT(. Iv Tats Se^o-eo-tv

O.VTOV p.vT)fjMveut vp,wv. The Armenian Version reads /xv^/xovevw,

which would be true to fact, for in five out of the six other
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Epistles, Ignatius does mention the Ephesians. But the authority
is insufficient

Accepting, then, the usual reading and the grammatical render

ing, we cannot infer from the words that Ignatius knew the Epistle
as addressed to the Ephesians. Rather they would suggest the

opposite conclusion. For, when Ignatius desired to remind his

readers of St. Paul s regard for them, it would be strange that he
should only refer to the mention of them in other Epistles, and
not at all to that which had been specially addressed to them.

The word o-v/A/AuWai has been thought to have been suggested

by Eph. i. 9, iii. 3, 4, 9, etc.; but this is very precarious, for St.

Paul uses no expression there which would suggest Ignatius word,
and crv/A/xwrr^s is used by Origen (In Jes. Naite Horn. 7, ii. p.

413), &quot;ipse (Paulus) enim est symmystes Christi,&quot; and by Hip-
polytus (in Dan. p. i 74, Lagarde).

The question as to Ignatius knowledge and reception of the

Epistle is quite a different one. In the address of his Epistle he
has several expressions which may have been suggested by the early
verses of Our Epistle : TYJ euAoy^ev??, TrA^pw/mri, Trpowpicr/xevT/ Trpo

aiwvwv etvai . . . eis 8oav, exAeAey/AO/^v, Iv Bf.Xrjfjia.TL row Trarpos.

More certain is cap. i., /zi/^rat 6Wes row
eot&amp;gt;,

borrowed apparently
from Eph. V. I, and PolyC. 5, ayairav ras OTJ/X/^IODS ws o Kupios TT/V

eKK\7)(rLav, a reminiscence of Eph. v. 29. In the following ch. vi.

the reference to the Christian s iravo-n-Xia was probably suggested

by Eph. vi. 1 1, although the parts of the armour are differently

assigned. Also Ign. Eph. C. 9, o&amp;gt;S oWe? Ai$oi vaov Trarpos, T/TOiyu.a&amp;lt;r-

fjifvOL tis oucoSo/Aryv eo9 Trarpos (Eph. ii. 2022).
Contemporaneous with Ignatius is the Epistle of Polycarp to

the Philippians. It contains two quotations from the present

Epistle in cap. i., ^upiri co-re o-eo-coo-yu.evoi, OVK ef epywi/, from Eph.
ii-

5&amp;gt; 8, 9 ; and c. 12 (of which the Greek is lost), &quot;ut his scripturis
dictum est, irascimini et nolite pcccare t

/, sol non ocridat super
iracundiam vestram, from Eph. iv. 26. Some commentators, indeed,

suppose that Ignatius here is, independently of our Epistle, making
the same combination of two O.T. texts, or that both adopt
a combination made by some earlier writer. That is to say, they

regard &quot;let not the sun go down on your wrath&quot; as a quotation
from Deut. xxiv. 13, 15, verses which have nothing in common
with this but the reference to the sun going down, for what they
deal with is the hire of a poor man and the pledge taken from the

poor. That two writers should independently connect the words
in Deut. with those in Ps. iv., changing in the former &quot;his hire

into
&quot;your anger,&quot;

is beyond the bounds of probability. As to

the difficulty which is found in Polycarp citing the N.T. as

Scripture, perhaps the explanation may be that, recognising the

first sentence as a quotation from the O.T., he hastily concluded
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that the second was so also. For in the context immediately

preceding he confesses that his acquaintance with the Scriptures
was not equal to that of the Philippians. This is at least more

probable than an accidental coincidence.

Hermas, Mand. iii., has, aXv\Qua.v aydira KOI Tracro, a\r)0eia IK

roO (TTo/Aaro? crov
eK7Topei&amp;gt;ecr$to,

doubtless from Eph. iv. 25, 29. A
little after we have, yu-^Se \vmjv tirdytw TO) -nvf.vp.aTL TW (rffMvw Kal

dXrjOe.1 ;
cf. ib. ver. 30. Again, Sim, IX. 13, IO-OVTCU eis ev TTvev/za /cat

eV o-Mfj-a, and 17, pia mcrrts avrwv eyo/ero, seem to be reminiscences

of Eph. iv. 4, 5.

The Valentinians also quoted the Epistle, iii. 4-18, as ypo.^
(Hipp. Philos. vi. 34).

By the close of the second century the Epistle was universally
received as St. Paul s. Irenaeus, adv. Haer. v. 2. 3, has, Ka$ws 6

p.aK(ipLog ITauXos
cf&amp;gt;rj(riv,

Iv rrj irpos E^&amp;gt;ecrtous
tincrToX

fj
on fjifXrj

ecrfjifv TOV
cra&amp;gt;/mTOS,

e/c T^S crapnos ainov KCU IK TO&amp;gt;V ocrrecov avrov

(Eph. v. 30). Also i. 8. 5, he similarly quotes Eph. v. 13. Clem.

Alex. Strom, iv. 65, having quoted i Cor. xi. 3 and Gal. v. 16 sqq.,

with
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;f](TLV

6 aTTOtrroXos, adds, Sio KCU Iv rfj 777)09 E0ecrtovs ypa^ef
v7roTa&amp;lt;j(r6fj.evoL a.XX?yXoi Iv

&amp;lt;^oy8w eov, K.r.X., Eph. V. 2125. Also

Paed. i. 18, 6 aTrdcrToXo? eTricrTeXXwi/ 7rpo9 Koptv$ious ^ffcrlv (2 Cor.

xi. 2) ...
cra(j&amp;gt;&amp;lt;TTaTa

8e E(^(rtots -ypd(f&amp;gt;u&amp;gt;v
. . . Xeycov p-fXP1 Kara-v-

rr/o-w/Aev 01 Travres, /c.r.X., Eph. iv. 13-15. Tertullian and Marcion
have already been quoted.

From this evidence it is all but certain that the Epistle already
existed about 95 A.D. (Clement), quite certain that it existed about
no A.D. (Ignatius, Polycarp).

Not to be overlooked as an item of evidence of the genuine
ness of the Epistle is the mention, in Col. iv. 16, of an Epistle
&quot;from Laodicea.&quot; This has been already referred to for a different

purpose. We learn from it that St. Paul wrote at or about the

same time, besides the Epistles to Philemon and to the Colossians,
an Epistle of a more or less encyclical character, not addressed to the

Laodiceans, else it would be called the Epistle
&quot; to Laodicea,&quot; or

&quot;

to the Laodiceans,&quot; and, for a similar reason, not addressed by
name to any particular Church or Churches. It must also be
considered highly probable that it was conveyed by the same

messenger, Tychicus, for it was not every day that St. Paul would
have the opportunity of a disciple travelling from Rome (or even
from Caesarea) to Laodicea. It is hardly credible that a Church
which carefully preserved and copied the unimportant private letter

to Philemon, should allow this important encyclical to be lost.

There was a further guarantee of its preservation in the fact that

this did not depend on one single Church. Now, here we have
an Epistle which satisfies these conditions

;
it is in some sort at

least an encyclical letter
; according to the best evidence, it was
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not addressed to a particular Church, and indirectly it purports to

have been written about the same time and conveyed by the same

messenger, as the Epp. to the Colossians and to Philemon. This

would amount to nothing if there were reason to suspect a forgery

suggested by Col. iv. 16. But this is entirely out of the question,
tor there is not the slightest indication in the Epistle which could

lead an ordinary reader to that identification. So effectually,

indeed, was it concealed, that with the exception of the heretic

Marcion, it does not seem to have occurred to any ancient writer ;

and on what ground Marcion judged that the Epistle was to the

Laodiceans we do not know. We do know, however, that his

adoption of that title did not lead others to think of Col. iv. 16,

and even his own disciples seem not to have followed him. 1

Whatever probability belongs to this identification (and the

reasons alleged against it have little weight), goes directly to con

firm the genuineness of the Epistle, and must in all fairness be

taken into account. As the Canon of Marcion must have been

drawn up before the middle of the second century, there is

evidence of the general reception of the Epistle as St. Paul s at

that period.

Many of the ablest opponents of the genuineness admit the

early date of composition and reception of the Epistle. Ewald

assigned it to about 75-80 A.D. Scholten also to 80. Holtzmann,

Mangold, and others to about 100. The late date 140, assigned

by some of the earlier critics, is irreconcilable with the evidence

of its early recognition.
Internal Evidence. Objections. The genuineness of the Epistle

appears to have been first questioned by Schleiermacher (who
suggested that Tychicus was commissioned to write it) and Usteri ;

but the first to examine the internal evidence in detail was De
Wette. His conclusion was that it is a verbose amplification

(&quot;
wortreiche Enveiterung &quot;)

of the Epistle to the Colossians, and
in style shows a notable falling off from that of St. Paul. Against
the subjective element of this estimate may be placed the judg
ment of Chrysostom, Erasmus, Grotius, and Coleridge. Chrysos-
tom says :

&quot; The Epistle overflows with lofty thoughts and doctrines

. . . Things which he scarcely anywhere else utters, he here ex

pounds.&quot; vif/rjXuiv &amp;lt;T(f&amp;gt;68pa ye.fj.ei.
rwv voijp.a.Tutv a. yap fj.r)8a/uLov

&amp;lt;$eyfaTo, TO.VTO. Ivravda SrjXdi. Erasmus (although noting the

difference in style, etc.) :

&quot; Idem in hac epistola Pauli fervor,

eadem profunditas, idem omnino spiritus ac
pectus.&quot;

He adds :

1 This is Lightfoot s explanation of the perplexing passage in Epiphanius
(Haeres. xlii.). Epiphanius speaks of Marcion as recognising the Ep. to the

Eph., and also portions of the so-called Ep. to the Laodiceans. He blames
Marcion for citing Eph. iv. 5, not from Eph., but from the Ep. to the

Laodiceans. See Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, p. 383.



xiv THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS
[

2

&quot; Verum non alibi sermo hyperbatis, anapodotis, aliisque incom-

moditatibus molestior, sive id interprets fuit, quo fuit usus in hac,

sive sensuum sublimitatem sermonis facultas non est assequnta.
Certe stilus tantum dissonat a caeteris Pauli cpistolis ut alterius

videri possit nisi pectus atque indoles Faulinae mentis hanc prossus
illi vindicaret.&quot; Grotius :

&quot; Rerum sublimitatem adaequam verbis

sublimioribus quam ulla unquam habuit lingua humana.&quot; Coleridge

(Table Talk): &quot;The Epistle to the Ephesians ... is one of the

divinest compositions of man. It embraces every doctrine of

Christianity; first, those doctrines peculiar to Christianity, and
then those precepts common to it with natural

religion.&quot; Others

have also judged that, as compared with Colossians, it is in system
&quot;

far deeper, and more recondite, and more exquisite
&quot;

(Alford).
De Wette was answered by Lunemann, Meyer, and others.

Some of the critics who followed De Wette went beyond him,

rejecting the Ep. to the Colossians also, which he fully accepted,
and assigning to both a much later date. Schwegler and Baur,

finding in the Epistle traces of Gnostic and Montanist language
and ideas, ascribed both Epistles to the middle of the second

century. Similarly Hilgenfeld, who, however, attributed the Epistles
to distinct authors. The fallacy of these latter speculations has

been shown by Holtzmann, who has devoted an entire volume to

the criticism of the two Epistles (Kritik der Epheser und Kolosser-

briefe auf Grund einer Analyse ihres Verwandtschaftsverhaltnisses,

Leipz. 1872). His conclusion is that the writer of the present

Epistle had before him a genuine, but much shorter, Epistle to

the Colossians, on which he founded his encyclical, and that the

same writer subsequently interpolated the Epistle to the Colossians.

(This was first suggested by Hitzig, 1870.) Soden (in two articles

in \hefahrb.f. Prot. Theol. 1885, 1887) maintained the genuine
ness of Col. with the exception of nine verses, and in his Comm.
he withdraws this exception, regarding only i. 1 6, 1 7 as a gloss.

Lastly, the most recent writer on the subject, Jiilicher (Ein-

leitung in das Neue Testament, 1894), will only go so far as to say
that our Epistle cannot with certainty be reckoned as St. Paul s,

while neither can its genuineness be unconditionally denied.

Objectionsfrom the Language of the Epistle. Let us first notice

the argument from the language of the Epistle. Holtzmann re

marks, as favourable to the Pauline authorship, that it contains

eighteen words not found elsewhere in the N.T. except in St.

Paul, a/aa ovv occurs eight times in Romans, and besides only in

Gal. i. and 2 Thess. and Eph. each once; Sto, a favourite of St.

Paul, occurs in Eph. five times (not in Col.). But the favourable

impression created by this is outweighed by the peculiarities found
in the Epistle. It is indeed admitted that the existence of a7ra

would be no argument against the genuineness, if only
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they were not so numerous. There are, in fact, 42 words which
are a. A. (in the N.T.), not including u/x/xaAorreiW, which is in a

quotation. (Holtzmann reckoned only 37, but Thayer gives 42.
]

)

This number, however, is not greater in proportion than that in

admitted Kpistles of St. Paul. Romans contains 100 (neglecting

quotations) ;
i Cor. 108

;
2 Cor. 95; Gal. 33; Phil. 41 (Col. has

38). The percentage is, in fact, rather less in our Epistle (see

Robertson, Did. of Bible, i. 954^, note). It is, indeed, fair in such
a comparison to take account of St. Paul s vocabulary rather than

that of the N.T. generally. Accordingly, Holtzmann notes that

there are here 39 words which, though occurring elsewhere in the

N.T., are not found in St. Paul (the Pastoral Epp. and Col. are,

of course, not counted). In Col. there are 15. Some of these,

indeed, are such common words, that it is somewhat surprising
that St. Paul has not used them elsewhere, such as dyvota, uTraruo),

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;p6vr]cri&amp;lt;;, tu//o9, to which we may add, though not common,
iV-TrAayxvos. But then, each of these occurs only once,

and hence they cannot be regarded as indications of a different

writer. Of the other words that have been noted as peculiar,
some belong to the description of the Christian s armour, and for

these there would be no obvious place except in connexion with

a similar figure ;
while others, such as KarapTio-fjios, Trpoo-Kaprepr/o-is,

OO-IOTT/S, cannot properly be reckoned as peculiar, since in other

Epistles we find Kara/m^w, KarapTicris, Trpoo /caprepeu ,
ocrtws. So also,

although dvotfts does not occur elsewhere, dvotts roO o-To/xaros,

vi. 19, is parallel to 2 Cor. vi. n, TO oro/m ^wv dvewye. Even
without making these allowances, there is little difference between
this Epistle and that to the Galatians, for example, in this respect.
The latter Epistle, which is rather shorter, contains, in addition to

32 u7ra Aeyd//.eva, 42 words which, though occurring elsewhere in

the N.T., are not found in the other Epistles of St. Paul. Such
calculations are, indeed, futile, except in connexion with words so

frequently used as to be characteristic of the writer.

More weight is to be given to the principle of the objection,
that words are used here to express certain ideas which St. Paul is

in the habit of expressing differently, and, again, that words used

by him are here employed with a different meaning. But when
we come to the instances we find them few, and for the most part

unimportant. Of the first class, De Wette mentions TO. tTrovpdvia
for &quot;heaven&quot; (five times); TO. TrveiyAan/ca for

&quot;spirits&quot;; 6\a/3oAos
twice (elsewhere only in i and 2 Tim.), Kooyxo/cptmop, o-wrryptoi .

Soden adds, as favourite words of the writer, //.efloSeta (twice), and
SCCT/AIOS (twice). These, with TO. l-n-ovpavia and

Sid/3oAo&amp;lt;?,
he says,

it is strange not to find slipping from St. Paul s pen elsewhere. As
to Secr/iios, however, it actually occurs in Philemon, and Holtz-

1 See list at end of the Introduction.
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mann had already pointed out that it was not to be expected

except in Epistles written when St. Paul was a prisoner. As to

Siu/SoAo?, of which much has been made because St. Paul elsewhere

uses Saravas, if the writer of the Acts, or of the Fourth Gospel,
and other N.T. writers, could use Saravus and 8id/3oAos indiffer

ently, why might not Paul use the former in his earlier Epistles,

and the latter twice in this ? The difference is only that between

the Hebrew and the Greek forms, and is analogous to that between

HeYpos and K^Ss, of which the former is used twice and the latter

four times in the Epistle to the Galatians. Again, although TO.

cTTovpdvia (which is not = &quot; the heavens
&quot;)

is not found elsewhere in

St. Paul, the adjective occurs with the meaning &quot;heavenly&quot; in

i Cor. xv. 40, 48, 49, and in Phil. ii. 10. Other un-Pauline ex

pressions are found in TO. $eAry//,ara, ai SidVoiat, Trpo Kara/3oX^s

Kocrfjiov, &amp;lt;am etv as a function of the apostle, 6 ap^wv T?)S eoucrias

TOV depos, 6 eos TOV Kupiou T^/AWV Irjtrov Xpicrrou (i. 17. 3); 7rve?yu,a

TOV voos, 17 dyia eK/cA^o-ta (ver. 27, not, however, in this form); ol

ayiot aTTOCTToAot Kat Trpof^Tui, tore yivwcr/covTes, Oioovai TWO. Tt
(i.

2 2,

IV. 1 1) ; dya$os Trpos TL (iv. 29); dyaTraV TOV Kvptov (Paul has dy.

TOV eov), ayairav rrjv eKKA^criW, of Christ , eis Trdcras ras yei/eas TOU

ataivos raiv atwvcov.

It is, for the most part, only by their number that these and
similar instances can be supposed to carry weight as an objection
to the Pauline authorship ;

two or three, however, are somewhat

striking. On 6 eos TOV Kvpiou T//X.WV, see the note. It is certainly
an unexpected expression, but it is one which no later imitator,

holding such lofty views of Christ as are here expressed, would
have ventured on without Pauline precedent. It has its parallel in

John xx. 17. Again, although the expression 6 Xptoros ryyoVr/o-e

&amp;lt;n)v KK\rjo-Lav taken by itself sounds peculiar, it is not so when we
find that it is suggested by the preceding words, ot oVSpes, dyaTrare
ras ywauxs KO.$OJS Kat, /c.r.A.

The phrase which seems to create the greatest difficulty is rots

dyiot9 d.7roo-ToA(H9 Kal Trpo^rats. It is said that this, especially
when compared with Col. i. 26, is strongly suggestive of a later

generation which set the apostles and prophets (of the new dis

pensation) on a lofty pedestal as objects of veneration. Some of

those critics who accept the Epistle as genuine have suggested that

we have to do with a gloss (the whole or, at least, the latter half

of ver. 5, Reuss
;
the word dyuns, Jiilicher), or a dislocation of

the text (Robertson), dyiois being the mediate or general (t^are-

pw#?7, Col.), the a7r. K. Trp. the immediate or special (d7rKaAv&amp;lt;$r/)

recipients of the revelation. Lachmann and Tregelles put a

comma after dytoi?, so that a-n-. K. Trp. is in apposition with dyiots.
So far as the difficulty is in the writer s application of the term

uytots, it appears to be due very much to the importation into
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uyiots of the modern notion of holiness (see note). However this

may be, the objection to the genuineness drawn from this word is

deprived of all force by the words which follow presently in ver. 8,

tfjiol TO) eAa^tfrrorepw Trdvrwv
dy&amp;lt;W.

It is quite incredible that a

writer otherwise so successful in assuming the character of St.

Paul, should here in the same breath forget his part and (as it is

thought) exaggerate it. The same consideration, in part at least,

applies to the other difficulty found in the words, viz. that they

represent the apostles as all recognising the principle of the calling

of the Gentiles, a principle which St. Paul elsewhere (and here

also) claims as specially his gospel. The apostles are spoken of

collectively also in i Cor. xv. 7 ;
and as they had cordially assented

to St. Paul s teaching as to the admission of the Gentiles (Gal.
ii. 9), it is quite natural that he should speak of it here as revealed
&quot;

to the apostles.&quot;

As examples of Pauline words used in a new sense, are quoted

fjivcrTtipiov, oiKovo/j-La, TTeptTTot^crts. As to the first, there is really no
difference between its meaning here and elsewhere in St. Paul

;
or

if the sense in ver. 32 is thought to be different, that is a difference

within this Epistle itself, in which the word occurs five times in its

usual sense, oucovo/nia is found (besides Col. i. 25) in i Cor.

ix. 1 7 of St. Paul s own stewardship, while in Eph. it is used of the

ordering of the fulness of the times
(i. 10), or of the grace of God

(iii. 2), or of the mystery, etc.
(iii. 9). Here, again, so little ground

is there for assuming any serious difference in meaning, that in

the last two passages the meaning &quot;stewardship&quot; (RV. marg.)
is perfectly suitable. Again, TrepiTrot^cris in i. 14 is said to be

concrete, whereas in i Thess. v. 9, 2 Thess. ii. 14, it is abstract.

Admitting this (which is questioned), the difference is parallel to

that, for example, in the meaning of aTro/caXvi/ ts in i Cor. xiv. 26

and i. 7.

In reference to these objections, and some others thai; have to

be mentioned, it is important to remember that we are not dealing
with an anonymous work. There are many points of difference

which in such a case might be used with effect against the Pauline

authorship, but which put on a different aspect when we consider

that the Epistle makes a distinct claim to be the work of St. Paul,
so that, if not genuine, it is the work of a writer who designed that

it should be mistaken for the work of that apostle, and when we
add to this the fact that it was received as such from the earliest

times. For a writer of such ability as the author, and one so

familiar with the writings of St. Paul, would take care to avoid, at

least, obvious deviations from the style and language of the author

whom he is imitating. From this point of view, not only u7ra

Acyo/xcva, but still more the use of new expressions for Pauline

ideas, instead of offering an argument against the Pauline author-

b
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ship, become arguments against forgery. If, indeed, actual contra

dictions or inconsistencies could be shown, it would be different ;

but they cannot.

There are, it is true, at first sight, differences in the point of view

taken in this Epistle and in others of St. Paul
; but these have

been exaggerated. For example, when in v. i the expression re/o/a

dyaTTT/Ta occurs, Holtzmann remarks that this is elsewhere used by
St. Paul, not to urge his readers as beloved children to imitate

their Father, God, but because they owed their conversion to

himself, so that he was himself their father (i Cor. iv. 14, 17, cf.

2 Tim. i. 2). Yet the expression is quite naturally led up to here.

&quot;Forgive, for God has forgiven; therefore imitate God, whose
children ye are.&quot; Addressing those to whom he was a stranger,
he could not call on them to imitate himself (i Cor. iv. 16, xi. i),

which, moreover, here, where the question is of forgiveness, would
be an impossible bathos ;

nor could he call them his own children.

As to the expression &quot;children of God,&quot; we have a parallel in

Rom. viii. 16, on ecryaev TZKVO. 0eoO.

Again, r) Aeyo/xeV^ a.Kpo(3v&amp;lt;rrfa, rj \eyo/JLvr] Trepwop:^ (ii.
1 1), taken

by themselves, may seem to deny any real significance to circum

cision (contrary to Rom. iii. i
; Phil. iii. 5 ; Col. ii. u, 13); yet a

closer consideration will show that it is not so. &quot;Ye who are

contemptuously called uncircumcision by those who call themselves

the circumcision, a circumcision in the flesh only (note the

addition Iv o-ap/a), as if the mere fleshly circumcision had any

spiritual value.&quot; Not only does the sense of the whole passage

agree with Rom. ii. 26-29 (as Holtzmann allows), but the form of

expression is natural as coming from the writer who in Phil. iii. 2

uses the strong and scornful word KOTO/TO//.?/, adding ^/xeis yap
l&amp;lt;r/j.ev rj 7reptTO/r&amp;gt;;,

01 Tn/ev/Aart eov AarpeiWre?, K.T.A. : to which we

may add, for those who accept Colossians, Col. ii. u. Holtzmann,
indeed, thinks that Paul would not say, -f] Aeyo/xev?; &Kpo/3v&amp;lt;rria,

he

being himself one of the Jews who so designated them (Rom.
ii. 26, 27, iii. 30, iv. 9; Gal. ii. 7). But this corresponds to

Col. iii. II, OVK (.vi . . . 7repLTOfj,r] KOL oxpo/Jucrria. (Compare the

less forcible ovre irepLTo^ ri tercet, K.r.A.., Gal. V. 6, vi. 15.)
Holtzmann considers this way of speaking of circumcision as

belonging to the general view of the Law taken in this Epistle, as

merely typical. It is not spoken of, says v. Soden, as having a

religious or moral significance, as TraiSaywyos ets Xptcn-ov, or as

working Ka.Ta.pa, but only in its formal character as the sum of

ej/ToA.ai Iv Soy/xao-tr, its content being left out of view. Compare,
on the contrary, Rom. ix. 4; Gal. v. 23 (where, however, we have

VQ/X.OS, not o
vofj-os). Its significance consists in its causing a

separation and even hostility between Jews and Gentiles. But
this is not a greater difference than that between the ideas of a



2 OF THE GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE xix

TraiSaywyos and a source of Kariipa, which we find within one

epistle, that to the Galatians.

Objections from the line of thought in the Epistle. It is said,

further, that the whole view of the Church as regards the union of

Jews and Gentiles is peculiar ;
St. Paul never represents it as the

object or even an object of Christ s work to bring into one Jews
and Gentiles (ii. 13-18, 19-22, iii. 5 sqq., iv. 7-16). This leads

us further
;
we notice that the writer never speaks of local Churches,

but only of the (one) Church. This has been supposed to indicate

that he wrote at a time when the several local Churches were

drawing together in resistance to a common danger, and binding
themselves together by a single organisation. But the Church
here is not represented as made up of individual Churches, but of

individual men
;
nor is there any mention of external unity or

common organisation. Nor is the conception of one &quot;

Church,&quot;

which we find here, quite new. Not to mention passages where
St. Paul speaks of himself as formerly persecuting

&quot; the Church of

God&quot; (i Cor. xv. 9; Gal. i. 13; Phil. iii. 6), we have in i Cor.

xii. 28, $ero 6 eos ev rfj e/CKX^crta Trpwrov aTrocrroAoi;?, K.r.A. We
may compare also Acts XX. 28, rr/v eKKXirjo-iav TOV ov rjv TrcpteTroirJ-

o-aro, K.T.X. In Col. we have
17 eKKXrjo-ia in the same sense, as the

universal Church
(i. 18, 24), although it is also used of local

Churches (iv. 15, 16). The encyclical character of the present

Epistle sufficiently accounts for the predominance of the former
view here. There is, however, no inconsistency in this advance

upon the earlier conception. It is, indeed, remarkable that in

Eph. the thought of the unity of the Church is so dominant that

Christ s work is represented as having immediate reference to it

rather than to individuals (compare v. 25-27, 29, 32, with Gal.

ii. 20) ;
of this He is the Saviour (ver. 23) ;

it is this that He has
sanctified by His offering of Himself (ver. 26). But it is essential

to observe that all this occurs, not in an exposition of the nature of

Christ s work, but in illustration of the duties of husbands to their

wives. Any reference to His work in relation to individual men
would have been entirely irrelevant. That reference comes in

naturally in i. 7, v. 2, ii. 16 fF. But the first two passages, it is

said, appear to be only verbal reminiscences of St. Paul. It is,

however, much easier to conceive St. Paul writing as in w. 25-32,
than to suppose it the work of another who wishes to be mistaken
for him. It is no doubt very remarkable that the whole circle of

thought which in St. Paul has its centre in the death of Christ,
here falls into the background. In i. i5~ii. 10, where the resurrec

tion is twice mentioned, and the whole work of redemption dwelt

on, the death is not mentioned. So also i. 11-14, i&quot; - 1-21. In

fact, with the exception of i. 7 (from Col. i. 14), it is only incident

ally referred to as a pattern, and then with remarkable differences
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from St. Paul, that being attributed to Christ which is elsewhere

attributed to God. (Yet, on the other hand, in iv. 32 it is God in

Christ who is said to forgive, while in Col. iii. 13 it is Christ who

forgives.) The only place in which the death of Christ is dealt

with in greater detail is ii. 14-16 ;
and there the interest is not in

the reconciliation of individuals and the forgiveness of their sins,

but in this, that the Law, and with it the enmity between Jew and

Gentile, are removed. These and other differences that have been

pointed out are no doubt striking, but they involve no incon

sistencies
; they are only developments of ideas of which the germ

is found in St. Paul s other writings.
The representation of Christ as the Head of the Body, which

is the Church, is common to Eph. and Col., and therefore cannot

be alleged against the genuineness of the former by any who admit

the latter. Elsewhere, when St. Paul uses the figure of the body,
the whole body is said to be in Christ (Rom. xii. 4, 5), or to be

Christ (i Cor. xii. 12), and the head appears only as one member

among many (ib. 21). But in those cases the point to be illus

trated was the mutual relation of the members of the Church, and
there is nothing inconsistent in the modification of the figure which

we find in these Epp.
Again, as to the Person and Office of Christ, we have in both

Epp. a notable advance beyond the earlier Epistles, as in Col.

i. 1 6 ff., &quot;in Him were all things created, in the heaven, and

upon the earth ... all things have been created through Him,
and unto Him

;
and He is before all things, and in Him all

things consist.&quot; But we have at least the germ of this in i Cor.

viii. 6, els Kupio9 IT/CTOVS X/3KTTO9, Si ov TO. Travra, KOL ty/xcis

81 avrov. In Eph., however, we have added to this the further

thought that things in heaven as well as on earth have part in the

reconciliation effected by Him (Eph. i. 10) ;
and all this is referred

to a purpose of the Divine will directed towards Christ Himself
from the beginning.

Once more, the second coming of Christ has fallen into the

background, and does not appear to have a part in bringing about
the fulfilment of the promised blessings. Rather does the writer

seem to anticipate a series of utwj/es eVe^xo/zei/ot. But, as Hort

observes,
&quot;

nothing was more natural than that a change like this

should come over St. Paul s mind, when year after year passed

away, and still there was no sign of the Lord s coming, and when
the spread of the faith through the Roman Empire, and the results

which it was producing, would give force to all such ways of think

ing as are represented by the image of the leaven leavening the

lump&quot; (Prolegomena^ p. 142).

Paley on the Internal Evidence. Paley in his Horae Paulinae
has replied by anticipation to some, at least, of the objections to
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the genuineness of the Epistle, and has added some positive argu
ments which deserve attention. He remarks that

&quot; Whoever writes

two letters or two discourses nearly upon the same subject and at

no great distance of time, but without any express recollection of

what he had written before, will find himself repeating some
sentences in the very order of the words in which he had already
used them

;
but he will more frequently find himself employing

some principal terms, with the order inadvertently changed, or

with the order disturbed by the intermixture of other words and

phrases expressive of ideas rising up at the time
;
or in many

instances repeating, not single words, nor yet whole sentences, but

parts and fragments of sentences. Of all these varieties the exam
ination of our two Epistles will furnish plain examples ; and I

should rely upon this class of instances more than upon the last
;

because, although an impostor might transcribe into a forgery
entire sentences and phrases, yet the dislocation of words, the

partial recollection of phrases and sentences, the intermixture of

new terms and new ideas with terms and ideas before used, which
will appear in the examples that follow, and which are the natural

properties of writings produced under the circumstances in which
these Epistles are represented to have been composed, would not,
I think, have occurred to the invention of a forger ; nor, if they
had occurred, would they have been so easily executed. This
studied variation was a refinement in forgery, which, I believe, did

not exist
;
or if we can suppose it to have been practised in the

instances adduced below, why, it may be asked, was not the same
art exercised upon those which we have collected in the preceding
class? [viz. Eph. i. 7

= Col. i. 14; Eph. i. io = Col. i. 20; Eph.
iii. 2 = Col. i. 25; Eph. v. 19 = Col. iii. 16; and Eph. vi. 22 =
Col. iv.

8].&quot;
Of the second class he specifies Eph. i. 19, ii. 5,

which, if we take away the parentheses, leaves a sentence almost

the same in terms as Col. ii. 12, 13 ;
but it is in Eph. twice inter

rupted by incidental thoughts which St. Paul, as his manner was,

enlarges upon by the way, and then returns to the thread of his

discourse.

Amongst internal marks of genuineness, Paley specifies the

frequent yet seemingly unaffected use of TrAmo-os used metaphoric
ally as an augmentative of the idea to which it happens to be sub

joined, a figurative use familiar to St. Paul, but occurring in no
other writer in the N.T . except once in Jas. ii. 5,

&quot; Hath not God
chosen the poor of this world, rich in faith ?

&quot;,
where it is manifestly

suggested by the antithesis. (It occurs in i Tim. vi. 18.)
&quot; There is another singularity in St. Paul s style which, wherever

it is found, may be deemed a badge of authenticity ; because, if it

were noticed, it would not, I think, be imitated, inasmuch as it

almost always produces embarrassment and interruption in the
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reasoning. This singularity is a species of digression which may
properly, I think (says Paley), be denominated going off at a word.

It is turning aside from the subject upon the occurrence of some

particular word, forsaking the train of thought then in hand, and

entering upon a parenthetic sentence in which that word is the pre

vailing term.&quot; An instance is 2 Cor. ii. 14, at the word 60-^
(note w. 15, 1 6). Another, 2 Cor. iii. i, at eVio-ToXwv, which

gives birth to the following sentence, vv. 2, 3. A third is 2 Cor.

iii. 13, at the word KaAv/x/m. The whole allegory, vv. 14-18,
arises out of the occurrence of this word in v. 1 3, and in iv. i he
resumes the proper subject of his discourse almost in the words
with which he had left it.

In Eph. we have two similar instances, viz. iv. 8-n, at the word

aveft-rj, and again, v. 13-15, at &amp;lt;w?.

Again, in Eph. iv. 2-4 and Col. iii. 12-15, we have the words

Ta.7Tivo(j&amp;gt;po(rvvrj, Trpaor???, /xa/cpo^u/xta, dve^o/xei/oi dAA^Awv in the

same order
; dyoV?; is also in both, but in a different connexion

;

arvvSco-fJios TJ}S clpr]vr)&amp;lt;s
answers to &amp;lt;r.

rrj&amp;lt;; reXeior^TOSj K\.rj&r)Te Iv Ivl

crwfJMTt to ev cro^ua /cantos /cat
ei&amp;lt;Xr/0r]Te

ev /xia e/VTriSi
, yet is this

similitude found in the midst of sentences otherwise very different.

Eph. v. 6-8, Col. iii. 6-8, afford, says Paley, a specimen of that

partial resemblance which is only to be met with where no imita

tion is designed, but where the mind, exercised upon the same

subject, is left to the spontaneous return of such terms and phrases

as, having been used before, may happen to present themselves

again. The sentiment of both passages is throughout alike : half

of that sentiment, the denunciation of God s wrath, is expressed in

identical words
;
the other half, viz. the admonition to quit their

former conversation, in words entirely different.

Eph. vi. 19, 20, furnishes, according to Paley s very just remark,
a coincidence (with the Acts) of that minute and less obvious

kind which is of all others the most to be relied upon. It is the

coincidence of Trpeo-^evw ev dAvcrei with Acts xxviii. 1 6. From the

latter passage we learn that at Rome Paul was allowed to dwell by
himself with one soldier that kept him. In such cases it was

customary for the prisoner to be bound to the soldier by a single
chain.

Accordingly, in ver. 20 St. Paul says, rr/v oXva-iv Tavrr/v TrepiKeifuu.

It is to be observed that in the parallel passage in Col. the word
used is Seo/xai. A real prisoner might use either the general words
Seo/zai or iv

Seo-/&amp;gt;iot?,
or the specific term. Paley, however, omits

to notice the irony of Trpeo-ftevw ev dXvo-ei, to which the choice of

the word is undoubtedly due.
&quot; Am an ambassador in chains

&quot;

does not exactly express the force of the original, which is rather

&quot;act as an ambassador in chains.&quot; As Hort well remarks (p. 156),
&quot;

the writer has in mind, not the mere general thought of being in
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bonds, but the visual image of an ambassador standing up to plead
his sovereign s cause, and wearing, strangest of contradictions, a

fetter by way of official adornment.&quot; lv Seoyxois would have meant
&quot;

in
prison.&quot;

3. RELATION TO THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS.

It is impossible even to glance over these two Epistles without

being struck by the many similarities, and even verbal coincidences,
between them. On the other hand, the Epistle to the Ephesians
differs markedly from its twin Epistle in the absence of contro

versial matter such as forms so important an element in the other.

De Wette, admitting the genuineness of Col., thought it possible
to account for the likeness by supposing that the writer of Eph.
borrowed from the other Epistle. He gave a list of parallel

passages (Einl. 146^) as follows:

CoL iii. 8 ff.

iii. 8 f.

iii. 8, iv. 6.

iii. 8.

iii. 12 f.

iii. 5-

iii. 8.

JH- 5-

iii. 6.

iv. 5.

iii. i6f.

iii. 18.

iii. 19.
iii. 20.

iii. 21.

iii. 22 ff.

iv. I.

iv. 2 ff.

iv. 7 f.

Holtzmann in his Kritik der Epheser- und Kolosser-Briefe ex

amined the problem with great labour and minuteness. He
argued strongly that in some of the parallels, the priority was on
the side of Eph. The passages which he selected for detailed

examination in support of this conteiv on were, ist, Eph. i. 4 (
=

Col. i. 22); 2nd, Eph. i. 6, 7 (
= Col. i. 13, 14); 3rd, Eph. iii. 3,

5, 9 (
= Col. i. 26, ii. 2); 4th, Eph. iii. 17, 18, iv. 16, ii. 20

(
=

Col. i. 23, ii. 2, 7); 5th, Eph. iv. 16 (
= Col. ii. 19); 6th, Eph. iv.

22-24 (
= Col. iii. 9, 10); and ;th, Eph. v. 19 (

= Col. iii. 16).

(With respect to the last three he seems to have changed his

mind before publishing his Einleitungl) His conclusion was that

there existed an Epistle to the Colossians by St. Paul, which was

ph. i. 7
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taken by the writer of Eph. as the basis of his work, and that

the same writer subsequently interpolated the Epistle to the

Colossians. He conjectures that this writer was the same who
added the final doxology to the Epistle to the Romans.

In the introduction to the Epistle to the Colossians will be
found a specimen of the result of his analysis of Colossians. The
principal, indeed the only value of this part of his work is that

it establishes the inadequacy of the more commonly accepted
solution of the problem, namely, that Ephesians is simply a

forgery based on Colossians. Some critics, however, such as

Hausrath, Mangold, Pfleiderer, think that Holtzmann has at least

indicated in what direction the solution is to be looked for. But
all such attempts are attended with much greater difficulty than

the traditional view.

There is another difficulty in this theory, and one which, from
a literary point of view, is really fatal. It is that the words and

phrases supposed to be borrowed from Col. are introduced into

different contexts, and yet so as to fit in quite naturally with their

new surroundings. (See, above, the passages mentioned by
Paley.)

It may be asked, moreover, how is it that a writer so well

acquainted with Pauline thought should have confined his borrow

ings almost exclusively to the Epistle to the Colossians, and that

although the most characteristic element of that Epistle, its special

polemic against the heretical teachers, seems to have had no
interest for him. Indeed, it is strange how he succeeds in steering
clear of all allusions to that subject. In the author of Col. this

would be done unconsciously ;
it is not so easy to account for an

imitator doing it.

4. RELATION TO THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

The parallelisms between these two Epistles are so numerous
that the Epistles may almost be compared throughout. The

following comparison is chiefly from Holtzmann. After the

address they begin thus

i PET. i. EPH. i.

3. ev\oyr)Tbs 6 0e6s KCLI traTTjp rov 3. eiiXoyrirbs 6 Geds Kal Trar^p rov

Ki piou rtfj.&i Irjaov Xpiarov, 6 dvayevvT/f- Kuptou i]/u.uv Itjcrov Xpicrrov, 6 eii\oyr]-

&amp;lt;ras T;/ias. eras r/yuas.

This commencement, however, is found also in 2 Cor. i. 3.

Then follows in each a long passage (i Pet. i. 5-13; Eph. i.

5-15) in which the alternation of participles and relative pronouns
is the same in both until the transition to the succeeding period
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is made in the one case by Sto, in the other by 8ta TOVTO. The
substance of the passage in i Pet. i. 3-5 corresponds with that of

the following passage in Eph. (i. 18-20), the
&quot;hope&quot; being

emphasised in both, and its object being designated the KA^povo/Aia,
the connexion with the resurrection of Christ as its ground being
the same, and in both the StW/us eov being put in relation to

the TTIOTIS.

i Pet. ii. 4-6 has much resemblance to Eph. ii. 18-22

i PET. ii. EPH. ii

4. irpbs tv irpocrepxo/J.fvoi \Wov 18. Si avrov

U&amp;gt;VTO. . . . 19. . . . oiKeioi TOV GeoO.

5. Kal avrol wx \i6oi WPT olKodo- 2O. eVoiKoSoytiT^eWes eVi
rij&amp;gt;

fj.eiff6e, dittos irvev/JUiTiKds. ... SVTOS aKpoyuvialov avrov X/xoroC
6. ... \lOov dKpoyuvialov. Irjffov, /c.r.X.

22. . . . ffvvoixoSofi.eio Oe e/j KCLTOI-

KTjTripiov TOV GeoO.

i Pet., however, is here citing Ps. cxviii. 22 and Isa. xxviii. 16,

and the former passage may have been in St. Paul s mind also.

It had been applied by our Lord to Himself (Matt. xxi. 42), and
is cited in St. Peter s speech, Acts iv. n. Holtzmann thinks the

citation of Isa. xxviii. 16 was suggested to i Pet. by the aK/ao-

ycuvtaiov of Eph.
i Pet. iii. 1 8, Iva. T7/xas TTpoaaydyy TW 0ew, reminds us of Eph.

ii. 1 8, Si aiVov t^ofj-ev TT/V Trpoo-aywyr/v Trpos TOV Trarepa, while the

verses immediately following exhibit the ancient explanation of

Eph. iv. 8-10. Then follows in i Pet. a striking parallel to Eph.
i. 20-22

i PET. iii. EPH. i.

22. 6 s {GTLV 6v df^iq. rov GeoO Tropev- 2O. ^K&Bifffv iv
6e!-l&amp;lt;f.

avTov Iv roit

6eis fls ovpavttv, tirovpaviois. ,

viroTay^vTuv ai/Tip dyy^uv Kal l^ov- 21. VTTfpavw Traffics dpx ijs al 41-ov-

ffiuv Kal 6vva/j,^uv. fflas Kal dvvd(j.fws . . .

22. Kal TrdvTO, vir^Ta^fv.

Again, i Pet. i. 10-12 and Eph. iii. 5, 10 are strikingly parallel.

They both contain the thought found here only in the N.T., that

the meaning of the prophecies was not clearly known to the pro

phets themselves, but has first become so to us

i PET. i. EPH. iii.

10.
irpo(f&amp;gt;TJTai

... 5- ^ erepcus -yevecus oi /c

11. eptvv&vTfs fis Tiva . . . Kaipbv . . . ws vvv direKa\v(f&amp;gt;6Ti) TOIS

ed~f]\ov Tb ev ai Tois Trv(VfJ.a. 7rpo0?)Tats ev irvevfj.aTi.

12. ols 6.TrtKo.\v(t&amp;gt;6^ OTL ov% (avTols, IO. iva yvwpifftj-g vvv . . .

i]fuv oe dnjKovovv avrd, a vvv d

Here i Pet. goes beyond Eph. in saying that the prophets
themselves were made acquainted by revelation with their own
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ignorance. (But on Tr/ao^rats in Eph. iii. 5
= New Test, prophets,

see note.)
r Pet. i. 20 and Eph. iii. 9 correspond in the same reference

to the mystery ordained irpo KaraftoX^ KOO-^OV, and hitherto hidden,
but now revealed. And as in Eph. iii. 10 the wise purpose of

God is now made known to angelic powers, so in i Pet. i. 1 2 they
desire to search into these things.

These are but a selection from the parallelisms that have been
indicated by Holtzmann and others. Some critics have explained
them by the supposition that the writer of Eph. borrowed from
i Pet. (Hilgenfeld, Weiss). But, in fact, the latter Epistle has

affinities to other Epistles of St. Paul, and especially to that to the

Romans, with which it has many striking coincidences (see Salmon,
Introduction, Lect. xxii., and Seufert in Hilgenfeld s Zeitschrift,

1874, p. 36o)

On the supposition that Eph. is genuine, and that St. Paul

here borrowed from i Pet., we seem obliged to hold (as Weiss

does) that in the other parallels the former was also the borrower.
&quot;

Imagine,&quot; says Holtzmann,
&quot; the most original of all the N.T.

writers, when composing the i2th chap, of his Ep. to the Romans,
laboriously gleaning from i Pet. the exhortations which his own

daily experience might have suggested to him, taking xii. i from
i Pet. ii. 5 stripped of its symbolic clothing, then xii. 2 borrowing

o-uo-xT7/AaTi ecr$e from i Pet. i. 14; next in xii. 3-8 expanding
i Pet. iv. 10, ii

; taking xii. 9 out of i Pet. i. 22
;

xii. 10 from
i Pet. ii. 1

7,&quot;
etc.

Seufert, adopting an incidental suggestion of Holtzmann, has

argued at length that Eph. and i Pet. are by the same author,

possibly the same who wrote the third Gospel and the Acts

(Hilgenfeld s Zeitschrift, 1881, pp. 179, 332). It is not necessary
to discuss this theory in detail, since it appears to have gained no
adherents. It may suffice to quote Salmon s remark, that the

resemblances between i Pet. and Eph. are much less numerous
and less striking than those between Ephesians and Colossians

;

whereas, in order to establish Seufert s theory, they ought to be

very much stronger :

&quot; For we clearly can more readily recognise
resemblances as tokens of common authorship in the case of two
documents which purport to come from the same author, and

which, from the very earliest times, have been accepted as so

coming, than when the case is the reverse.&quot;

There remains the supposition that i Pet. borrowed from

Ephesians. If the former be not genuine, there is, of course, no

difficulty in this supposition, whether Eph. be genuine or not.

Nor is there any real difficulty (except to those who will insist on

putting the two apostles in opposition) in supposing that the

Apostle Peter when in Rome should become familiar with the
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Epistle to the Romans, and adopt some of its thoughts and

language. It is difficult, however, to suppose him acquainted with

Eph. and other Epistles. Salmon suggests another alternative,

namely, that while Paul was in Rome, Peter may have arrived

there, in which case there would be a good deal of viva voce inter

course between them, and Paul s discourses to the Christians at

Rome may have been heard by Peter. This suggestion appears
to have been made also by Schott (Dcr erste Brief Petri, I85I).

1

Holtzmann s objection to it is singularly weak, viz. first, that

according to Gal. i. 18, ii. i sq., n sqq., we must regard the

personal intercourse between the two apostles as limited to three

widely separated moments, and broken off in some bitterness
; and,

secondly, that St. Peter could not in this way have become
familiar with Rom. xii. xiii. The latter remark has been replied to

by anticipation ;
as to the former, what sort of idea of the two

apostles must Holtzmann have, to think that the incident at

Antioch must have led to a permanent estrangement between
them ! Finally, if i Pet. was composed by Silvanus under the

direction of the apostle, which is possibly what is meant by v. 12, the

use of St. Paul s thoughts and language is sufficiently accounted for.

5. RELATION TO OTHER NEW TESTAMENT WRITINGS

Epistle to the Hebrews. Points of contact with the Ep. to the

Hebrews have been noted. Lexically, e.g. at/xa /cat o-up (elsewhere

0&quot;ap
/cat at/xa), aypvTrvtiv, Kpavyr/, inrepavw, VTrepdvii) TTULVTUIV TWV

ovpavu&amp;gt;v,
ets

a7roA.irrpa&amp;gt;criv,
alutv jU.eA.Xwv, 7rpo(rc/&amp;gt;opa

/cat Ovcrta, /3ouA.ry

of God, 7rappr)&amp;lt;TLa
in the sense of spiritual assurance. There are

also peculiar conceptions common to both Epistles : Eph. i. 20,

CKaOta-ev eV Seta avrou, Heb. i. 3, viii. I, X. 12: Eph. i. 7, uTroAirrpojo-ts

8ta TO&amp;gt;
atju,cm&amp;gt;5,

Heb. ix. 12 : Eph. V. 25, 26, eavrov TrupaSw/cev v-rrlp

aiTrjS tva avrrjv ayidary, Heb. xiii. 12, X. IO. St. Paul, it is said,

does not represent dytacr/xo? as the object of Christ s atoning death,
but rather justification. Eph. iii. 12, lv w t)(o^v TT;V irapprjariav /cat

TT/V 7r/)Ofrayoryr/v, Heb. IV. 1 6, Trpocrep^oi/AC^a yuera Trapp-^crias. The

Christology, also, of the two Epp. is the same. Of course, if Eph.
is genuine, there is no difficulty in admitting that the writer to the

Hebrews used it. V. Soden, however, argues that the latter

Epistle is the earlier. His reason is that i Pet. is dependent on

Hebrews, and probably earlier than Eph. The former proposition
is more than doubtful ;

but we need not discuss it, since, as we
have seen, it is probably i Pet. that has used Eph.

1
&quot;Peter possessed an eminently sympathetic nature. He was one who

received impressions easily, and could not without an effort avoid reflecting the

tone of the company in which he lived&quot; (Salmon, Introd., 7th ed., p. 438).
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The Apocalypse. There are also noted points of correspond
ence with the Apocalypse, e.g. Eph. ii. 20, &quot;foundation of the

apostles and prophets&quot;; Rev. xxi. 14: Eph. iii. 5, (TW
. . . vvv a.TTKaX.v(j)8r] TO?? dytois aTrocrrdAois avroi) KCU

Rev. X. 7) To /Afcrr^piov rov cow, o&amp;gt;? evT^yyeXtcre TOUS eauro9 SouAovs

rors 7rpo&amp;lt;^ras : Eph. V. II, /A?) criry/cotvajverre rots tpyois TOIS
d/&amp;lt;ap7rois

TOU O-KOTOU?, Rev. xviii. 4, u/a
/XT) o-vyKOtvcoF^o-^Te rais d/Aaprcais ai/njs :

Eph. v. 25 ff., the comparison of the union of Christ and the

Church to that of husband and wife
;

cf. Rev. xix. 7, a/. 1 Many
other coincidences are pointed out by Holtzmann, who concludes

that the author of Eph. made use of the Apocalypse. V. Soden,

however, judges that they do not prove any dependence either

literary or spiritual on either side, but that they show that the

author of Eph. stood much nearer than Paul to the modes of

expression of Christianity which are attested in the Apocalypse ;

and he passes a similar judgment on the relation between Eph.
and the Gospel of John, except that in the latter case the affinity

extends also to the ideas.

As to the Apocalypse, it is hard to believe that the writer of

Eph. v. 23 ff. had before him the fact that the Church had

already by another writer been expressly designated the Bride of

Christ. He seems, on the contrary, to have been led up to it step

by step from the comparison of the headship of the man (
= i Cor.

xi. 3) to the headship of Christ. Rather does the exposition in

the Apocalypse appear to be a development of the figure first

suggested in Eph. The figure of the Bridegroom appears, indeed,
in the Gospel of St. John iii. 29, but it is used there merely to

illustrate the superiority of Christ to the Baptist. In fact, the

Parable of the Ten Virgins in the Synoptic Gospels is much closer

to the figure here.

Gospel of St. John. Comparison with the Gospel of St. John
gives results such as the following : -The Logos-idea is in substance

indicated in i. 10, where Christ is represented as the point of union
in which the divided universe is brought together. As to the

special application of this fundamental thought to the relation of

Jews and Gentiles
(ii. 13-22, iii. 6), there are significant parallels

in John (x. 16, xi. 52, xvii. 20, 21). Further, it is especially the

ideas of yvwo-ts and dyaTrr/ that in both Epistle and Gospel
dominate everything, and in most of the (ten) places in Eph. in

which ayd-n-r} occurs the thought is Johannine, as in i. 4, ii. 4.

Christ is 6 r/yaTr^eVo? (i. 6), the absolute object of Divine love, as

in John iii. 35, x. 17, xv. 9, and especially xvii. 23, 24, 26. The
words rjyd-n-rjard s p.e irpo Kara/3oA.r}? KOCT/XOU in xvii. 24 particularly

1 Compare also Eph. i. 17, Rev. xix. 10 ; Eph. i. 8, Rev. xiii. 18 ; Epli.
ii. 13, Rev. v. 9; Eph. iii. 9, Rev. iv. n, x. 6; Eph. iii. 18, Rev. xi. I,

:cxi. 15-17; Eph. v. 32, Rev. i. 20.
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are in touch both with ^yaTr^/LuVos in i. 6, and with irpo

Koo-pov in i. 4. The work of redemption is in John viewed especially
as one of dyiav (xvii. 17, 19); so also Eph. v. 26. This dyia^etv
is accomplished by Christ KaOapLo-as . . . Iv prj^ari, to which

corresponds KaOapos Sid TOV Aoyor, John xv. 3. Moreover, the

effect produced on those who are sanctified is described as a

quickening of the dead (John v. 21, 25, 28
; Eph. ii. 5, 6). The

contrast between the light which Christ brings and the opposing

power of darkness is expressed in both with striking similarity.

EPH. v. JOHN.

8. ws TKVO.
&amp;lt;/)OJr6j TrepiTrareZVe. xii. 35. irepiira.TeiTe a&amp;gt;s rb

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;i2s ?xfre -

II. fj,a\\ov 6 /cat tXeyxere (TO. Zpya in. 20. iras yap 6
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;av\a irpaaffuv

rov GKOTOVS). /Mffei rb &amp;lt;y KCU OVK tpxerai irpbs rb

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;Ci3

tva, yur; 4\fy%6fj TO. Zpya. avrov

13. rii 5 WO.VTOL iKeyx^bfieva. inrb rou iii. 21. 6 5 iroiCiv TTJV aXr/dfiav

0cuTds (pavepovrai wdv yap rb
&amp;lt;pa.vepoti- (pxerai irpbs rb

&amp;lt;^)u)s
iVa

&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;avep&amp;lt;*)t)r)

pevov &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ws

ffn. avrov TO. fpya.

Here what comes close together in Eph. appears in the Gospel
of John in two separate places. The same thing occurs with Eph.
iv. 8-10 compared with John iii. 31, vii. 39. Indeed, the parallels

begin with Eph. iv. 7, 77 X&quot;P
IS Kara TO /txeVpoi/ T^S SwpeSs TOU Xpr? .

In the Gospel the one exception in which the Spirit is given OVK e /c

fjierpov is expressed in iii. 34 in a form which becomes intelligible

only by presupposing the general statement in Eph.
&quot;

to each of

us,&quot;
etc. The expressions, too, in Eph. iv. 9, 10, and John iii. 13,

suggest a literary dependence. Eph. : TO Se dveftrj TL IVTLV i
/j.r]

on.

KOL Ko.rt.ftri ... 6 /caraySas auTos CCTTIV KOL 6 dvaySas inrfpavw Travraiv

TWV
ovpava&amp;gt;v.

John : orSeis dva/JeyS^xev ets TOV ovpavov el
fj.rj

6 IK TOV ovpavov

aTa/3ds. Here again, says Holtzmann, the passage in the Gospel
becomes quite clear only on supposition of a reminiscence.

The correspondence between Eph. and the Johannine writings
is sufficiently accounted for by the supposition that

&quot;

St. John read

and valued St. Paul s
writings,&quot;

as Salmon remarks. This appears

strongly confirmed by certain correspondences between the Apoca
lypse and the Ep. to the Colossians (see Introd. to Col.).

Pastoral Epistles. It is not necessary to dwell on the coinci

dences with the Pastoral Epistles, since, whether these are accepted
as genuine or not, it cannot be imagined that the writer of Eph.
borrowed from them. In fact, no one who questions Eph. accepts
the Pastorals.

6. TIME AND PLACE OF WRITING.

The Epistle was written while St. Paul was a prisoner, iii. r,

iv. i, vi. 20. From the mention of Tychicus as the bearer of it,
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vi. 2 1 compared with Col. iv. 7 and Philemon 1 3, we may conclude

that these three Epistles were written at the same time. Most com
mentators have supposed that they were written from Rome, but

some moderns have advocated the claims of Caesarea (Acts
xxiii. 35, xxiv. 27). The following reasons are adduced in favour

of this view by Meyer. First, that it is more likely that the

fugitive slave Onesimus would make his way from Colossae to

Caesarea than by a long sea voyage to Rome. Wieseler s reply is

sufficient, namely, that he would be safer from the pursuit of the

fugitivarii in the great city. St. Paul, too, seems to have been

under stricter guard at Caesarea, where only &quot;his own&quot; were

allowed to attend him (Acts xxiv. 23), than at Rome, where he

lived in his own hired house and received all that came to him.

As to the circumstances of Onesimus flight we know nothing.

Secondly, if the Epistles were sent from Rome, Tychicus and his

companion Onesimus would have arrived at Ephesus first, and we

might therefore expect that, with Tychicus, Onesimus would be men
tioned, in order to ensure him a kindly reception. This argument
falls to the ground if the Ep. was not written to Ephesus.

Thirdly, he argues from Eph. vi. 21, &quot;va 8e d8rjre cu u/xeis, that

before Tychicus would arrive at Ephesus he would have previously
fulfilled to others the commission here mentioned. But this is

really to suppose that the readers of the Epistle had previously
heard of the message to the Colossians. The meaning of KOL

v/xeis is quite different (see note). Fourthly, it is argued that in

Philem. 22 Paul asks Philemon to prepare him a lodging, and that

soon (tt/xa
Se

/&amp;lt;at).
This presupposes, says Meyer, that his place of

imprisonment was nearer to Colossae than Rome, and, which is

the main point, that Paul intended on his expected release to go
direct to Phrygia ;

whereas from Phil. ii. 24 we see that he intended

to proceed to Macedonia after his liberation (not to Spain, as he
had at first thought of doing, Rom. xv. 24). And Weiss thinks

this decisive. But he might well take Philippi on his way to

Colossae, Philippi being on the great high road between Europe
and Asia (Lightfoot, Pliilippians, p. 48 f.). On the other hand, as

Mangold observes (Bleek, EM. p. 507), the desire to visit Rome
lay so near the apostle s heart during his imprisonment in Caesarea

(Acts xxiii. 1 1), that he would not think of making a journey thence

to Phrygia for which he would order a lodging, even if Phrygia is

looked on only as a station on the way to Rome. But the

expression in Philem. implies more than a mere passing through.
The fact is, however, that the argument treats the request too

much in the light of a business arrangement instead of a friendly

suggestion. When St. Paul says,
&quot;

I hope that through your

prayers I may be granted to
you,&quot;

without even adding
&quot;

soon,&quot; it

is clear that his hope was not definitely for a speedy release. Had
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it been so, he would doubtless have alluded to it in the Ep. to the

Colossians. Jerome suggests the true explanation, viz. that he

spoke
&quot;

dispensatorie ut dum eum expectat Philemon ad se esse

venturum, magis faciat quod rogatus est.&quot; As Hort puts it :

&quot;

It

is but a playful way of saying to Philemon, Remember that I

mean to come and see with my own eyes whether you have really
treated your Christian slave as I have been exhorting you ;

and
then giving the thought a serious turn by assuring him that,

coming is no mere jest, for he does indeed hope some day to be
set free through their prayers, and then he will haste to visit

them.
&quot;

Another argument has been founded on the absence from Col.

of any reference to the earthquakes which visited the cities of the

Lycus about this time. Under the year 60 (which includes the

last part of the Caesarean imprisonment) Tacitus mentions an

earthquake which destroyed Laodicea (Ann. xiv. 27). Four years
later Eusebius Chronicle mentions the destruction of Laodicea,

Hierapolis, and Colossae by an earthquake (OI. 210). It is not

certain that these notices refer to the same event, but, even

granting that they do, there is good reason to believe that

Eusebius is more likely to be right in the date than Tacitus. The
latter appears to be in error about the date of another earthquake
of this reign (Schiller, Nero, 160, 172, referred to by Hort), whereas

Eusebius appears to have followed unusually good authorities

about these earthquakes ;
for in the case of the great earthquake

in the reign of Tiberius, he adds Ephesus to the list of ruined

cities mentioned by Tacitus and Pliny ;
and a monument at Naples

proves his correctness. If Eusebius is right as to the date of the

earthquake, it would be later than the Epistle. Or, again, if the

earthquakes in question are not the same, there is no evidence that

the earlier extended as far as Colossae.

Lightfoot, in his essay on the
&quot; Order of the Epistles of the

Captivity&quot; (Comm. on Philippians], argues strongly from language
and style that the Epistle to the Philippians preceded these three.

If so, and if, as is generally believed, that Epistle was written from

Rome, we have in this a further proof of the Roman origin of

Ephesians and the other two.

7. VOCABULARY OF THE EPISTLE.

List of aTra Xeyo/xeva in the Epistle to the Ephesians*

a$eo?, atcr^poTT^s, al^/J.a\u&amp;gt;Tf.vLv (but Text. Rec. in 2 Tim. iii. 6),

acavcob), aroic-t?, aTraXyetv, acro&amp;lt;os, /3eA.os, e/crpe^xu, eAa^i(rTorepo9,

CVOT//S, ciTifT^ eir, eTriSi etr, e7ri&amp;lt;cu.
o&quot;Keiv, eroi/xacrtu, evvoia. (Text. Rec.
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has it in I Cor. vii. 3), ev-paTreAia, o r;ya7r?7/AeVos (of Christ), $t&amp;gt;peos,

KaraprKT/xos, Kurajrepos, /cAr/poCi ,
KAuooji i^etrput, KocryxoKpurojp, Kpv&amp;lt;J3fjt

Kvfieia, fjiaKpo^ftovioi, /xeye^os, fj.eOo8f.La, //.etroToi^oi^, ^uopoAoyia, Trd/Xr/,

Trapopytcr/Aos, TroAvTrouaAo?, 7T/joeA.7rieu , TrpocrKuprep^cris, purcs, criyx,-

/ACTO^OS, cru/ATroAiV^s, crwa.pp.oAoyeu , owoiKoSo/Aeu/, crt;Vera&amp;gt;/x,os.

Words foiind elsewhere
,
but not in St. Paul.

The following words are found elsewhere in the N.T., but not

in St. Paul : dyvom (Acts, i Pet.), aypun-veiv (Mark, Luke, Heb.),

d/cpoywiatos (l Pet.), .//.&amp;lt;orepoi, dve/xos, dcteVat (Acts, Heb.), aTra?,

a7retX^ (Acts), euo-TrAay^j/os (l Pet.), /Aa/cpdi/, opyt^eo-^at, OCTIOTT/S

(Luke), ocr&amp;lt;^us,
Truj/OTrAia (Luke), Trdpot/cos (Acts, I Pet.), 7repia&amp;gt;v-

vuvai, TrAdros (Apoc.), TTOL/J.TJV (
= pastor, only i Pet, which also has

dpxiTroi/x.7/1/),
TToAtreta (Acts), craTrpos, (TTTtAos, (TvyKaOi^tiv (Luke, but

intrans.), o-wrryptoi/ (Luke, Acts), i!8wp, iiTroSetcr^at, ili^o?, ^&amp;gt;payp,os,

&amp;lt;pov?70-(.s (Luke), ^apiroSv (Luke), ^eipoTrot^ros.

Holtzmann adds the following, which occur in the Pastorals,

assuming, namely, that they are not genuine : at^aAwreueiv

(2 Tim. Rec.\ dAvo-ts (2 Tim.), aTrarav (l Tim.), do-ama (Tit., I Pet.

only), 8id/3oAos(i and 2 Tim. and Tit.), ewayyeAto-T^s (Acts, 2 Tim.

only), TraiSeta (2 Tim.), ri/^av (i Tim.).

Words common to the Epistles to the Ephesians and the Colossians,
but notfound elsewhere in N.T.

ay$pa&amp;gt;7rdpecrKOS, d^&amp;gt;7^, aTroKaraAAdcrcreiv, aTraAAorptoiJcr^ai, av^eij/,

u^cris, 6&amp;lt;f)Oa\fjio8ov\La, p
Add the expression e /c

Words which are common to Ephesians and the Pauline Epistles

(excluding the Pastorals), but which are not found in other

N.T. writers.

ayaOwa-vvrj, aXrjBcveiv, dve^t^vtdcrTO?, 7rt^op?7yid, ewoia (l Cor.
vii. 3 Text. Rec., but not in the best texts), euwSca, OO\TTCLV,

Kup/Trreiv, 7repi/c&amp;lt;a.Aa6a, TrAeoj e/CTTjs, 7rot?^p,a, Trpecr/jeuetv, Trpoerot-

//.de&amp;lt;.v, TrpocraycoyTy, Trport^ecr^at, vto^ecrta, vTrep^dAAeiv, VTrepeKTreptcr-

o-ou.

8. CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE.

Ch. i. i, 2. Salutation.

3-8. Praise to God for the blessings of salvation. We were
chosen in Christ as the recipients of these blessings before the

Creation, and the object of this was that we should be holy and
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blameless, being admitted to the adoption of sons through Christ,
in whom we received redemption.

9-11. God hath made known to us His purpose to sum up
all things, whether in heaven or on earth, in Christ.

12-14. WG Jews had even in former times been promised the

Christ, and had fixed our hopes on Him
;
but ye Gentiles have also

received the same blessings, and have been sealed with the Holy
Spirit as an earnest of the inheritance.

15-19. Therefore having heard of your faith I always thank

God for you, and pray that ye may attain the knowledge of the

hope to which ye are called, the glory of your inheritance, and the

greatness of the power of God, who gives this inheritance.

20-23. A striking example of this power was shown in the

raising of Christ from the dead, who has now been set above all

authorities and powers, by whatever name they may be called,

whether earthly or heavenly, whether belonging to this world or to

the next. To the Church, however, He stands in a closer relation,

being the Head to which the Church is related as His Body.
ii. i-io. A further instance of His power is that when we

were dead through our sins He gave us life and made us partakers
of the resurrection of Christ, and of His exaltation. This was not

for any merit of our own, but was the undeserved gift of God, who
loved us even when we were dead through our sins. But although
our salvation was thus not of works but of grace, our new creation

had good works in view as its result.

n22. Ye Gentiles had formerly no share in the covenants

of promise, but were aliens from the citizenship of Israel. Now,
however, Christ, by His death, has done away with the barrier

between you and the true Israel, and has reconciled both to God.
So that equally with the Jews, and on the same terms, ye have
access to the Father. All alike form part of the one holy temple
in which God dwells.

iii. 1-9. This truth that the Gentiles are equally with the

Jews heirs of the inheritance, members of the body and partakers
of the promise, was hidden from former generations, but has now
been revealed to the apostles and prophets ;

and to me, though
unworthy, has been given the special privilege of preaching Christ

to the Gentiles, and of making known to all men this mystery.

10-13. Hereby God designs that even the angelic powers
may learn through the Church to know the varied wisdom of God
exemplified in His eternal purpose in Christ.

14-19. Prayer that they may be given inward spiritual

strength ;
that Christ may dwell in them through faith

;
and that

being themselves well grounded in love they may learn to know
the love of Christ, although, properly speaking, it surpasses know

ledge.
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20, 21. Doxology suggested by the thought of the great things
which have been prayed for.

iv. 1-3. Exhortation to live a life corresponding to their calling,
in lowliness, patience, love, and unity.

4-11. Essential unity of the Church as a spiritual organism,
inspired by one Spirit, acknowledging one Master, into whose
name they are all baptized, and all being children of the same
Divine Father. Within this unity a diversity of gifts and offices is

to be recognised.
1 2-1 6. The object of all is to make the saints perfect in unity

of faith and maturity of knowledge, so that they may be secured

against the changing winds of false doctrine, and that the whole

body, deriving its supply of nourishment from the Head, even

Christ, may grow up and be perfected in love.

17-24. Admonition that remembering the blessings of which

they have been made partakers, they should put off their former

life, their old man, and put on the new man.

25-31. Exhortations against special sins, falsehood, anger, theft,

idleness, foul speaking, malice, etc.

32-v. 2. Exhortation to take the love of God in Christ as a

pattern for imitation, especially in their forgiveness of one another.

3-14. Special warning against sins of uncleanness.

15-21. More general exhortation to regulate their conduct
with wisdom, to make good use of opportunities, and, instead of

indulging in riotous pleasure, to express their joy and thankfulness

in spiritual songs.

22-33. Special injunctions to husbands and wives, illustrated

by the relation of Christ to the Church, which is compared to that

of the husband to the wife, so that as the Church is subject to

Christ, so should the wife be to her husband
; and, on the other

hand, as Christ loved the Church even to the point of giving Him
self up for it, so should the husband love his wife. There is,

indeed, one important point of difference, namely, that Christ is

the Saviour of the Church of which He is the Head.
vi. 1-9. Special injunction to children and fathers, slaves and

masters
;
slaves to remember that they are doing service to Christ,

masters that they also have a Master before whom master and
slave are alike.

1012. Exhortation to arm themselves with the whole armour
of God in preparation for the conflict with the spiritual powers
which are opposed to them.

13-18. Detailed specification of the parts of the spiritual armour.

19, 20. Request for their prayers for himself, that he may have

freedom of speech to preach the mystery of the gospel.

21-24. Personal commendation of his messenger Tychicus,
and final benediction.
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9. LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS.

Commentaries on the entire New Testament are not noticed

here. For the older works, the lists in the English translation of

Meyer, and in M Clintoclc and Strong s Cyclopaedia^ have been
consulted.

Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries.

ALTHOFER (Christ), Animadversiones, etc. Alt. 1641.
Annotationes in V.T. et in Ep. ad Ephesios (auctore incerto).

Cantab. 1653; Amst. 1703.
BATTUS (Bartholomaeus), Commentarius in Epistolam ad

Ephesios. Gryphisw. 1619.
BAYNE or BAYNES (Paul), Commentary on the Ep. to the

Ephesians. Lond. 1643.

BINEMANN, Expositio. Lond. 1581.
BODIUS or BOYD (Robert), In Ep. ad Ephesios Praelectiones.

Lond. 1652.
BUCER (Martin), Praelectiones in Ep. ad Ephesios (posthumous ;

ed. by Im. Tremellius). Basil, 1562.
BUGENHAGEN (Joh.), Adnotatt. in Epp. ad Gal. Eph. Phil. Col.

etc. Basil, 1527.
CALIXTUS (G.), Expositio litt. in Epp. ad Eph. Col. etc.

Helmst. 1664-66.
COCCEIUS (Joh.), 6&quot;. Apost. Pauli Ep. ad Ephesios cum Comm.

Lugd. Bat. 1667.
CROCIUS (Joh.), Comment, in Ep. ad Ephesios. Cassellis, 1642.

CRELLIUS (Joh.), Comment, et Paraphrasis in Ep. ad Ephesios.

Eleutherop. 1656.
Du BOSE (Pierre Th.), Sermons sur FEpitre de St. Paul aux

Ephcsiens (chs. i.-iii. only). 3 torn. Rotterd. 1699.
FERGUSON (Jas.), A brief Exposition of the Epp. of Paul to

the Gal. and Eph. London, 1659.
GOODWIN (Thos.), Exposition, etc. Lond. 1681. Condensed,

Lond. 1842. Works: Edinb. 1861.

HANNEKEN, Explicatio, etc. Marp. 1631 ; Lips. 1718, al.

HEMINGE or HEMMINGIUS, Comment, in omnes Epp. Apostol-

orum, etc. Argent, 1586.
LAGUS (Daniel), Commentatio quadripertita super Ep. ad

Ephesios. Gryphisw. 1664.
LUTHER (Martin), Die Ep. an die Epheser ausgelegt ; aus seinem

Schriften herausgegeben von Chr. G. Eberle. Stuttg. 1878.
MAYER or MAJOR (Georg), Enarratio Ep. Pauli scriptae ad

Ephesios. Vitemb. 1552.

MEELFUHRER, Commentarius. Norimb. 1628.
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MEGANDER, Commentarius. Basil, 1534.

NAILANT, Enarrationes. Ven. 1554; Lond. 1570.
OLEVIANUS (Caspar), Notae ex [ejus\ Conrionibus, etc. Her-

bosnae, 1588.
RIDLEY (Launcelot), Comm. on Ephesians. Lond. 1540.

Republ. in Legh Richmond s Selections of the Reformers, etc.

Lond. 1817.
ROLLOCK (Robert), In Ep. Pauli ad Ephesios Commentarius.

Edinb. 1590.
SCHMID (Sebastian), Paraphrasis super Ep. ad Ephesios.

Strassb. 1684.
STEUART (Peter), Comment, in Ep. ad Ephesios. Ingolstad.

TARNOVIUS, Commentarius. Rost. 1636.

WANDALIN, Paraphrasis. Slesw. 1650.

WEINRICH, Explicatio. Lips. 1613.
VELLERUS or WELLER (Hieron.), Comment, in Ep. ad Ephesios.

Noriberg. 1550.
WOODHEAD (Abraham), ALLESTRY (Rich), and WALKER

(Obadiah), Paraphrase and Annot. on all the Epistles of St. Paul.

Oxford, 1682, etc.; republ. Oxford, 1852.
ZANCHIUS (Hieron.), Comm. in Ep. ad Ephesios. Neostad.

I594-

Eighteenth Century.

BAUMGARTEN (Sigmund Jakob), Auslegung der Briefe Pauli an
die Galater, Epheser, Philip. Col. Philemon u. Thess. Halle, 1767.

CHANDLER (Sam.), Paraphrase and Notes on the Epp. of St.

Paul to the Gal. and Eph. (with Comm. on Thess.). London,
1777.

CRAMER (Joh. Andr.), Neue Ucbersetzung des Briefs an die

Epheser, nebst einer Auslegung dessclben. Hamb. 1782.
DINANT (Petrus), De Brief aan die van Efeze verklaart en toege-

past. Rotterd. 1711. (In Latin), Commentarii, etc. Rotterd.

1721, al.

ESMARCH (H. P. C.), Brief an die Epheser ilbersetzt. Altona,

1785-

FEND, Erlaiiterungen. (s.l.) 1727.

GERBADEN, Geopent Door. Traj. ad Rhen. 1707.
GUDE (Gottlob Friedr.), Grundliche Erlaiiterung des . . . Briefes

an die Epheser. Lauban, 1735.

HAZEVOET, Verklaar. Leyden, 1718.
KRAUSE (Friedr. Aug. Wilh.), Der Brief an die Epheser uber-

setzt u. mit Anmerkungen begleitet. Frankf. a M. 1789.
LOCKE (John), Paraphrase and Notes on the Epp. of St. Paul

to the Gal. Cor. Rom. Eph. London, 1707, al.
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MOLDENHAUER, Uebersetzung. Hamb. 1773.
MICHAELIS (Joh. Dav.), Paraphrase u. Anmerkungen uber die

Briefe Pauli an die Galater, Eph. Phil. Col. Bremen u. Gutting.

1750, 1769.
MORUS (S. F. N.), Acroases in Epp. Paulinas ad Galatas ct

Ephesios. Leipz. 1795.

MULLER, Erklarung. Heidelb. 1793.
PICONIO (Bernardinus a, i.e. Bernardin de Picquigny), Epis-

tolorum B. Pauli Apost. Triplex Expositio. Paris, 1703 ;
Vesont.

et Paris, 1853.
POPP (G. C.), Uebersetzung u. Erklarung der drei ersten Kapitel

des Briefs an die Epheser. Rostock, 1799.
ROELL (Herm. Alex.), Commentarius in principium Ep. ad

Ephesios. Traj. ad Rhen. 1715. Comm. pars altera cum brevi

Ep. ad Col. exegesis; ed. D. A. Roell. Traj. ad Rhen. 1731.
ROYAARBS (Albertus), Paulus Brief aan de Ephesen schrift-

matig verklaart. 3 deelen. Amsterd. 1735-38.
SCHMID (Sebastian), Paraphrasis super Ep. ad Ephesios.

Strassb. 1684, al.

SCHNAPPINGER (Bonif. Martin W.), Brief an die Epheser
erkldrt. Heidelb. 1793.

SCHUTZE (Theodore Joh. Abr.), Comm. in Ep. Pauli ad

Ephesios. Leipz. 1778.
SPENER (Philip Jak.), Erklarung der Episteln an die Epheser

u. Colosser. Halae, 1706, al.

VAN TIL (Solomon), Comm. in quatuor Pauli Epp. nempe
priorem ad Cor. Eph. Phil, ac Coloss. Amstel. 1726.

ZACHARIAE (Gotthilf Trangott), Paraphrastische Erklarung der

Briefe Pauli an die Gal. Eph. Phil. Col. u. Thess. Getting. 1771,

1787.

Nineteenth Century.

BARRY (Alfred, Bishop),
&quot;

Commentary on Ephesians and
Colossians

&quot;

(Ellicott s New Test. Comm. for English Readers
].

BAUMGARTEN-CRUSIUS (L. F. O.), Comment, uber d. Briefe
Pauli an die Eph. ti. Kol. Jena, 1847.

BEET (J. A.), Commentary on the Epistles to the Ephesians,

Philippians, Colossians, and Philemon. London, 1890.
BECK (J. T.), Erklarung des Br. Pauli an die Epheser.

Giiterslob, 1891.
BLAIKIE (W. G.),

&quot;

Ephesians, Exposition and Homiletics
&quot;

{Pulpit Commentary]. London, 1886.

BLEEK (Friedr.), Vorlesungen uber die Briefe an d. Kol. d.

Philemon und d. Epheser. Berlin, 1865.
BRAUNE (Karl) in Lange s Bibehverk, 1867 and 1875. Trans

lated by M. B. Riddle. New York, 1870.
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DALE (R. W.), Epistle to the Ephesians ; its Doctrine and
Ethics. 3rd ed. 1884.

DAVIES (J. Llewelyn), The Epistle to the Ephesians, Colossians,
and Philemon. 2nd ed. London, 1884.

EADIE (John), Commentary on the Greek Text of the Epistle of
Paul to the Ephesians. 3rd ed. Edinb. 1883.

ELLICOTT (C. J., Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol), Critical

and Grammatical Commentary on Ephesians, with a Revised
Translation. London, 1855, etc. (many editions).

EWALD (G. H. A.), Die Sendschreiben des Ap. P. iibers. und
erkldrt. Gottingen, 1856.

Ditto, Sieben Sendschreiben des JV. B. Gottingen, 1870.
FINDLAY (G. G.),

&quot;

Ephesians,&quot; in the Expositor s Bible. 1892.
FLATT (J. F. v.), Vorlesungen uber d. Br. an die Gal. u. die

Epheser. Tubingen, 1828.

GRAHAM (Wm.), Lectures, etc. Lond. [1870],
HARLESS, Commentar uber den Brief Pauli an die Epheser.

2 Aufl. Stuttgart, 1858.
HODGE (Chas.), Comm. on Ep. to the Ephesians. New York,

1856, al.

V. HOFMANN (J. Chr. K.), Der Brief Pauli an die Epheser,

Nordlingen, 1870.
HOLZHAUSEN (F. A.), Der Br. an die Epheser iibersetzt u.

erkldrt. Hannov. 1833.
KLOPPER (A.), Der Brief an die Epheser. Gottingen, 1891.

KAHLER, Predigten. Kiel, 1855.
LATHROP (Joseph), Discourses. Philad. 1864.
LIGHTFOOT (J. B., Bishop of Durham).

&quot; Notes on Epistles of

St. Paul, from unpublished Commentaries by [him].&quot; London,
1895. (Contains notes on the first 14 verses only.)

MACEVILLY (John, R.C. Bp. of Galway), Exposition ofthe Epistles

of St. Paul andofthe Catholic Epistles. Lond. 1856; Dublin, 1860.

MACPHERSON (John), Commentary on St. Paul s Epistle to the

Ephesians. Edinb. 1892.
M GHEE (Rob. J.), Expository Lectures on the Ep. to the

Ephesians. 4th ed. London, 1861.

MEIER (Fr. K.), Commentar uber d. Br. Pauli an d. Epheser.

Berlin, 1834.
MEYER (H. A. W.), Kritisch exegetisches Handbuch uber d.

Pauli an die Epheser. 6te Aufl. Versorgt durch Dr. Woldemar
Schmidt. Gottingen, 1886.

MEYRICK,
&quot;

Ephesians,&quot; in the Speakers Commentary.
MOULE (H. C. G.), &quot;The Epistle to the Ephesians,&quot; in the

Cambridge Biblefor Schools and Colleges. Cambridge, 1895.
NEWLAND (Henry Garrett), New Catena on St. PauPs Epp., A

Practical and Exegetical Commentary. Lond. 1860.
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OLTRAMARE (Hugues), Comm. sur les Epitres de S. Paul mix
Coloss. aux Ephes. et a Philemon. 3 torn. Paris, 1891.

PASSAVANT (Theophilus), Versuch einer praktischen Auslegung
des Briefes Pauli an die Epheser. Basel, 1836.

PERCEVAL (A. P.), Lectures, etc. Lond. 1846.
PRIDHAM (Arthur), Notes, etc. Lond. 1854.
PULSFORD (John), Christ and His Seed: Expository Discourses

on PauFs Ep. to the Ephesians. Lond. 1872.
RUCKERT (Leopold J.), Der Br. Pauli an die Epheser erlauterl

u. Vertheidigt. Leipz. 1834.
SADLER (M. F.), Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians. London,

1889.
SCHENKEL (Dan.), &quot;Die Briefe an die Epheser, Philipper,

Colosser&quot; (ite Aufl. in Lange s Bibelwerk, 1862; 2te Aufl. 1867,
when Braune s Comm. replaced it in Lange).

SCHMIDT (Woldemar). See MEYER.
SCHNEDERMANN (G.), in Strack and Zockler s Kurzgef. Komm.

Nordlingen, 1888.

SIMCOE (Henry A.), Ep. to Eph. with Texts gathered, etc.

Lond. 1832.
VON SODEN (H.), &quot;Die Briefe an die Kolosser, Epheser,

Philemon; die Pastoralbriefe
&quot;

(in Hand-Commentar zum N.T.;
bearbeitet von H. T. Holtzmann, R. A. Lipsius, u. a.) 2te Aufl.

Freiburg i. B., und Leipzig, 1893.
STIER (Rudolph E.), Die Gemeinde in Christo ; Auslegung des

Br. an die Epheser. Berlin, 1848, 1849.
TURNER (Samuel Hulbeart), The Ep. to the Ephesians in Greek

and English, with an Analysis and Exegetical Commentary. New
York, 1856.

WEISS (Bernhard), Die Paulinischen Briefe in berichtigten

Text, mit Kurzer Erlailterung. Leipz. 1896.
WOHLENBERG (G.),

&quot; Die Briefe an die Epheser, an die

Colosser, an Philem. u. an die Philipper ausgelegt (in Strack and
Zockler s Kurzgef. Comm.). Miinchen, 1895.

Critical Discussions.

General works on Introduction are not noticed here.

ALEXANDER (W. L.), art.
&quot;

Ephesians
&quot;

in Kitto s Cyclopaedia

of Biblical Literature. Lond. 1863.
BAUR (F. C.), Paulus der ApostelJesu Christi. Tubing. 1845.

English trans. St. Paul, His Life and Work. London, 1873-75.
BEMMELEN (Van), Epp. ad Eph. et Col. collatae. Lugd. Bat.

1803.

HAENLEIN, De lectoribus Ep. ad Ephesios. Erlang. 1797.
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HONIG (W.),
&quot; Ueber das Verhaltniss des Briefes an die Epheser

zum Br. an die Kolosser,&quot; in Hilgenfeld s Zeitschrift. 1872.
HOLTZMANN (H. J.), Kritik der Epheser- und Kolosser-briefe.

1872.
HILGENFELD (Adolf), Review of the preceding, in his Zeit

schrift, 1873, p. 1 88.
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10. ON SOME READINGS PECULIAR TO ONE OR TWO MSS.

Both Epistles are here taken together.
The more important readings are discussed in their respective

places. Here are brought together a few isolated or nearly isolated

readings of particular MSS., several of which are probably errors

of the respective copyists.
N stands alone

Eph. i. 1 8, TYJ&amp;lt;S K\r}povofjiLa&amp;lt;i -rijs So^s for rrji 8. T^S K\.

ii. I, eauToiv for V/AWV.

ii. 4, K* om. v.
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ii. 7, K* omits the whole verse (passing from iv Xpio-rw Irjo-ov

in ver. 6 to the same words in ver. 7), supplied by Na
.

ii. IO, K*, eov for avrov.

V. 17, X*, &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;poVr;/Aa
for OfXr^ia.

v. 20 om. I]/JL)V.

Col. ii. IO, X*, Trj&amp;lt;; dpx^S KK\r)cria&amp;lt;;
for dp^s *at eovcrtas.

ii. 1 8, K*, before dyyeAwv add. ^eAAdvTwv.
iii. i, 6 eos for 6 Xptoros. But the first scribe seems to have

himself corrected it (Tisch.).
In the following N is not quite alone :

Eph. i. 7, K*, eo-xo/xev (ex /^, Nc
)
= D*, Boh. Eth.

iii. 9, X* om. ev. Expressly attributed to Marcion by Ter-

tullian (Marc. v. 18), &quot;rapuit
haereticus in praepositionem, et ita

legi fecit: occulti ab aeris deo,&quot; etc. So Dial. 870.
iv. 24, X*, ev ocrioT^Ti Kal SiKaLOcrvvy for ev 8tK. K. OCT. =

Ambrosiaster.

Col. i. 23, Krjpv KOI aTTOo-roXos (for StaKovos)
= P.

A combines this and the genuine text
; Eth. has KT}/JV

KOI

;
while Euthal. (cod.) has SICIKOVOS Kai aTroaroAos.

i. 24, TOIS Tra6ir)fJ.CL(rt,v vfj.S)v for TOIS TT. VTrep V/AWV (
= L 37*)

A alone has

Eph. i. 10, Kara TTJV oiKOvofiiav for eis OIK.

iv. 14, T/Trtoi for v^Triot (v precedes).
IV. 19, e[ts aKaj^apatav iracr^s for eis e/jyacrtac w

vi. 23, eAeos for
ajd-JT-rj.

Col. i. 23, Krjpv Kal aTrotTToAos Kat SidtKovos for Siafcovos. See
under K.

In Eph. i. 3 A* reads V/ACIS for ^49, with D*.
In i. 1 1 A agrees with D G in reading ocAa^/My for e/

i. 20, v/xtv for i7fttv
= 39, 63.

v. 15, after ovv A adds dSeA^ot, with K Vulg. Boh.

B alone

Eph. i. 13, eo-^paytb-^?; for
ecr&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;pay{&amp;lt;r$i)T (TW follows; the

copyist s eye passed from T to T).

i. 21, e^oDcrtas Kat dpx^s for dp. /cat e.
ii. I, cTTidvfJiiais for dyaaprtats.

ii. 5, after TrapaTrrwyttao-tv B adds Kai rats 7rt^vyn/ais, thus repeat

ing the expression of ver. i with the erroneous reading. These
can hardly be regarded otherwise than as serious errors.

v. 1 7 after Kvpibv add
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Col. i. 3 omits X/HOTOU.
i. 4 omits fjv x Te -

i. n, 12 after ^apSs adds afw..

i. 12, KaAecravTt KCU iKavcocrarTi for l/cavwcravrt, a complete

reading.
ii. 15, after Ittovcrias add KCU.

In the following B is not without support :

Eph. i. 3 om. KCU Tra-r^p
= Hil. (semel), Victorinus. But Hil.

has also (bis) Trar^p without 6 eos KCU.

i. 1 8 om.
i&amp;gt;/xwv= 17 Arm.

i. 20, ovpavoLs for
lirovparLOL&amp;lt;s 71, 213, Hil. Victoria.

ii. 5 before TCHS irapcnrr. adds ev = Arm (?).

iii. 3 om. oYt, with d, Victorin. Ambrosiaster. But G, Goth.

have Kara. 0.770*. yap, which gives some probability to the omission

of on.

iii. 5 om. dTrocn-oAoi?, with Ambrosiaster.

iii. 19, irXvjpuiOf) for -n-X^pwO^Te ets, with 17, 73, 1 1 6.

iv. 7, v/j.C)v for T^UOV
=

38, 109, Theodoret.

vi. IO, Svvap.ovo-0 for ev8vvap.ov&amp;lt;T9e ij.

Col. i. 14, lo-^oftev, with Boh. Arab. (A non liquet).

ii. 23 om. /ecu before d&amp;lt;^i8ta,
with m, Orig. (intp.) Ambrosiaster.

iii. 15 om. evi =67 2 Sah.

iv. 3, St ov for Si o = G (71 has Si ov).

In D the following may be noted :

D alone (E not being reckoned).

Eph. i. 6 adds TT/S before 8o^s.
i. 1 6, Trauo-o/mt for Travo/xat (but so Victorinus).
ii. 15, D*, Karaprto-as for Karapyryo-a?. (The Latin d has

&quot;

destituens.&quot;)

iii. 1 2, D*, ev TO)
cX.ev8ep(i&amp;gt;9TJvai for Iv TTCTTOI^CTCI.

Col. i. 14, D* om. -n/v a&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ecrtv.

i. 26, &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avep&amp;lt;j)9tv
for (f)ai fpw0r].

ii. 10, c/c/cAr;crias for dpx^s Ka ^ e^oucrtas (compare X*).
iv. 6, D*, T7/x.o)v for ti/Atov.

In the following it is supported by one or more :

Eph. i. 6, D* adds w&amp;lt;3 avrov, with G and one cursive, but many
versions. See note.

i. 9 om. avrov G, Goth. Boh.
i. 1 2 om. avrov = G.

ii. 5, D*, rais d/xapnais for rots TrapaTrroS/xacrii . So appy. Vulg.
Hier. etc. (G has rfj ap-apTca).

ib. after Xpto-rw add ov TTJ. G has ou. Some MSS. of the Vulg.
have &quot;

cujus,&quot;
with Ambrosiaster.

iiL i after iOvS&amp;gt;v adds
irpea-(3ev&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;=io.
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iii. 21, lv Xpiorw Irjcrov Kal ry eK/cA^ona
= G, Victorin. Am-

brosiaster.

iv. 29, Tuareoos for xpeias
= G, 46, some Verss. and FF.

v. 14, D*, eVii/ auo-eis TOV Xpio-rov, a reading mentioned by

Chrys. Hier. at. = Ambrosiaster, a/. A &quot;Western&quot; reading, WH.
vi. n, is for ?rpos

= G.

Col. i. 21, TT)S Staj/ooxs v/uov for ry 8tavota = G.

i. 22, aTro/caToAXayevTes
= G. Goth. Ambrosiaster.

ii. 19, after Kt^aXfy add Xptcrrov
= Syr-Harcl. Arm.

iii. n, after Zvi add a/xrev Kal 6?]Xv
= G.

iii. 14, CVOT^TOS for TeAetoTiyTos
= G, Ambrosiaster.

iv. 10, D*, Scacr0cu for 8eao-#e = G, Theoph. Ambrosiaster.

iv. 1 2, D*, Xpio-ToS for eov (with one cursive).

IV. 13, D*, KOTTOV for 7TOVOV = G.

It is to be remembered that D G are independent witnesses

of a &quot; Western &quot;

text

From G we take the following :

G alone (F not being reckoned).

Eph. i. 1 8, iva otSare for ci? TO etSeveu i/xas (looks like a trans

lation of the Latin &quot;

ut sciatis
&quot;).

ii. 2, TOVTOV for TOV before irvcv/xaros (but Vulg. has &quot;aeris

hujus&quot;).

ii. 3 om. /cat ^/ACIS.

ii. 10, Kvptiu for Xptcrrw.
ii. II, Sia TOVTO

p.vrjiJLOvcvovTe&amp;lt;i
for 810 p.vr)fJLOV(.vere

on (
= Vic-

torin.).

ii. 15, KOIVOV for /caivov.

iii. 8, after avrrj add TOU fov.

iii. n, om. TW Xp. I^o-oS.

iii. 1 2, T^V Trpoo-ayoyyyv ets T^V irappiycriav.

V. 3, ovo/xa^ereo for 6vo/xa^o-6a).

V. 5) e S T^V ^Sao-iXeiav for cv T^ /3a&amp;lt;riXeia.

V. 20, fyiaiv for iravTWV (Theodoret combines both vrrep

Col. i. 6 om.
i. 22 om. avr

i. 26, after dyiots add
i. 29, ev o for cis o. Of course, no MS. but F agrees ; but the

Latin has &quot;in
quo.&quot;

iii. 8, Kara for TO., and add after v/x.cov, p.r) eKiropcvefrdw. Some
Vss. agree, but in them the preceding word may be the nomina

tive, e.g.
&quot;

Stultiloquium.&quot;

iii. 13, opyrjv for p.o/jL(f)^v.

iii. 24, TW Kvptiu f]p.G&amp;gt;v Irjcrov Xptorov u SovAcverc.
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iv. 9, after TO. wSe add Trpa.rr6p.fva.. This looks like a translation

from the Latin &quot;

quae hie aguntur,&quot; which cannot be cited as

supporting G, for it is a fitting rendering of TO, wSe.

In the following, G is not without support. (For the coinci

dences with D see above.)

Eph. ii. 6, om. iv Xpiorw Ir/o-oO
= Victorin. Hil.

ii. i 2, after eVayyeXias add aimov = Tert. Victorin. Ambrosiaster,
Eth.

ib. after
Kooy/,o&amp;gt;

add TOI/T-O) = Victorin. Ambr. Vulg. (some mss.).
iii. 8, eAa^to-TO) for eXa^io-Torepa)

= 49.
iii. 9, after aiwvwv add KCU o.7r6 TWV yevewv

= Syr-Harcl.
iii. 10 om. v)v = Vulg. Syr-Pesh.
iii. 2 1 om. TOV cuwvos, with cod. tol. (of Vulg.) Ambrosiaster.

iv. 15, aXyOtav Se TTOIOVVTCS for a\r)6evovTts 8e= &quot; veritatem

autem facientes,&quot; Vulg. Victorin. Ambrosiaster, Hier. But the

Latin is probably only an interpretation of dA^flevovres, in which
case the reading of G would have to be regarded as a translation

of the Latin. Jerome in Quaest. 10 (Algas.) has &quot;veritatem autem

loquentes.&quot;

iv. j 6 om. KO.T
lvf.pjf.Lav,

with Arm. (Use.) Iren. (interp.) al.

iv. 23, om. 8e = Eth.

Col. i. 24, avaTrXrjpd for a.vrava.Tr\-rjpw
= 43, 46, al.

ii. 15, TT/V o-a/D/ca for TO.? dp^as fcai= Hil.
(^/!r) Novat. (Syr-Pesh.

and Goth, seem to combine both). CAPKA may have originated
from CAPXA, but this would not fully explain the change. It is

more probable that the reading originated in an interpretation of

dTre/cSucra/xevos, the Syr. and Goth, having had our Greek text, but

understanding a.7re/c8. to mean &quot;putting off his flesh.&quot; Hil. else

where has &quot;

spolians se carne et principatus et potestates ostentui

fecit&quot; (204). This interpretation being mistaken by a Greek
scribe for a various reading, he conformed his text thereto.

ii. 23, after Taircivofootrvvy add rov voos = Syr-Harcl. Hil. Am
brosiaster. (Goth. Boh. add cordis.) This again looks like a

rendering of a Latin expression.

It has to be noted that C is defective from Eph. i. i, IlaOAos to

n-pocrayary^j/, ii. 18, and from iv. 17, TOVTO ovv to Kai TI al in Phil. i. 22.

As E is only a copy of D (after correction), it has not been

thought necessary or useful to cite it amongst the witnesses to

various readings. Similarly, as F, if not copied from G (as Hort

thinks), is, at best, an inferior copy of the same exemplar, it has

not been cited. To cite D E, or FG, or DEFG, is to give the

reader the trouble of calling to mind on each occasion the known

relationship of the respective pairs.
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It may not be out of place here to say a word on that much

misapplied maxim :

&quot; The more difficult reading is to be pre

ferred&quot;; a maxim which, pressed to its logical conclusion, would

oblige us to accept the unintelligible because of its unintelligibility ;

and which, indeed, is sometimes urged in support of a reading
which cannot be interpreted without violence. Bengel with his

usual terseness and precision expressed in four words the true

maxim of which this is a perversion :

&quot; Proclivi scriptioni praestat

ardua.&quot;
&quot; Proclivis scriptio

&quot;

is not a reading easy to understand,

but one into which the scribe would easily fall
;
and &quot;

scriptio

ardua&quot; is that which would come less naturally to him. The

question is not of the interpreter, but of the scribe. This includes

the former erroneous maxim so far as it is true ; but it may, and

often does happen that the &quot;proclivis scriptio&quot;
is a &quot;difficiHs

lectio.&quot; BengePs maxim includes a variety of cases which he

discusses in detail.



ABBREVIATIONS.

Versions.

Eth.

Arm.
Boh.

It. or Ital. .

Sah.

Syr-Pesh. .

Syr-Harcl. or Hcl.

Ethiopia.
Armenian.
Bohairic. Cited by Tisch. as

&quot;

Coptic,&quot; by Tregelles as
&quot;

Memphitic,&quot; by WH. as

&quot;me.&quot;

Old Latin.

The Sahidic or Thebaic
(&quot;the.&quot;

WH.).
The Peshitto Syriac.
The Harclean Syriac.

The following represent MSS. of the Vulgate : viz. am. = Cod.
Amiatinus ; fuld. = Cod. Fuldensis ; tol. = Cod. Toletanus.

Editors.

Tisch.

Treg.
WH.
Alf.

De W.
Ell.

W. Schmidt

Theod. Mops.

Tischendorf.

Tregelles.
Westcott and Hort.

Alford.

De Wette.

Ellicott.

Woldemar Schmidt, Editor of

Meyer s Comm. on Ephesians.
Theodore of Mopsuestia.

Other abbreviations will create no difficulty.
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THE

EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS.

INTRODUCTION.

I. THE CHURCH AT COLOSSAE.

COLOSSAE (or Colassae, see i. 2) was situated in Phrygia, on the

river Lycus, a tributary to the Maeander. Herodotus speaks of it

as 7roA.is /j.ydXr/ (vii. 30) , Xenophon, as TroAis olKov[j.trv) KOL ev8aL/n.wv

KO.I fj,eyd\r) (Anab. i. 2. 6). Strabo, however (xii. 8), only reckons

it as a 7roXto-yu.a. Pliny s mention of it amongst the &quot;

oppida
celeberrima&quot; (H. N. v. 32, 41) is not inconsistent with this. It is

after enumerating the considerable towns that he speaks of
&quot;

oppida celeberrima, praeter jam dicta,&quot; thus introducing along
with Colossae, other small and decayed places. Eusebius (Chron.

Olymp. 210. 4) records its destruction (with that of Laodicea and

Hierapolis) in the tenth year of Nero. Tacitus (Ann. xiv. 27)
states that Laodicea,

&quot; ex illustribus Asiae urbibus,&quot; was destroyed

by an earthquake in the seventh year of Nero. (See Introduction

to Ephesians.}
The Church at Colossae was not founded by St. Paul, nor had

it been visited by him
(i. 4, 7-9, ii. i). These indications in the

Epistle agree with the narrative in the Acts of the Apostles, which

represents his journeys as following a route which would not bring
him to Colossae. He is, indeed, related to have passed through

Phrygia on his second and third missionary journeys ;
but Phrypia

was a very comprehensive term, and on neither occasion does the

direction of his route or anything in the context point to this

somewhat isolated corner of Phrygia.
In his second missionary journey, after visiting the Churches

of Pisidia and Lycaonia, he passes through TT/V &amp;lt;J&amp;gt;puyiav
*u&amp;lt;.

x&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;gt;P

av (Acts xvi. 6), i.e. the Phrygian region of the
xlvii
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province of Galatia, or the Phrygo-Galatic region. (The ri]v before

TaXaTiKr/v in the Text. Rec. is not genuine.) Thence he travelled

through Mysia (neglecting it, TrapeXOovres) to Troas. Thus on
this journey he kept to the east of the valley of the Lycus. On
his third journey, he founded no new Churches in Asia Minor,
but confined himself to revisiting and confirming those already
founded (Acts xviii. 23). From the Galatic and Phrygian region
he proceeded to Ephesus by the higher lying and more direct

route, not the regular trade route down the valleys of the Lycus
and the Maeander. On this Lightfoot and Ramsay are agreed,
the former, however, thinking that Paul may have gone as far

north as Pessinus before leaving Galatia
;
the latter (consistently

with his view of the meaning of &quot; Galatian
&quot;

in Acts) supposing
him to have gone directly westward from Antioch to Ephesus.
Renan supposes him to have traversed the valley of the Lycus, but

without preaching there, which is hardly consistent with the form
of expression in ii. i. The founder of the Church at Colossae

was apparently Epaphras ;
at least it had been taught by him (see

i. 7, where the correct reading is Ka$o&amp;gt;s e/Aa&re, not KO.$WS KCU

The Church appears to have consisted of Gentile converts

(i. 21, 27, ii. 13) ; certainly there is no hint that any of the readers

were Jews, and the circumstance that the founder was a Gentile

Christian would have been unfavourable to the reception of his

preaching by Jews. But they were clearly exposed to Jewish

influences, and, in fact, we know that there was an important

Jewish settlement in the neighbourhood, Antiochus the Great

having transplanted two thousand Jewish families from Babylonia
and Mesopotamia into Lydia and Phrygia (Joseph. Antt. xii. 3. 4),

thus forming a colony which rapidly increased in numbers. See

Lightfoot, The Churches of the Lycus, in his Introduction. He
gives reasons for estimating the number of Jewish adult freemen in

the district of which Laodicea was the capital in B.C. 62 at not

less than eleven thousand (p. 20). The Colossians were now in

danger of being misled by certain false teachers, whose doctrines

we gather from the counter-statements and warnings of the apostle.
That there was a Judaic element appears from ii. ii, 14, 16. It

does not appear, indeed, that circumcision was urged upon them
as a necessity, or even as a means of perfection. There is nothing
in the Epistle even remotely resembling the energetic protest

against such teaching which we have in the Epistle to the Galatians.

The ascetic precepts alluded to in the Epistle were not based on
the Mosaic law, for St. Paul says they were derived from the

tradition of men. The law, too, laid down no general precepts
about drinks (ii. 16). These rules seem to have been connected

with the worship of angels (ii. 16-21). The false teachers claimed
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an exclusive and profound insight into the world of intermediate

spirits, whose favour it was desirable to obtain, and by means of

whom new revelations and new spiritual powers might be attained.

It was with a view to this that the body was to be treated with

severity.
In the three points of exclusiveness, asceticism, and angelology,

the Colossian heresy shows affinities with Essenism, which, as Light-
foot remarks, had an affinity with Gnosticism, so that it might be
called Gnostic Judaism. Historically, indeed, we do not know of

any Essenism outside Palestine. But there is no need to assume
an identity of origin of the Colossian heresy and Essenism

;
the

tendencies were not confined to Palestine. And Phrygia provided
a congenial soil for the growth of such a type of religion. It was
the home of the worship of Cybele, and Sabazius, and the Ephesian
Artemis. In philosophy it had produced Thales and Heraclitus.

The former declared rov KOO-/XOV f^v^ov KCU Sai/jiovwv -n-XypT) (Diog.
Laert. i. 27).

The natural phenomena of the region about Hierapolis,

Laodicea, and Colossae were well calculated to encourage a

belief in demoniac or angelic powers controlling the elementary
forces of nature. There was, for example, at Hierapolis (and still

is) an opening, called the Plutonium, which emitted a vapour
(sulphuretted hydrogen) fatal to animals which came within its

range. Strabo relates that the eunuchs employed about the

temple were able to approach and bend over the opening with

impunity holding in their breath (i*.t\pi -rrocrov o-uexwras ws CTTI TO

77-oAu TO Trveufia), yet, as he adds, showing in their faces signs of a

suffocating feeling. See Svoboda, The Seven Churches of Asia,

1869, p. 29 sqq. ;
Cockerell apud Leake, Journal of a Tour in

Asia Minor, 1824, p. 342. A comparison of Cockerell and
Svoboda s experiments shows that, as Lavorde also implies, the

vapour is not always equally fatal. The region was noted for

earthquakes.

Notwithstanding its affinities with Gnosticism, the Colossian

heresy must be regarded as belonging to an earlier stage than
the developed Gnosticism usually understood by that name, even

earlier, indeed, than Cerinthus. There is, for example, no
allusion to the aeons of later Gnosticism, nor to the properly
Gnostic conception of the relation of the demiurgic agency to the

supreme God. &quot;That relation (says Lightfoot) was represented,
first, as imperfect appreciation ; next, as entire ignorance ; lastly,

as direct antagonism. The second and third are the standing
points of Cerinthus and of the later Gnostic teachers respectively.
The first was probably the position of the Colossian false teachers.

The imperfections of the natural world, they would urge, were due
to the limited capacities of these angels to whom the demiurgic

d
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work was committed, and to their imperfect sympathy with the

supreme God; but, at the same time, they might fitly receive

worship as mediators between God and man ; and, indeed,

humanity seemed in its weakness to need the intervention of

some such beings less remote from itself than the highest heaven.&quot;

Hence the references in the Epistle to the raTreivo^pocrw?? in con
nexion with this angel worship.

St. Paul assures his readers, with an authority which he clearly

expects them to accept, that the gospel they had learned from

Epaphras required no such addition as the false teachers pressed

upon them. He points out to them that they are members of a

body of which the Head, Christ, was supreme above all these

angelic powers of whatever kind.

2. GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE TO THE
COLOSSIANS.

There is no certain trace of the Epistle in Clemens Romanus
or in Hermas. Barnabas, however, has a distinct allusion to Col.

i. 1 6 in xii. 7, rrjv 86av TOV Irjo-ov, on Iv avrw Travra, /ecu cts aurov.

Ignatius, Eph. x. 3, has eSpcuoi rfj Tricrrei, and so Polycarp, x. i,

doubtless from Col. i. 23. Probably also the division into oparol
KCU aopaToi, in combination with TO, eTroupai/io, in Ign. Smyrn. vi. i,

may be another allusion to i. 16. The connexion also of idolatry
and covetousness in Polyc. xi. 2 may have been suggested by
Col. i. 23, 20, iii. 5. Justin, Dial. p. 311 (Ixxxv), calls Christ

TrpwToroKos Tracr^s KTtcrew?, after Col. i. 1 5 (cf. TrputroroKov TOJV TravTwv

TrOLTf]fJ.dT(aV, p. 3IO); alSO p. 3 2 6 (xCVi), TT/DCOTOTOKOV TOV 6OU KO.I TTpO

trdvTwv TCOV
KTio-fjLd.T&amp;lt;Dv. Considering the frequent use of the Epistle

to the Ephesians, it is remarkable that the traces of this Epistle

previous to Irenaeus are so few and uncertain. Its shortness

seems an inadequate explanation. Probably the true account is

that, the Epistle being so largely controversial, its use would be less

familiar to those who had no concern with the heresies with which
it deals. About its early and uncontroverted reception as the

work of St. Paul, there is no doubt. Irenaeus, iii. 14. i, says :

&quot; Iterum in ea epistola quae est ad Colossenses ait : Salutat vos

Lucas medicus dilectus.
&quot; In the following section he quotes

Col. i. 21, 22, and, indeed, he cites passages from every chapter.
Clement of Alexandria, Strom, i. i, says : KO.V rrj 717305 KoAoo--

craeis eiria-ToXj) vovderovvres, ypae^ei, TTO.VTO. a.v6putTrov, K.T.\. = Col.

i. 28, and again in several other places he cites the Epistle.
Tertullian also cites passages from each chapter. Origen,

contra Cels. v. 8, quotes ii. 18, 19, as from St, Paul to the

Colossians.
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Marcion received the Ep. as St. Paul s, and the school of

Valentinus also recognised it.

In the Muratorian Canon it has the same place as in our MSS.
The external evidence for the genuineness is in no wise defective,

nor was any question raised on the point until Mayerhoff (Der
Briefan die Kolosser, u.s.w. 1838) contested it on the grounds of

vocabulary, style, and differences from St. Paul in thought and

expression ; and, in addition to these, its relation to the Epistle to

the Ephesians, which he considered to be genuine, and its supposed
reference to Cerinthus. Many critics followed his lead, including

Baur, Hilgenfeld, Pfleiderer, etc., rejecting, however, the Epistle to

the Ephesians also. Ewald, partly followed by Renan, explained
what seemed un-Pauline in the Epistle by the supposition that

Timothy wrote it under the apostle s direction,- an hypothesis
excluded by i. 23, ii. i, 5. De Wette replied to Mayerhoff s argu

ments, rejecting, however, the Epistle to the Ephesians.

Holtzmann, as we have seen in the Introduction to the latter

Epistle, regarded the present Epistle as an expansion by an inter

polator of a short, genuine Epistle, being led to this conclusion by
a careful critical examination of certain parallel passages in the two

Epistles, the result of whi:h was to show conclusively that it was

impossible to maintain either, with Mayerhoff, the priority in every
case of Eph., or, with De Wette, that of Col. 1

As a specimen of his restoration of the original nucleus of the

latter Epistle, the following may suffice. Ch. i. 9-29 reads as

follows :

Aia TOVTO KCU
f)p.fi&amp;lt;;

ov irav6p.f.6a. inrep vfjiwv irpoo-ev^op-evot Trepiira-

TTJcrai fyxas dia)s TOV eov, os lppvo~a.TO ^//.as e/c
r&amp;gt;}s e^owias TOV

CTKOTOVS /cai
fj.frfcrrrjcrfv cis rrjv /JacriAeiav TOV vlov avTOv OTL ev avVw

/caraAAaai, KO.I v/ms TTOTC ovras
f\6pov&amp;lt;;

ev rots epyois TCHS

S, vvvl 8c KaTrjXXdyrjTe ev rta (rco/mri -njs (rap/cos avrov Sia TOV

6a.va.Tov, elye eTrt/xeVere Trj Trio-Tfi. eSpaiot /cai
p.rj /iTaKtvov/x.evot aTro

TOU fvayyeXiov ov eyevo^v eya) IlavAos StaKovos Kara T)V otKovo/uav
TOV ov Trjv 8o6*.lo~dv P.OL eis v/xas TrX^pwo ai TOV Aoyov TOV tou, i?

o KOI KOTTIW dyojvi^o/xei/09 Kara TTJV Ivepytiav avrov Trjv lvepyojj.evr)v eV

ffWl.

Of ch. iii. Holtzmann regards as original only vv. 3, 12, 13, 17.
This is a very ingenious abridgment, and supposes extreme

ingenuity on the part of the interpolator, who so cleverly dove
tailed his own work into St. Paul s that, had Eph. not existed, no
one would have suspected Col. of being interpolated. It would be

strange, too, that the interpolated letter should so completely dis

place the Pauline original. It would seem, in fact, as if we were

compelled to suppose it known only to this interpolator &quot;who

1 For a list of the principal passages compared, see Introduction to the Ep.
to the Ephesians.
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rescued it from oblivion&quot; (Kritik, p. 305) only to consign it

thither again. Holtzmann s theory is, as Jiilicher says, too com
plicated to be accepted. In such a case, for example, as Col. i. 2 7

compared with Eph. i. 9, 10, and iii. 8, 9, 16, 17; or, again, Col.

iii. 12-15 with Eph. iv. 2-4, 32, it is involved in inextricable diffi

culties. And as this seems to be generally felt, it is not necessary
to examine his instances in detail.

Von Soden, in his article in faejahrb. f. Protest. Theol. 1875,
limited the interpolations to i. 15-20, ii. 10, 15, 18 (partly). In his

Commentary he still further reduces the interpolation to i. i6, 17,

i.e. TO, Travra to a-vveo-TfjKe, which he regards as a gloss (Einl. p. 12).

Against the genuineness is alleged, first, the absence of St.

Paul s favourite terms and turns of expression, together with the

occurrence of others which are foreign to the acknowledged
Epistles. For example, St/catos with its derivatives, aTroKaAui^i?,

So/a/&amp;gt;uieu/, VTraKory, cra&amp;gt;T?/pia, xoivcovia, vo/xos, Trioreueiv, are absent,
as well as apa, Sto, Sm, while it is noted that yap occurs only five

times (or six if it is read in iii. 24), as against thirty-six times in

Gal. and some three hundred times in the three other great

Epistles. But these phenomena are not without parallel in other

Epistles or parts of Epistles of similar length. SiKaioo-vvrj occurs

in i Cor. only once
(i. 30), SiWos not at all. Both adjective and

substantive are absent from i Thess., as well as the verb, crwr^pia
is not used in i Cor. or Gal., while in 2 Cor. orwo) occurs but

once
; dTroxaAui/ ts is not used in Phil, or i Thess., and in 2 Cor.

only in xii. i, 7, so that the first eleven chs. are without it.

TTio-Teveiv is found in 2 Cor. only in a quotation, iv. 13 ; viraKorj not

in i Cor. Gal. Phil, i Thess. ; vo/xos not in 2 Cor. or Thess. Again,
as to the conjunctions, apa does not occur in Phil., while apa ovv,

frequent in Rom., is not used in i or 2 Cor., and only once in

Gal. 816 occurs only once in Gal. (iv. 31, where Rec. has apa),
and Stem once in i Cor., not at all in 2 Cor. yap is hardly more

frequent (relatively) in Eph., which Mayerhoff accepted, than in

Col. Its comparative infrequency in both as compared with Rom.
and Cor. is clearly due to the more argumentative character of the

latter Epistles.
As to the oVa^ Aeyo/zeva, they are not more numerous than was

to be expected in an Epistle dealing with novel questions. In
addition to ten words found only here and in Eph., there are forty-

eight which do not occur elsewhere in St. Paul. But as Soden

remarks, Paul had for a considerable time been under the new

linguistic influence of Rome. Salmon quotes a very pertinent
remark of Dr. Mahaffy, who compares St. Paul to Xenophon in

this matter of varying vocabulary. He says :

&quot; His (Xenophon s)

later tracts are full of un-Attic words, picked up from his changing

surroundings ; and, what is more curious, in each of them there
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are many words only used by him once
;
so that on the ground of

variation in diction each single book might be, and, indeed, has

been, rejected as non-Xenophontic. This variation not only applies
to words which might not be required again, but to such terms as

evav8pta (Cctnm. iii. 3. 12), varied to ew/o^ia {Ven. 10. 21), cvroA/uita

(quoted by Stobaeus), dvSpeum?? (Anab. vi. 5. 14), all used only
once. Every page in Sauppe s Lexilogus Xen. bristles with words

only once used in this way. Now, of classical writers, Xenophon
is perhaps (except Herodotus) the only man whose life corre

sponded to St. Paul s in its roving habits, which would bring him
into contact with the spoken Greek of varying societies.&quot;

The long sentences, such as i. 9-20, ii. 8-12, are not without

analogy in other Epistles, e.g. Rom. i. 1-7, ii. 5-10, 14- 16,

iii. 23-26; Gal. ii. 3-5, 6-9; Phil. iii. 8-n. The series of

relatives in i. 13-22 and ii. 10-12 is remarkable, but not without

parallel ;
and in both cases the connexion shows that what is

added in the relative clauses, though evident, had been overlooked

by the heretical teachers. It was therefore properly connected by
a relative. Anacolutha are particularly frequent in St. Paul. There
are also many turns of expression which are strikingly Pauline, as :

ii. 4, 8, 17, 18, 23, iii. 14, iv. 6, 17. In comparing the general
tone of the Epistle with that of the other Epistles, it must be
observed that St. Paul had not here to contend with any opposition
directed against him or his teaching, nor had he to defend himself

against objections, but was simply called on to express his judgment
on the novel additions to the gospel teaching which were being

pressed on the Colossians. This new teaching had not yet gained

acceptance or led to factious divisions amongst them. Nor has he

any longer occasion to argue that Gentiles are admitted to the

Christian Church on equal terms with Jews ;
this question is

no longer agitated here
;

St. Paul s own solution of the problem is

assumed. Nor was he concerned here with the conditions of

salvation, whether by faith or by the works of the law. If he does

not adduce proof from the O.T., neither does he do this in Phil.,

where there might seem to be more occasion for doing so.

The greater stress laid here on knowledge and wisdom is

explained by the fact that the false teachers were endeavouring
to dazzle their hearers by a show of profound wisdom to which the

apostle opposes the true wisdom. Hence, also, his frequent use

of such words as p.va-T^piov, a.iroKpvTTTLv, a7TOK/DV&amp;lt;os,

Mayerhoff notes the hunting after synonyms as an un-Pauline

characteristic of this Epistle. Of his many examples it may suffice

to give a few specimens : i. 6, Kap7ro&amp;lt;opov//.evoj/
KOI avavo/xevov ;

ib. atfovfiv xai
7Ttytvwcr/ceii ; 7&amp;gt;

orwSovXos [i^/xaJv],
StaKoros [rov

II, VTTOfJiOl ri
KOL (Jl.aKpo6vfJiLa j 23, Tf6efJ.\lU)fJitVOL Kal
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eSpcuoi KOL
fji-t] fjt,cTa.KivovfjivoL (see Eadie, p. xxvii). Many of the

so-called synonyms are clearly not so
;
and even where they are

justly so called, the other Epistles supply parallels. See, for

example, Phil. i. 3, 7, 9, 10, u, 15, 20, 24, 25.
An objection to the genuineness of the Epistle, which would be

serious if well founded, is that the Epistle combats certain errors

of a Gnostic character which cannot have existed at so early a date.

It is not enough, however, to show that errors of an analogous
kind, but more developed, existed in the middle of the second

century ;
it is necessary to show that they could not have existed

in the time of St. Paul. But we have absolutely no materials

for forming an opinion on this point, except in the New Testament
itself. The earliest Gnostic writer of whom we have definite

information is Cerinthus.

Indeed, Mayerhoff supposed the writer s polemic to be directed

against him. But although there is an affinity between the errors

of Cerinthus and those of the Colossian teachers, a closer examina
tion shows that the latter belong to an earlier stage of development.
There is no trace in the Epistle of the notion of creation by a

demiurge ignorant of the supreme God, still less of that by one

opposed to Him (as in the later Gnostics). Nor did the teaching
of Cerinthus include asceticism. As to the view of Christ held by
the Colossian false teachers, it was clearly derogatory, as we may
infer from the emphatic assertions in i. 19, ii. 9 ;

but the generality
of the language there used shows that their opinions had not been
stated with such precision as was the case when St. John wrote his

Gospel, or, not to assume his authorship, when the Gospel bearing
his name was written.

Baur, on the other hand, regards the Epistle to the Colossians

(as well as that to the Ephesians) as written from an early Gnostic

point of view, at a time, namely, when Gnostic ideas first coming
into vogue still appeared to be unobjectionable Christian specula
tion. The errors combated were, he thought, those of the

Ebionites, who maintained circumcision, abstained from animal

food, observed the Jewish Sabbath, and attached high importance
to the doctrine of angels and religious worship of them, and, lastly,

considered Christ to be only one of these : e/cTtb-ftu &amp;lt;I&amp;gt;s l^a TWJ/

dp^ayyeAwv /m ova Se avrwv ovra, avrov Se Kupuuetv ru&amp;gt;v dyyeAwv
Kat TTCIVTWV T(H)v atro TOV TravTOKpdropos TreTrot^/AeVwv (Epiph. Haer.

xxx. 1 6).

In which of St. Paul s Epistles, says Baur, do we find TO.

fTTovpavLa classified as they are in Eph. and Col. ?

The reply is obvious
;
the classification of the celestial hierarchy

which we find in these Epistles is not Paul s at all (as will be shown
in the exposition), but that of the false teachers.

In reference, again, to the assertion in Col. and Eph., that
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Christ is the creative principle of everything existing, and therefore

that to Him is attributed absolute pre-existence, Baur remarks

that &quot;

it is true that we find certain hints of similar views in the

homologoumena of the apostle, but they are no more than hints,

the meaning of which is open to question ; while here, on the

contrary, the absolute premundane existence is the dominating,
the pervading element within which the whole thought of the&amp;gt;e

Epistles moves.&quot; For the idea that Christ s activity comprehends
heavenly and earthly things at once and in the same degree, there

is, he says, no analogy in Paul s writings, but we are here trans

ported to a circle of ideas which belongs to a different era, namely,
the period of Gnosticism (St. Paul, Eng. tr. p. 7). The Gnostic

systems, says Baur, rest on the root idea that all spiritual life which

has proceeded from the supreme God has to return to its original

unity, and to be taken back again into the absolute principle, so

that every discord which has arisen shall be resolved into harmony.
And so in these Epistles Christ s work is mainly that of restoring,

bringing back, and making unity. His work is contemplated as

a mediation and atonement whose effects extend to the whole
universe.

Accepting Holtzmann s caution (p. 296), that when critics

like Baur and himself speak of Gnostic colouring in the Epistle,

they do not mean Gnosticism proper, we may reply, first, that

according to the above statement of Baur, the root idea of

Gnostic systems includes the emanation of inferior spiritual
existences from the Supreme ;

and this can hardly be separated
from the idea of the creation of matter by the inferior spirits,

since it was just to explain the evil of matter that the theory of

emanations, etc., was devised. Of these ideas there is no trace

in the Epistle except by way of opposition. The notion of succes

sive evolutions from the Divine nature, forming the links of a chain

which binds the finite to the Infinite, is utterly opposed to the

teaching of the Epistle; nor is it conceivable as a later development
of anything that the writer himself says. It is, however, quite
consistent with the teaching that he condemns. Secondly, the

idea of reconciliation is wholly different from that of return to

the unity of the Divine nature of that which has emanated or been
evolved from it.

Baur, indeed, admits the possibility that the conception of the

work of Christ which is exhibited in these Epistles may be
harmonised with the Pauline Christology and doctrine of atone

ment
; yet it is certain, he adds, that with Paul these ideas never

assume the prominence which they have here. It is a transcen

dental region into which Paul looked now and then, but of which
he had no definite views, and which he never introduced into his

Epistles from a taste for metaphysical speculation.
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&quot; As even the Christology of these Epistles bears unmistakably
the impress of Gnosticism,&quot; says Baur,

&quot; we meet also with other

Gnostic conceptions&quot;; and he draws attention especially to TrA^pco/m.
The Gnostic TrA^pw/wi is not the Absolute itself, but it is that in

which the Absolute realises the conception of itself. According to

the doctrine of the Valentinians, it is the sum of the aeons by
which the original Divine source is filled.

Now this, says Baur, is just the conception of the Pleroma
which we find in both our Epistles ;

the only difference being that

there is no express mention here of a plurality of aeons as the

complement of the Pleroma, and that not the supreme God Him
self, but Christ, is the Pleroma, since only in Christ does the

self-existent God unfold Himself in the fulness of concrete life.

He finds a further remarkable agreement with the Valentinians

in the comparison of the relation of husband to wife with that

of Christ to the Church, since, according to the Valentinians,
the aeons were divided into male and female, united in pairs
called syzygies. Hence he explains how as Christ is the TrA^pw/za,
so also is the Church that is to say, she is the TrAijpw/zo, of

Christ
;
since He is the TrA^pw^ta in the highest sense, she is TO

7rXijpa)/j.a rov TO. Travra tv Tracri TrA^pou/xevou.
The latter suggestion scarcely merits a serious refutation. To

compare the position of Christ as viewed by the writer with that

of one of the aeons of the Valentinians, is to contradict the

fundamental thesis of the Epistles, namely, that Christ is exalted

far above all existences, earthly and heavenly, by whatever name
they may be called. Equally remote from the writer s thought,
and irreconcilable with it, is the conception of eKKAr/o-ia as an
aeon co-ordinate with Christ. Indeed, the whole system of

syzygies or duads was devised as a theory of successive generation.

Nothing in the remotest degree resembling this appears in the

Epistles. Throughout both, the relation of Christ to the Church
is that of the head to the body; the figure of marriage is

introduced only incidentally, not with the view of illustrating or

explaining the union of Christ and the Church by that of man
and wife, but in order to set forth the love of Christ as the Head,
for His Body, the Church, as a pattern for the Christian husband

;

and it is the headship of Christ that is used to illustrate the

headship of the man &quot; For we are members of His body.&quot; The
idea of the thing illustrated reacts in the writer s mind on the

conception of that with which it was compared, and so there grows

up a new representation of the relation of Christ to the Church.
As to the word TrA-^pw/xa, so far is the conception in our

Epistles from being just the same as that of the Valentinians, that

the difference which Baur himself mentions is a vital one. What
the writer so emphatically asserts is that the whole TrAiypco/xo. resides
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in Christ, not a mere fraction of it, not a single Divine power only,
as the Gnostic use of the word would suggest. That some such
view as this, of a part only of the TrXijpMfj.a residing in Christ, was
held by the Colossian false teachers, may be fairly inferred from

the writer s insistence on vav TO TrXr/pwfjLa, K.T.\. It is simple and

natural, then, to suppose that he purposely employs a term common
to himself and them in such a way as to combat directly their

erroneous views. How can such a fact be supposed to indicate

a Gnostic tendency on the part of the writer ?

In fact, once it is admitted that the thoughts expressed in this

Epistle (or that to the Ephesians) are capable of being reconciled

to those of St. Paul, it is no longer possible to use the (supposed)
Gnostic colouring as an argument against the genuineness of a

writing which bears the name of Paul, and which in addition has

such strong external support. It is true these thoughts have more

prominence and are more developed here than in the acknow

ledged Epistles, but this is fully accounted for by the nature of the

errors with which the apostle had to contend. The circumstances

of Rome, Corinth, and Galatia were not such as to call for such an

exposition as we find here
; indeed, in the Epistles to the last two

Churches, at least, it would have been singularly out of place. It is

not to a taste for indulging in metaphysical speculation that we are

to trace its presence here, but to the exigencies of the case. But,

then, it is said that although St. Paul did now and then look into

this transcendental region, he had no definite views of it. What
then? If the Epistles are genuine, several years had elapsed
since the writing of the four great Epistles. Was the apostle s

mind so rigid that we cannot conceive his views becoming moic

developed and more distinct in the interval of five or six years ?

Nothing was more likely to further their development than the

presence of erroneous teaching. Just as the articles of the

Church s creed took form only gradually as errors sprang up, so in

an individual mind, even in that of the apostle, a particular truth

would be more distinctly recognised and more precisely formulated

when the opposing error presented itself.

It may be remarked that Baur found traces of Gnostic thought
in the Epistle to the Philippians also, the genuineness of which has,

however, been acknowledged by almost all subsequent critics,

including Hausrath (who supposes it made up of two Epistles),

Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Pfleiderer, Reuss, Renan, Schenkel.

Indeed, it may be regarded as practically beyond question. This

is not without importance for the Epistle to the Colossians, for it

supplies an answer to the objections to the latter Ep. founded on
the loftiness of the attributes assigned to Christ. For it contains

nothing that goes beyond Phil. ii. 6-n. On the other hand, the

Epistle to the Colossians, as Renan observes, cannot be separated
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from the Epistle to Philemon. The coincidence in some of the

names mentioned might be explained by the hypothesis that the

forger of the longer Epistle made use of the shorter. But the

differences exclude this supposition (see Salmon, Introduction,
ch. xx.). Col. mentions Jesus, surnamed Justus, an otherwise

unknown person, in addition to those mentioned in Philem.,
while Philemon is not mentioned at all. Again, while Aristarchus

and Epaphras are mentioned in both Epp., it is the former that is

called fellow-prisoner in Col., the latter in Philemon. But there

is nothing in the Ep. to Philemon to suggest Colossae as the city of

his residence. We learn his connexion with it only by finding his

runaway slave Onesimus mentioned in Col. as &quot;one of
you.&quot;

Having learned this we observe further that Archippus, who in the

private Epistle appears as an intimate, perhaps son, of Philemon, is

mentioned in Col. in such a way as to suggest that he held office

either there or in Laodicea. Certainly the way in which his name
is introduced there is as unlike as possible to the contrivance of a

forger. That Onesimus alone should be mentioned as Paul s

messenger in the letter to Philemon, but Tychicus with him in the

public Epistle, is perfectly natural.

Now the genuineness of the Epistle to Philemon is beyond
question ;

in fact, in the whole range of literature there is no piece
which bears more unmistakably the stamp of originality and

genuineness. To quote Renan :

&quot; Paul seul, autant qu il semble,
a pu ecrire ce petit chef d oeuvre.&quot; Baur, indeed, felt himself

compelled to reject it in consequence of its intimate connexion

with Col. and Eph., and then set himself to confirm his rejection

by an examination of the diction of the Epistle and of the circum

stances supposed. His argument is valuable as a reductio ad
absurdum of his whole method.

V. Soden remarks that there is a striking correspondence both
in language and thought between the Ep. to the Colossians and to

the only other document which we possess from the apostle s hand

during his Roman imprisonment, viz. the Ep. to the Philippians

(as he does not accept Eph.). Thus as to language he compares
irXrjpovv in Col. three times, in Phil, four times : o-TrXdy^va

oiKTipfjLov, Col. iii. 12, Phil. ii. i : Aoyos TOV eov, Col. i. 25,
Phil. i. 14: TTfpLTOjji^ (figurative), Col. ii. n, Phil. iii. 3: dywv,
CoL ii. i, Phil. i. 30: cm-emu, Col. ii. 5, Phil. i. 27: SCO/UH,
Col. iv. 1 8, Phil. i. 7, i3f., 17 : TO. KO.T e/xe, Col. iv. 7, Phil. i. 12 :

Ta.Treivo&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;pocrvvr],
Col. ii. 23, iii. 12, Phil. ii. 3 : /capTro^opowres,

Col. i. IO, 7TC7rA?7pa)//,evoi Kapirov, Phil. i. II : a/xw/^os, Col. i. 22,

Phil. ii. 15: reXeios, Col. i. 28, Phil. iii. 15: Kara rrjv tvepyetav,

K.T.A., Col. i. 29, Phil. iii. 21: avw, Col. iii. i, Phil. iii. 14: ra

eVt TT/S yj?s, Col. iii. 2, eVtyeta, Phil. iii. 19 : (Spafidov, Phil. iii. 14,

Col. ii. 18. As to style, he compares the brevity of
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Col. iv. 1 7 and Phil. iv. 2
;
the introduction of a judgment by a

relative, Col. ii. 23, Phil. i. 28, iii. 19: the sentences, Col. i. 9,

Phil. i. 1 1 : the prayer for eTriyvwons, Col. i. 9 f.
;

Phil. i. 9 : the

wish Kai
f) eipr/vr/, K.r.A., Col. iii. 15, Phil. iv. 7 : the similar ideas,

Col. i. 24 and Phil. iii. 10; Col. ii. 18 and Phil. iii. 3 ;
Col. i. 24

and Phil. ii. 30 : the references to what the readers had heard,
Col. i. 7, Phil. iv. 9 : and, lastly, the close correspondence of some

peculiar dogmatic expressions; see i. igff.

3. PLACE AND DATE OF WRITING.

For these see Introduction to the Epistle to the Ephesians,
where it is shown to be probable that the Epistle was written from
Rome about A.D. 63. The occasion seems to have been the

information furnished by Epaphras of the dangers to which the

Church at Colossae was exposed from heretical teachers.

4. RELATION TO OTHER NEW TESTAMENT WRITINGS.

For the relation to the Epistle to the Ephesians, see the

Introduction to that Epistle.
The relation to the Apocalypse deserves particular notice. It

is especially in the Epistle to Laodicea, Rev. iii. 14-21, that we find

resemblances. In that Epistle, St. John, speaking in the person of

the Lord, declares almost in the language of St. Paul that He is

the Amen, the faithful and true Witness, -fj dpx^f T^S KTreo&amp;gt;s TOU

eo9, an expression which does not occur (nor anything like it)

in any of the other six Epistles. Compare Col. i. 15, TrpcuroroKo?

Trao-?;? KTtcrews. Doubtless there still remained some trace of the

heresy which St. Paul combated. Again, Rev. iii. 21, Swo-w atrw
KaOicrai p,tr ep.ou ev T&amp;lt;3

$pova&amp;gt; pov, K.r.A.., is very parallel to Col.

iii. i and Eph. ii. 6, and here again there is nothing similar in the
other Epistles.

&quot; This double coincidence (says Lightfoot), affect

ing the two ideas which may be said to cover the whole ground in

the Epistle to the Colossians, can hardly, I think, be fortuitous,
and suggests an acquaintance with and recognition of the earlier

apostle s teaching on the part of St. John
&quot;

(p. 42).

5. VOCABULARY OF THE EPISTLE.

List of a7ra Aeyo/Aeva. in the Epistle to the Colossians.

atcrxpoAoyux, ave\f/io&amp;lt;;, avravaTrX^poCv,
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Soy/xo.Ttecr$ai, 8vva.fj.ovv (see Eph. vi. 10), fdcXoBpr/o-xtia, dpyvoTroifiv,

fjji/3aTfveLv, eu^aptCTTOS, Gearys, Kara/Bpa/Bevfiv, /Aera/aveiv, /j.o/j,&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;TJ,

vovjJirjvLa, opaTOS, iraprjyopLa., Tri^avoAoyia, TrA^oyxov??,

TrpovrjXovv, Trparrcueiv, (rrepew/jia, crvXaywyflv, crco/Acm/cois,

Xeipoypa&amp;lt;ou. More than half of these (18) are in ch. ii. only.

Words which occur in other Writers of the N. T., but not in

St. Pan 1

.

aAas, a.TTOKpivfcr9ai, a.7ro/cpu&amp;lt;o9, dprvtiv,
eaAei&amp;lt;en

, 7rapaAoyiecr$ai, TTiKpaiWiv, TTOVO?, cr/aa, crui/SouAos. The
following are found in the Pastorals : aT

Pauline Words*

The following are found only in St. Paul : a.7reti/ai, eSpatos,

.iv, 6pta/x.y8eweiv, t/cavovv, icror???, Traces, (Tuvat^aAwTos, crwi ^aTr-

TCtJ/, (f&amp;gt;V(TlOW.

6. CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE.

i. i, 2. Salutation, briefly specifying Paul s designation as an

apostle, not by men, but by the will of God.

Although the apostle s purpose in writing to the Colossians was
to warn them against the errors that threatened to creep in amongst
them, yet with admirable delicacy, as writing to those to whom he
was not personally known, he does not introduce his admonition
until he has prepared the way for its favourable reception by a

comparatively long introduction, which begins and ends with

commendation.

3-8. Thanksgiving for their faith and love, resting on the

heavenly hope laid up for them. Mention of the hope leads

naturally to the assurance that the gospel which they had been

taught by Epaphras was the true gospel, universal and unchange
able, and proving its genuineness by the fruit which it was bearing,
both amongst them and in all the world.

9-12. Prayer that they may advance further in spiritual know

ledge, and that not speculative but practical, so that their life may
be worthy of their profession.

1 3 ff. The prayer passes insensibly into the positive instruction

which will help to its fulfilment, and furnish a safeguard against the

attempts that are made to mislead them. They have already been
transferred into the kingdom of God s beloved Son. It is in Him
that they have their redemption.

15-17. The pre-eminence of Christ, in His nature and in His
office. In His nature He is superior to all created things, being
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the visible image of the invisible God, and all things having been

created through Him, and holding together by Him.
18-20. In the spiritual order also He is first, the firstborn from

the dead, and the Head of the Church, all the fulness of God
dwelling in Him. The work of reconciliation wrought through
Him extends even to things in the heavens.

21-23. The Colossians have their share in this reconciliation,

the object of which is that they may be without blemish and with

out reproof in the sight of God. But this depends on their continu

ing steadfast in the faith which they have been taught.

24-29. The apostle s own qualifications as a minister of this

gospel, privileged to know and make known the mystery hidden

from preceding ages, namely, Christ dwelling in them. It is his

business to proclaim this, and so to admonish and teach, that he

may present every man perfect ;
and this he strenuously labours to

do through the power of Christ.

ii. 1-7. This effort and anxiety of his extend even to those

to whom he had not personally preached, that they may be con

firmed in the faith and united in love, and, further, may learn to

know the mystery of God. What they have to aim at is to be

established in the faith which they have already been taught, firmly
rooted in Christ, and living accordingly.

8-15. The apostle has learned (no doubt from Epaphras) that

there are amongst them teachers who are endeavouring to propagate
mischievous heresies which would undermine their faith. He does

not, indeed, adopt this rude manner of expression, but cautions

them against being led astray. The philosophy of which these

false teachers make a display is mere deceit, and of human origin ;

it is not a more advanced teaching, but, on the contrary, belongs
to an elementary stage. Ye have already been made full in Christ,

who is above all these angelic beings of whom they speak, since

the whole fulness of the Godhead dwells in Him. Ye need no
circumcision of the flesh, for ye have received in Him the true

circumcision of the Spirit ;
it is by Him that ye have been raised

from death to life, and nothing remains to be added to His

work, for He has completely removed the bond that was against

you.

16-23. Application of these principles to the practices incul

cated by the false teachers. With their precepts about meat and
drink and days they would have you rest in the shadow, as if you
had not already the reality. The angel worship which they
inculcate is not the outcome of true humility, but of carnal pride
in the fancied possession of superior knowledge ;

and it leads to

a setting aside of the Head, through union with which alone can

the body derive its nourishment and growth.
iii. 1-4. Your aims and thoughts must be more lofty. Ye
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have been raised with Christ, and your life is now hid with Him.
Seek therefore the things where He is, at God s right hand.

5-1 1. Sins to b&amp;gt;2 avoided : not only the grosser ones of appetite,
but the more subtle sins of temper, etc.

12-17. Virtues to be cultivated: kindness, love, forgiveness,
of which we have such a lofty example in God s forgiveness of us,

mutual teaching, and in everything thankfulness to God. Every
thing to be done i.i the name of the Lord Jesus Christ.

i8-iv. i. Special precepts for the several relations of life:

wives and husbands, children and parents, slaves and masters,
the motive always being &quot;in the Lord.&quot;

2-6. Exhortation to constant prayer and thanksgiving, with

request for prayer for the apostle himself in his work, to which
he adds further practical hints as to wisdom in action and

speech.

7-18. Personal commendations and salutations.

7. LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS.

Commentaries on the entire New Testament are not included.

Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries.

ALTING (J.), Analysis exegetica in Ep. ad Coloss. Opp. Amstel.

1687.
ARETIUS (Bened.), Comm. Morgis. 1580.
BAYNE (Paul), Comm. on Ep. to Colossians. Lond. 1634.
BUGENHAGEN. See Ephesians.
BYFIELD (Nicholas), An Exposition on the Ep. to the Col,

Lond. 1617, al.

CALIXTUS. See Ephesians.
CARTWRIGHT (Thos.), Comm. Lond. 1603.

CRELLIUS, Comm. et Paraphrasis in Col.

DAVENANT (John, Bp. of Salisbury), Expositio Ep. Pauli ad
Coloss. Cantab. 1627; transl. Lond. 1831.

DAILLE or DALLAEUS (Joannes), Sermons sur FEpistre aux
Col. 3 torn. Gen. 1662

; transl. Lond. 1672, again Lond.

1841.
D OUTREIN (Joh.), Sendbrief, etc. Amst. 1695. (In German)

Frankf. 1696.
ELTON (Edw.), Exposition of the Ep. to the Colossians . . . in

Sundry Sermons. Lond. 1615, al.

FERGUSON (Jas.), A brief Exposition of the Epp. to the Phil.

and Col. Edinb. 1656, al.

GRYNAEUS (Jo. Jac.), Explicatio . . . Basil, 1585.
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MELANCHTHON (Phil.), Enarratio Epistolae Pauli ad Coloss.

Witenb. 1559.
MUSCULUS (Wolfg.), Comm. in Epp. ad Philip. Coloss. etc.

Basil, 1565.
OLEVIANUS (Caspar), Notae, etc. Gen. 1580.

QUIROS (Aug. de), Comment. Lugd. 1623.
ROLLOCK (Rob.), In Ep. Pauli ad Col. Comm. Edin. 1600.

SLICHTINGIUS, Comm. in plerosque N.T. libros. Eleutherop.

1656.
SCHMID (Seb.), Paraphrasis super Ep. ad Col. Strassb.

1696, al.

SUICER (J. H.), In Ep. S. Pauli ad Col. Comment, crit.

exeget. theolog. Tiguri, 1669.
WOODHEAD. See Ephesians.
ZANCHIUS (Hier.), Comm. Opp. Gen. 1619.
ZUINGLIUS (Ulr.), Comm. Opp. Tiguri [1545].

Eighteenth Century.

BAUMGARTEN. See Ephesians.

BOYSEN, Erklarung) u.s.w. Quedlinb. 1766-81.
GLEICH, Predigten. Dresd. 1717.

HAZEVOET, Verklaering. Leyden, 1720.

KONING, Openlegging. Leyden, 1739.

LUTKEN, Predigten. Gardel. 1718, al.

MICHAELIS. See Ephesians.
PEIRCE (Jas.), A Paraphrase and Notes on the Epp. to the Col.

Phil, and Heb. after the manner ofMr. Locke. Lond. 1727, al.

ROELL, Ep. Pauli ad Col. exegesis. Traj. 1731.
STORR (Gottlob Chr.), Dissertatio exegetica in Epistolae ad

Col.partempriorem\etposter\. Tubing. 1783-87; transl. Edinb.

1842.

STRESO, Meditationes. Amst. 1708.
TIL (Salomon v.). See Ephesians.
ZACHARIAE (G. T.). See Ephesians.

Nineteenth Century.

ALEXANDER (Wm., Archbishop of Armagh), Commentary ; in

the &quot;

Speaker s Commentary.&quot; London
BAHR (Felix), Comment, uber d. Brief Pauli au die Kol. mit

stater Beriicksichtignng d. dltern u. neuern Ausleger. Basel, 1833.
BARRY. See Ephesians.
BAUMGARTEN-CRUSIUS. See Ephesians.
BEET. See Ephesians.

BISPING, Erkldrung. Miinster, 1855.
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BLEEK. See Ephesians.
BOHMER (VV.), Theol. Aushgung des Pauli Sendschreiben an die

Col, Breslau, 1835.
BRAUNE. See Ephesians.
DALMER (Ed. Fr.), Aushgung, u.s.w. Gotha, 1855.
DECKER, Bearbeitung. Hamb. 1848.
EADIE (John), Commentary on the Greek Text of the Ep. of

Paul to the Colossians. Edinb. 1855, 1884.
ELLICOTT (C. J., Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol), A Critical

and Grammatical Comm. on St. PauFs Epp. to the Philippians,

Colossians, and to Philemon, ivith a Revised Translation. Lond.

1857, al.

EWALD. See Ephesians.
FINDLAY (G. G.),

&quot;

Colossians
&quot;

in Pulpit Commentary.
FLATT (J. F. v.), Vorlesung. uber d. Br. Pauli an die Phil. Kol.

etc. Tubing. 1829.
GISBORNE (Thos.), Exposition and Application . . . in Eight

Sermons. Lond. 1816.

HEINRICHS (J. H.), In Koppe s Nov. Test. Graec. etc. Getting.

1803, al.

HOFMANN (J. Chr. v.), Die Briefe Pauli an die Col. u. an
Philemon. Nordlingen, 1870.

HUTHER (Joh. Ed.), Comm. u.s.w. Hamb. 1841.

JUNKER (Friedr.), Histor. Krit. u. philolog. Comm. Miinchen,
1828.

KAHLER (C. R.), Aushgung. Eislehen, 1853.
KLOPPER (A.), Der Brief an die Kolosser. Berlin, 1882.

LIGHTFOOT (J. B., Bishop of Durham), St. PauFs Epistles to

the Colossians and to Philemon, A Revised Text with Introductions,

Notes, and Dissertations. Lond. 1875, al.

MACLAREN (Alex.), &quot;Colossians&quot; in The Expositor s Bible.

MESSNER, Erkldrung. Brixen, 1863.
MOULE (H. C. G.), &quot;The Epp. to Colossians and to Philemon&quot;

in the Cambridge Biblefor Schools and Colleges. Camb. 1893.
SCHNEDERMANN. See Ephesians.
STEIGER (W.), Der Brief Pauli an die Epheser ; Uebersetzung,

Erkldrung, einhitende u. epikritische Abhandhingen. Erlangen,

THOMASIUS (G.), Praktische Aushgung, u.s.w. Erlang. 1869.
WATSON (Thos.), Discourses. 3rd ed. Lond. 1838.
WILSON (Dan., Bishop of Calcutta), Lectures, etc. Lond.

1845, al-

WIESINGER (J. C. Aug.), In Olshausen s Comm. Konigsb.

1850; transl. Edinb. 1851.
WOHLENBERG. See Ephesians.
WEISS. See Ephesians.
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Critical Discussions.

See Ephesians, and add the following :

NEANDER, Pflanzung ?/. Leitung d. christlichen Kirche, bk. iii.

ch. 9, Eng. trans. (Biblical Cabinet), vol. i. p. 374.
&amp;gt;ANDAY (W.), art.

&quot;

Colossians, Ep. to,&quot;
in Smith s Dictionary

of the Bible, 2nd ed. Lond. 1893.
SCHMIEDEL (P. W.), art. &quot;Kolossae&quot; in Ersch. u. Gruber s

Al/gem. Encyclopddie. 1885.
SMITH (W. Saumarez, Bp. of Sydney, N.S.W.), art &quot;Colos

sians
&quot;

in Encyclopaedia Britannica, gth ed. 1877.
WIGGERS (J.),

&quot; Das Verhaltniss des Ap. Paulus zu der christ

lichen Gemeinde in Kolossae,&quot; Theol. Studien u. Kritiken&amp;gt; 1838,

p. 165.





THE

EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS.

L 1, 2. SALUTATION.

1, 2. Paui, a divinely appointed apostle, gives Christian greeting
to the Church at Ephesus. May the heavenly Father, and the

LordJesus Messiah grant you free grace and the peace which none

else can bestow.

1. flauXos. It is observable that he does not associate with

himself Timothy as in Col. and Philemon
; perhaps because it was

a circular letter without any personal allusions.

diroo-ToXos Xpurrou MTJCTOU. Xp. I?;, in this order with B D P 17,

Syr-Harcl. Boh. l-qa-ov Xp. N A G K L, Syr-Pesh. Arm.
The genitive is not simply a genitive of possession (as with

SovXos, Rom. i. i), although from a purely grammatical point of

view it may be so called. But the term dTrdo-roAos gives it a further

import. This word had not lost its proper signification, as we see

in 2 Cor. viii. 23. Phil. ii. 25, &quot;A commissioned messenger of

clearly implies, not merely
&quot;

belonging to,&quot;
but &quot; sent

by,&quot;
as

&quot; Ambassador of the King of France &quot;

obviously means one sent

from him. The addition of KO.T
cTriTa-yr/v eo9 in i Tim. i. i is no

objection to this. See on Rom. i. i.

8ia 0eXrjp,a-ros cou. These words are also found in i Cor. i. i;

2 Cor. i. i; Col. i. i; 2 Tim. i. i. Their occurrence in 2 Tim.

sufficiently proves (to those who accept the Pauline authorship of

that Ep.) that they are not added in order to enchance the writer s

apostolic authority, or to justify his undertaking to instruct a

Church to which he was a stranger (von Soden on Col.), nor yet
because he has in his mind &quot; the great subject of what he is about
to treat, and himself as the authorised expositor of it&quot; (Alford).
It simply expresses what was always present to his mind, that his

mission was due to the special and undeserved providence of God,
i
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not to any merit of his own. Compare 2 Cor. viii. 5. The same
idea is expressed in i Tim. i. i by KO.T eVirayr/v @eo9.

TOIS dyiois (
= Phil., Col.). In the earlier Epistles the address

is rr) eKK\r]trLa (Cor., Gal., Thess.). The substitution is not to be

attributed to any incompleteness of organisation, for IKK^O-M is

used in Philem. 2, and cK/cX does not seem to include the idea

of organisation. The use of dyuu certainly gives a more personal

colouring to the Epistle as if addressed to the members of the

Church as individuals rather than as a body.
ot aytoi, frequent in the N.T., is always a substantive (except

perhaps Heb. iii. i). It was a term transferred from the Israel of

the Old Testament to the Christians as the true people of God,
its primary sense, like that of the corresponding Hebrew word,

being
&quot; consecrated to God.&quot; The notion of inward personal

holiness becomes attached to it from the thought of the obligation
laid on those who are so set apart to a &quot;

holy
&quot; God

;
and God

Himself is so called as the object of supremest reverence.

TOIS oSo-ir [eV E4&amp;gt;e &amp;lt;rw],
K.T.\. The evidence for and against the

bracketed words may be here summarily stated (for a fuller dis

cussion see Introduction). They are omitted in K B (but supplied
in both by later hands). In cod. 67 they are expunged by the

later corrector (who records many very ancient readings). To
these we must add the MSS. mentioned by S. Basil (fourth cent.)
and the text used by Origen. They are present in all other MSS.,
and Fathers and all versions.

Their omission, if they are genuine, would be hard to account

for. That they should be omitted in consequence of critical

doubts as to the destination of the Epistle founded on its contents

is beyond the bounds of probability. On the other hand, if the

Epistle was addressed to a circle of Churches of which Ephesus
was chief, the insertion of the words would be natural.

If we have to interpret TOIS ova-iv K.OL Trio-rot?, K.T.X. the render

ing will be: &quot;the saints who are also faithful.&quot; This would by
no means imply that there might be uyioi who were not Trio-rot

,

but would rather give prominence to the thought that the apostle
did not recognise any as dyioi, in the technical sense, unless they
were also TTIO-TOI. The only difficulty is that TOIS ova-iv or rfj ova-rj

(with fKK\rjo-ia) is elsewhere followed by the name of the place

(Rom., Cor., Phil.). Of course, if we suppose a blank space to

have been left in the original letter the difficulty does not arise.

But it is observable that in Col. i. i the same thought is expressed,
TOIS dyiois Kal TTIO-TOIS dSeA^oi? eV X/HO-TW, where TOIS dyiois is to be
taken as a substantive (see note there).

Others connect ovcnv with dyiots,
&quot; who are truly saints

&quot;

(Schneckenb.), or with both dy. and TTIO-T. in the same sense, or

understand TOIS ovcnv as = who are in every place where Tychicus
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comes with the Epistle (Bengel, comparing Acts xm. i). Origen s

interpretation,
&quot; those who

are,&quot;
need only be alluded to here.

n-ioToIs may mean either
&quot;

believing
&quot;

or
&quot;

faithful, steadfast.&quot;

The former sense is adopted by Ellicott, Eadie, Meyer, /., on the

ground that here in the address rots dytots alone would not

adequately define the readers as Christians, and that if we adopt
the other sense we must either suppose the apostle to distinguish
the faithful from those who were not so, or to assume that all the

professed dyun were faithful. It is alleged also that
&quot;

faithful to

Christ&quot; would have required the single dative as in Heb. iii. 2.

The phrase in i Cor. iv. 17, dyaTr^rov /cat TTIO-TOV Iv Kupup, being not

parallel, since ev Kuptw belongs to both adjectives, Grotius, Stier,

Lightfoot, a!., adopt the other signification, which the word cer

tainly has in Eph. vi. 21
; Col. iv. 9 ;

i Tim. i. 12
;

2 Tim. ii. 2
;

i Pet. v. 12. If it meant here
&quot;believing,&quot; says Lightfoot, it

would add nothing to what is contained in dyuns. The use of the

word with dScA^ois in Col. i. 2 is in favour of the latter view,
which agrees with the classical use

;
but when used in such a con

nexion as here and in Col. i. 2, this presupposes
&quot;

believing.&quot;

Since all the dyioi ought to be &quot;

faithful,&quot; it would be quite in St.

Paul s manner to designate them as such, unless he had positive
reason to the contrary. Whether we take the word as meaning
&quot;

believing
&quot;

or not, we are not to connect it directly with iv

Xptcrnj as if= &quot;

believing in Christ Jesus
&quot;

(-Trio-TfuovTcs eis), for

the adjective is never so construed. Ev
Xpio-r&amp;lt;p Irjcrov is best

taken with the whole conception dytot K&amp;lt;XI TTKTTOI. Such they are,

but only
&quot;

in Christ.&quot; Compare vi. 2 1
;

i Cor. iv. 17; Col. i. 2.

2. Kcu Kupiou ITJO-OU Xpio-ToO. &quot;And (from) the Lord Jesus
Christ.&quot; The rendering of Erasmus,

&quot; Father of us and of the

Lord,&quot; is sufficiently disproved by Tit. ii. 4, CLTTO coO Trurpos K&amp;lt;U

Xpicrrou Irjcrov TOV
cro&amp;gt;rypO9 -YJ/JLWV. See on Rom. i. 7.

3-8. Praise to God for the blessings of salvation. The grant
ing of these was no new thing in God s purposes, but had been

determined before the creation of the world. The object to be attained

was that we should be holy and blameless, and with a vieiv to this

He has admitted us to the adoption of sons through Christ, in whom
we have received our redemption.

3. EuXoyriTos, according to the analogy of verbals in -ros, means

properly, not &quot; on whom blessing is pronounced
&quot;

(euXoyr/yueVos), but
&quot;

worthy of
blessing,&quot;

eVati/eto-#tu KCU $au/u.deo-0ui dios Theod.

Mops. Cf. yu.eyu.7TTo?,

&quot;

blameworthy
&quot;

; oparo;,
&quot;

visible
&quot;

; TTICTTOS,
&quot;

trustworthy.&quot; In the N.T. it is used exclusively of God, and
so almost always in the Sept. In Mark xiv. 61, o euAoy^ro? stands

alone for
&quot; the Blessed One,&quot; i.e. God, this being a frequent Jewish

mode of avoiding the needless utterance of the sacred name.

Here, then, we supply, not Icrrw, but crrt. See on Lk. i. 68.
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6 0e6s Kal Trcmjp TOU K. The natural rendering is
&quot; the God

and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,&quot; eo? and Trcrrryp being in

apposition (so Jerome, Theophylact, Alford, Eadie, Olshausen,
W. Schmidt, Stier). But Syr., Theodoret, Theod. Mops., followed

by Harless, Meyer, Ellicott, take the genitive to depend on Trarryp

only. It is said, indeed, that the former rendering would require
re before KCU; but cf. iv. 6, els eos Kal irar^p TTUI/TWI

;
I Pet. ii. 25,

rov 7Tot/x.eVa KCU eVto-KOTrov. The expression,
&quot; God of our Lord

Jesus Christ,&quot; is used in ver. 1 7, and the fact that it does not occur

oftener can be no objection. See also John xx. 17,
&quot; My God and

your God.&quot; eos /xev &amp;lt;!&amp;gt;s cra/D/cw^eVros, Trar^p Se &amp;lt;I&amp;gt;s
eou Xuyov,

Theophylact. Chrysostom also prefers this view. We have the

same combination, 6 eos xal irar^p TOU K., Rom. xv. 6
;

2 Cor.

i. 3, xi. 31 ; Col. i. 3 (?./.) ;
i Pet. i. 3.

6 euXoyrjcras T)|j.as.

&quot; Who blessed
us,&quot;

viz. at the time of our

becoming members of the Christian Church, or simply on sending
His Son. Theodoret well remarks that men in blessing God can

only offer Him words that cannot benefit Him, whereas God in

blessing confirms His words by deed, and bestows manifold

benefits upon us. Koppe strangely understands r//xas of Paul him
self. Besides the unsuitableness of this in the initial thanksgiving,

K-dyi.o,
in ver. 15, is decisive against it. ev Wo-?; euAoyta TrceD/mri/a?.

Blessings belonging to the spiritual sphere to which the -rrvevp-a of

man properly belongs. This is not quite the same as
&quot;

referring
to the mind or soul of man.&quot; Compare Rom. viii. 4, 9, 10, where

Trvf.vp.ci. is contrasted with o-apf, and i Cor. ii. 15, where it is

opposed to i/o^x
1
?-

That these blessings proceed from the Holy
Spirit is true, but that is not the signification of the word, which
characterises the nature of the blessings, not their source. Nor is

the meaning &quot;blessings of the
Spirit&quot; made out by the passages

usually alleged in support of it, such as Rom. i. n,
&quot;

that I may
impart some xapto-yuo. Trve^/tari/cov

&quot;

;
i Cor. xii. i,

&quot; About spiritual

[gifts]&quot;;
xiv. i, &quot;desire spiritual [gifts].&quot; Compare Rom. xv. 27,

&quot; The Gentiles have been made partakers of these spiritual things
&quot;

;

i Cor. ix. ii, &quot;We have sown TO. TTV.&quot;
;

x. 3, 4; Eph. vi. 19,
&quot;

spiritual songs,&quot; and i Cor. xv. 44, crw/xa TCV^V^CLTLKOV. Surely, if
&quot; from the Spirit

&quot; had been intended, it would have been more

naturally expressed by TOV Trvev/Aaros.

Chrysostom interprets the &quot;

spiritual blessings
&quot;

as meant to be
contrasted with the material and temporal blessings of the Old

Covenant, in which he is followed by Grotius and others. But
there is no hint of such antithesis in the context.

These blessings are not to be limited to the extraordinary

gifts of the Spirit, as Wo-?; sufficiently shows. As Theodoret

remarks, they include &quot;

the hope of the resurrection, the promises
of immortality, the promise of the kingdom of heaven, the dignity
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of adoption,&quot; or more generally what St. Paul enumerates as the

fruit of the Spirit in Gal. v. 22, love, joy, peace, and all Christian

virtues.

iv TOIS e -jroupacuHs. The adjective is found several times in the

N.T. in the sense &quot;

belonging to or seated in heaven.&quot; Sometimes

opposed to TO. emyeia, as in John iii. 12
;

i Cor. xv. 40, 48, 49;
Phil. ii. 10; with /cA^cris, Heb. iii. i

; Swpea, ib. vi. 4; Trarpts, ib.

xi. 1 6
; /3ao-tAeta, 2 Tim. iv. 18. It will be seen that a local sense

cannot be insisted on in all these places. The contrasted word

cVtyetos also has a transferred sense in Phil. iii. 19, TO. tViyeio.

(^poroui Tes, and Jas. iii. I
5&amp;gt; (cro&amp;lt;ia)

STTiyeios, I^V^IKI^.

In the present passage TO. cirovp. appears to be interpreted by
Theodoret as = heavenly things, e-n-ovpavia yap TO. &wpa ravra, and
so Bengel,

&quot; declaratur TO
spiritual!.&quot; But this would be to explain

the clear and familiar term by one which is less clear. It might,

however, be taken, not as an explanation, but as a further defini

tion of the nature of the blessings. The article is not against
this view, since it may properly be used to mark a class. It is,

however, an objection that the phrase iv rots lir., not found

elsewhere, occurs five times in this Epistle, and in three of these

places has certainly a local signification, viz. i. 20, ii. 6, iii. 10.

The fifth (vi. 12) cannot be quoted as certainly local, so that it is

not correct to say, with some expositors, that everywhere else in

this Epistle the signification is local. Those who adopt this

interpretation, &quot;in the heavenly regions,&quot; are not agreed as to

the connexion. Be/.a and others refer the words to God (6 iv

TOIS oupavois cuAoyr/o-as), but this is against the order of the words.

Meyer takes them as a local definition added to euA. TTV.,
&quot; with

every spiritual blessing in heaven.&quot; The blessings of the Spirit
are regarded as in heaven, and from thence brought down to us.

Compare the description of the Spirit itself as
17 Swpea

panos. It seems more natural to connect the words with er

(Lightfoot), or rather with the whole clause evA. V. IT.

TTV. Not, however, taking the words as expressing literal locality,

but as designating the heavenly region in which our citizenship is

(Phil. iii. 20), where the believer has already been seated with

Christ (ii. 6), &quot;the heaven which lies within and about the

true Christian
&quot;

(Lightfoot). &quot;Those spiritual blessings conferred

on us create heaven within us, and the scenes of Divine bene
faction are heavenly places ;

for wherever the light and love of

God s presence are to be enjoyed, there is heaven.&quot; So substanti

ally Harless, but connecting the words (as does Eadie) with euAoyia.
ef Xpicmu.

1 By virtue of our union with Him, and as

members of His body. But it must not be left out of sight that

1 On iv Xpicrry in St. Paul, see Weiss, Theol. Studien u. Kritiken. 1896,
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it is also in Christ that God confers the blessing (iv. 32). Not
as if=8ia Xpio-Tov (Chrys.), as if Christ were merely the instrument.

It answers the question, How ? as the preceding clauses

answered the questions, With what? and Where? the participle

answering When ? ev is omitted in a few cursive MSS., and in the

edd. of Erasmus, Steph. 3, and Beza
;
but the omission is too

slightly supported to deserve notice, except as accounting for the

explanations of some commentators.

4. Ka0ojs, frequent in later Greek (from Aristotle) for the more
classical KaOii-n-ep,

&quot;

according as,&quot; expressing that the blessing was

in harmony with what follows, so that it has a certain argumenta
tive force, but does not mean (as the word sometimes does)
&quot;

because.&quot; The blessing realised the election.

eieXe aTo. Generally understood as implying, (i) the choosing
out from the mass of mankind, (2) for Himself. As to (i), although
the idea of choice from amongst others who are not chosen is

involved in the form of the word, this is not always prominent.
For example, in Luke ix. 35, 6 mos pov 6 cKAeXey/Acvos (the true

reading), we can hardly say, with Meyer, that it is as chosen out

of all that is man that Christ is so called (cf. Luke xxiii. 35, 6 rov

ov eVAe/cros). Here what is chiefly in view is not the fact of
&quot;

selection
&quot;

(Alford), but the end for which the choice was

made, cu/at ^/xa?, K.T.A.. Oltramare argues from the aorist being
used, that the election is an act repeated whenever the call is

heard. God, before the creation of the world, formed the plan of

saving man (all sinners) in Christ. The condition of faith is

implicitly contained. The plan is historically realised under the

forms of K\r)(ris and e/cXoy^. Every man who by faith accepts the

call is e/o\.KTo&amp;lt;&amp;gt;. The second element, for Himself, as implied in

the middle voice, must not be pressed too far; cf. Acts vi. 5,

&quot;They chose Stephen&quot; (eeA.efavro) ;
xv. 22, 25, &quot;to choose out

men and send them.&quot; See Dale, On Eph., Lect. ii. p. 31.
eV aurco, not Iv awrw, as Morus, Hokh. (and G, which has

tauTw without eV), which would be quite superfluous, but eV

Xpio-To), as the context also shows. In Christ as our Head, not

merely Sta T^S ets avrov Trto-retas, as Chrysostom. Christ is the

spiritual Head as Adam was the natural. Compare i Cor. xv. 22,
&quot;As in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive&quot;;

and Gal. iii. 16, &quot;thy
seed os eVrt Xpto-ros.&quot; Believers were

viewed in God s purpose as being in Christ adopted as sons

through Him, it being God s purpose to sum up all things in

Him (ver. 10). Comp. i Cor. xi. 3.

irpo Ka.Ta3o\TJs Koo-fiou. The same expression occurs John
xvii. 24 ;

i Pet. i. 20. UTTO /car. K. is found several times (twice in

Heb.), but neither expression occurs elsewhere in St. Paul. It is

= dTro TCUV aiojvcDv, iii. 9,
&quot; from all

eternity.&quot;



I. 4 ASCRIPTION OF PRAISE

The infinitive completes the notion of the verb,

expressing the purpose of the fK\oyij
= eVt T0irra&amp;gt; &amp;lt;W dyioi

Kai a/jiwfj.01, Chrys. Cf. Col. i. 22, airoKaTTJXXa^ev

tyxas, K.T.A. The usage is quite classical.

ayioi and ap.cojj.ot give the positive and negative sides of the

idea, apu/tos properly means &quot;without blame.&quot; In the Sept. it

is used of sacrificial victims, in the sense &quot; without blemish &quot;

;

the word pL/*o? having been adopted by the translators as the

rendering of the Hebrew for
&quot;

blemish,&quot; &quot;spot,&quot;
on account of its

resemblance in sound to the Hebrew mum. In this sense fuo/zos

occurs in 2 Pet. ii. 13, o-TriAoi /ecu /xw/xot. The adj. d/xw/Aos is used
in the signification &quot;without blemish&quot; in Heb. ix. 14; i Pet. i. 19.

St. Paul uses the word here and v. 27, also Phil. ii. 15 (true text)

and Col. i. 22. In the last-mentioned place dveyKA^Tovs is added
to dyious Kal afjuapovs, and this favours the interpretation

&quot; blame
less.&quot; In Phil. ii. 15, also, d/iw/m seems parallel to a/te/nTrroi, and
is the opposite of ^W^TO. in the passage Deut. xxxii. 5, which is

there alluded to. On the other hand, in Eph. v. 27 the reference

to o-7riAov y pvTLSa in the context favours the other sense. How
ever, as there is no reference to a victim in any of these three

places, there seems to be no sufficient reason for departing from
the proper Greek sense. In Jude 24 either sense would be

suitable, but in Rev. xiv. 5
&quot; blameless &quot;

is better, for the con
nexion is

&quot;

in their mouth.&quot; The word is so understood here by

ChrySOStOm and Theophylact, uyios 6 TTJS Trto-rcws p.(.Ti-)(wv d/xw/xos

8e o Kara Tor fiiov (XFeTTtA^Trro?, Theoph. , afjn&amp;gt;)fjLO&amp;lt;;

o dvtTrtA^Trrov fiiov

fjLfTLiov (xo)I/
&amp;gt; Catena)) Chrys.

Is this dy. Kal
afj..

cTvai to be understood of the actual spiritual

and moral state (sanctification), or of righteousness imputed
(justification) ? Harless and Meyer strongly maintain the latter

view, which is also adopted by Moule on the ground of the

context, while Harless even thinks that this alone agrees with

apostolic teaching. The fact appears to be the very opposite.
The ultimate end of God s choice, as of Christ s work, is sancti

fication. Compare Phil. ii. 14, &quot;Do all things without mur-

murings and disputings, that ye may be blameless and harmless

children of God d/xw/xa (true text), . . . among whom ye are seen

as lights in the world.&quot; In v. 27 words similar to the present are

used of a future ideal not yet attained. So Col. i. 22 compared
with 21, 23, 28, 29; i Thess. iv. 7, &quot;God hath called us, not tirl

dKa$ap&amp;lt;Tia,
but iv

dyiarriuo.&quot; Compare the same Ep. v. 23; 2 Thess.

ii. 13,
&quot; God chose you from the beginning ets crom^piav eV

dytao-/z&amp;lt;3

TTver/xaros.&quot; And very distinctly Tit. ii. 14,
&quot; Gave Himself for us,

that He might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto Himself
a people. . . . zealous of good works.&quot; Indeed, as Eadie

observes,
&quot;

the phrase holy and without blame is never once
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applied to our complete justification before God. . . . Men are

not regarded by God as innocent or sinless, for the fact of their

sin remains unaltered; but they are treated as righteous.&quot; It is

no objection to this that this perfection is not attained here, nor

need we modify the meaning by understanding &quot;as far as can be.&quot;

What is here specified as the purpose of the e/cAeyeo-tfat must be

the ultimate purpose to be achieved, and that is perfect holiness.

This is the view adopted by Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin,

and, amongst recent expositors, Alford, Ellicott, Eadie, Mac-

pherson, Oltramare, Stier. It is confirmed by the following words;
nor is it really against the subsequent context

;
see on vioOea-ia.

avrov, i.e. not merely before men, says Chrysostom;
flTti rjv o TOT) eoC

o&amp;lt;p$aA/xos opa.

has been variously joined with e^eXefaro, with dy. /cat

a/u,., and with Trpooptcra?. It is, however, too far removed from

eeA.eaTo (although Macpherson regards this as no objection) ;

but it is less easy to decide between the other possible connexions.

In support of the connexion with the preceding words it is

alleged that the words lv dydVfl stand after the clause to which

they belong in iv. 2, 15, 16, v. 2
;

Col. ii. 2
;

i Thess. v. 13

(Lightfoot). But in all these cases the words preceding are verbs,
or express a verbal notion (iv. 16), and are such that they could

not be placed after eV aydiry. Alford strenuously maintains that,
&quot;

in the whole construction of this long sentence, the verbs and

participles . . . precede their qualifying clauses,&quot; e.g. vv. 3, 4, 6,

8, 9, 10. But this is no reason why the qualifying clause should

not be placed before its verb here, if the writer s purpose so

required. Alford adds that this qualification of the preceding
words is in the highest degree appropriate, love being the element
in which all Christian graces subsist, and in which all perfection
before God must be found. Nevertheless, the connexion with the

adjectives &quot;holy and blameless (or without blemish) in
love,&quot;

appears less natural than with the verb, &quot;having in love fore

ordained us.&quot; It is fitting, too, at the beginning of the Epistle that

God s love should be the first to be mentioned, and very fitting that

emphasis should be given to the love which moved Him so to

preordain, by placing iv ayd-ny first. So Chrysostom and the other

Greek comm., Jerome, and, among moderns, Bengel, Harless,

Meyer, Stier, Eadie, Ellicott, Soden, al.

5. TrpoopiCTas gives the reason of eeA.earo, it is logically prior ;

but in the counsels of God there is no priority or order in time.

Compare Rom. viii. 30, ov? Trpoupicrev TOVTOVS /cat e/caAecrtv. The
verb appears not to be found in any writer before St. Paul. The

prefix Trpo has reference only to the future realisation, and does not

of itself indicate that the act was -n-po /caTa/3oA/&amp;gt;}s KOO-/IOU.

eis uioOeoriar Sid l. X. els aural/. These words belong closely
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together, &quot;unto adoption through Jesus Christ unto Him as His

sons.&quot; Christ is w&amp;gt;s yi^mos, Son by His nature
;
we are sons only

by adoption through Him. Cf. Gal. iv. 5,
&quot; God sent forth His

Son . . . that we might receive the adoption of sons &quot;

;
also

Gal. iii. 26, &quot;Ye are sons of God, through faith, in Christ Jesus&quot;;

and Heb. ii. 10 f. But this motfeo-i o, is not yet complete ;
we are

Still looking forward to its completion, vioBeo-iav aTreKSe^o/xevoi rrjv

aTToAvrpojo-tv TOV oxo/zaTos T^/XGJV, Rom. viii. 23. The figure of

adoption is borrowed from Roman law
;
the practice was unknown

to the Jews. is avrov most simply and naturally joined with

vlo6eo-ia, &quot;adoption unto Him,&quot; viz. as His sons. It is putting too

much into the preposition to find in it the idea of inward union,
or to compare with 2 Pet. i. 4,

&quot;

partakers of the Divine nature.&quot;

avrov is obviously the Father, not Christ, through whom the adop
tion is. V. Soden, however, argues strongly that thus ei&amp;lt;? avrov would
be superfluous, as vloO. is a fixed terminus for the relation to God.
The prominence of ev auro3 in vv. 3-14 makes the reference to

Christ more natural. The avaKf^aXatwa-acrdaL eV Xp., ver. 10, is the

realisation of the
7rpoop&amp;lt;.

eu/ ck avrov. Col. i. 16 is a close parallel.

Kara TTJK euSoiciac. According to Jerome the word cvSo/aa was
coined by the Sept. &quot;rebus novis nova verba fingentes.&quot; It means
either &quot;good pleasure, purpose,&quot;

fv So/ceiv, &quot;as it seems good to&quot;;

or
&quot;good will,&quot; according as the satisfaction is conceived as in

the action, or as felt towards a person. The latter is the common
signification in the Sept., but it also occurs there in the sense of

&quot;purpose,&quot;
Eccles. xi. 17, r)

eriWi a O.VTOV evoomO^o-fTai. Where
the context does not point to a person towards whom the satis

faction is felt, the former meaning must be adopted ;
cf. Matt.

xi. 26, OVTCOS eyevero eiSo/ao. c/j.pocr8ev aov. Here, then, it corre

sponds to
r; flovXr) TOV $eA.r///.aTOS avrov, ver. II.

In the Sept. fvdoKia is used frequently in the Psalms to render the Hebrew
rdtson, and, with the exception of a passage in Canticles (where it corre

sponds to Tirzah], it is not found in the other canonical books at all.

Their usual rendering of the Hebrew word is SeKro s.
1 It cannot, then, be

fairly said that &quot; the translators&quot; exhibit
&quot;purpose&quot;

or
&quot; discrimination

&quot;

in their employment of the word. One translator often uses it, and some
times uses 6t\t]/j,a when evdoKia. would have been more correct ; the othcis

never. In Ecelus.
, however, evdoKia occurs fourteen times.

Fritzsche (on Rom. x. i) has discussed the meaning of the word at length.
The verb evSoKfiv (which is an exception to Scaliger s rule about the com
position of verbs) is found only in later Greek writers, Polybius, Diodorus,

Dionys. Hal., in the signification &quot;to choose or think fit (to do a
thing),&quot;

sometimes with the idea of being glad to do it, as I The^s. ii. 8. Greek
writers also said evdoKu TIVL or ^TT{ rivi, &quot;to be content with something, or

pleased with some person.&quot; The construction tvdoKelv tv TIVI originated with

the Alexandrian writers (i Mace. x. 47 ; cf. Matt. iii. 17; I Cor. x. 5, etc.).

1 The word is rendered 6t\T)/jLa several times in the Psalms, including xxx.

5, 7- In the latter place Symmachus substitutes c&SoKia.
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They also said (vSoKftv ri, a usage not followed in the N.T., and el s TU&amp;gt;O.

(2 Pet. i. 17); b,it in the meaning of the verb the Biblical writers do not

differ from the later Greek. The significations of the substantive follow

those of the text. It means first voluntas, as in Matt. xi. 26, then &quot; content

ment,&quot; Ecclus. xxix. 23, &quot;delight,&quot;
and as in Sept. most frequently &quot;good

will.&quot; See on Lk. ii. 14 and on Rom. x. I.

6. els eiraicof rfjs SO^TJS rrjs X^P 1
&quot;

1
&quot;

05 O.UTOU. With a view to the

praise of the glory (glorious manifestation) of His grace. The

interpretations which make 8d^s a mere adjectival attribute, either

of 7rau os (Grotius) or of x^P ts (Beza), are weak and inadmissible.

Chrysostom gives the truer view, Iva.
rj rfjs ^aptros avrov So^u

&quot; His
grace.&quot;

We are so accustomed to use the word &quot;

grace
&quot;

in a technical religious sense, that we are prone to forget the

simple meaning which it so often has,
&quot; undeserved bounty,&quot;

&quot;

free

gift,&quot; Swpeuv rrj avrov ^apiri, Rom. iii. 24 ;
Kar e/cAoyv)v ^aptro?,

Rom. xi. 5 ; x&amp;lt;*piTi
eo-i-e o-ecrwcr/xevot, Eph. ii. 5.

&quot; Herein lies the

magnificence, the glory, of God s work of redemption, that it has

not the character of a contract, but of a largess
&quot;

(Lightfoot).
This glorious manifestation (cf. Col. i. 27) fills the mind of the

apostle. He repeats in ver. 7
&quot; wealth of His

grace,&quot;
and in ver.

12
&quot;praise of His

glory,&quot;
and again in ii. 7, more emphatically

still,
&quot; the exceeding wealth of His

grace.&quot;
Hence the verb

Xapi o/uai has its signification
&quot;

to grant of free favour.&quot;

YJS exapiTwo-ey r/(j.ds. iys is the reading of K A B Aeth. Syr., and is

adopted by Lachm. Tisch. 8
Treg. \Yestcott and Hort. ev

T/
is

the reading of D G K L and most cursives with the Vulg. It was
.

probably a resolution of the somewhat difficult attraction. The
substitution of

-iys
for ci&amp;gt;

TJ, especially when ev is so frequent in the

context, is very unlikely.
The attraction is accounted for by the construction x fVtv

^apt-row, like dytiTr^v uyaTrut ,
li. 4. Compare x^piTas xa/

u^eo&quot;^at
&amp;gt;

Dem. 306. 28.

XapiTow, by the analogy of verbs in o
o&amp;gt;,

means &quot;

gratia afficere.&quot;

Cf. xpvcroui, TTvpyow, Oavarota, yxop&amp;lt;^oo). Admitting this, two mean

ings are possible, according as the X Vns bestowed is taken sub

jectively or objectively, that is to say, as expressing the state of

the individual or the grace of God. Chrysostom takes the former

View, on /JLOVOV a.fJ.apTY//ji.uLT&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;v iiTrrjAAa^ei ,
&amp;lt;;AAu. Kdl eTrepaoroi S eTroi^rrei ,

&quot; rendered us loveable,&quot; followed by Theodoret, Corn, a Lapide,

&quot;gratiosos nos reddidit,&quot; and most Roman Catholic interpreters,
some of whom even use this as an argument for

&quot;

justitia inhaerens.&quot;

Chrysostom says, it is as if one were to take a leper and change
him into a lovely youth. Thus God has adorned our soul and
made it an object of beauty and love. The partic. K-e^aptrco/ieVo?

has this sense in Ecclus. xviii. i 7. Clem. Alex., loosely quoting
Ecclus. ix. 8, substitutes it for

&amp;lt;.v/mop(f&amp;gt;ov
of the original (faed. iii. ii).
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But both the prevailing meaning of xPts in St. Paul, and
more particularly the context, seem decisive for the other sense,
for ver. 7 states in what respect God V TO)

r/ya-n-., e^aptTwo-ev being

joined to this by lv w. And the leading idea of the passage is

the undeserved goodness of God. With the reading ^s there can

hardly be any question that this latter meaning is alone possible.
It resumes the euAoy^o-a? ry/^a? Iv TW Xp. of ver. 3.

eV TW r)yaTrn|j.eVci).
The MSS. D* G with the Vulgate add vlC&amp;gt;

avTov, a manifest gloss. The expression is not found elsewhere

in the N.T. of Christ, but in the Apostolic Fathers it is used of our

Lord, e.g. Ep. Barn. 3, ov Tyrot/xacrev ev TW r/yaTrry/Aevco avrov.

7. eV J
(
= Col. i. 14), not = Sta or per quern; it has a certain

argumentative force, and can hardly be given a different meaning
from the iv before TO

r/y.
&quot; In him, in whom.&quot; Rom. iii. 24, 8ia

TT}S uTToAvr. TT;S iv Xpto-Top lr)(rov, though parallel in substance is not

parallel in construction, since here Iv is closely connected with

f^ofjiev. It is not apart from Him, but in Him alone, that we have
our redemption.

D, Boh. read ^crxofj-ev, which B, Boh. have in Col. i. 14.

The article appears to indicate that which

you know of, rrjv Trpoo-aywyT/V, ii. 1 8 (but see Heb. xi. 35).

On aTroAiTpucns Meyer remarks,
&quot; the redemption, namely, from God s

wrath and penalties.&quot; . . . &quot;The purchase price was His (Christ s) blood.&quot;

Other commentators also say that the word &quot;does not mean simply deliver

ance, but deliverance effected by the special means of purchase. Even where
the term is used in the New Testament, without any accompanying statement
of the price paid, the idea of a ransom price is still present

&quot;

(Macpherson).
The usage of the word and of its cognates by no means bears out this statement.

First, as to the simple verb \vrpovv. In the active it means primarily
&quot;to release on receipt of a ransom.&quot; The idea &quot;redeem by payment of

a
price,&quot;

is expressed by the middle. Quite similarly, when Homer speaks of

the ransom of Hector s body, it is Achilles who is always said \veiv, while

Priam is said \6ecr6ai. In the Sept. the middle \VTpovcr0ai is of very frequent

occurrence, but not always with the idea of a price paid. On the contrary,
it often means simply

&quot;

to deliver.&quot; Thus it is used of the deliverance fr-jm

Egypt, for which no price was paid. Isaiah (xliii. 3) says,
&quot;

I give Egypt
for thee.&quot; Compare 2 Sam. iv. 9, &quot;As the LORD liveth, who hath redeemed

my soul out of all adversity &quot;;
Ps. cvii. (cvi.) 2,

&quot; Whom He hath redeemed
from the hand of the enemy.&quot;

So the English word &quot; redeem &quot; sometimes means &quot;

deliver,&quot; as in

Romeo andJuliet, &quot;Before the time that Romeo come to redeem me.&quot;

In the N.T. \\rrpovcrOai occurs thrice: Luke xxiv. 21
(&quot;to deliver

Israel
&quot;) ; Tit. ii. 14, &quot;... from all

iniquity&quot; ; I Pet. i. 18, &quot;... from

our vain conversation.&quot;

The substantive Xi/rpowts occurs in Plut. Arat. xi. in the sense of &quot;

redemp
tion

&quot;

(of captives). In the Sept. it is used Lev. xxv. 48 of the &quot;

right of

redemption,&quot; and Num. xviii. 16. In the Psalms it occurs thrice in the

sense of &quot;

deliverance,&quot; viz. cxi. (ex.) 9, and cxxx. (cxxix.) 7. In the N.T.
it occurs three times : Luke i. 68, tirolr)&amp;lt;r(v \vrpdiaiv r$ Xau) aiToO

;
ii. 38,

Toly jrpoaSexofJ.fi Ois \vrpwffiv IffparjX ; Heb. ix. 12, aiuviav \vrpwcnv evpd-

fUfOS,
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\vrpurris is used Acts vii. 35 of Moses simply in the sense of
&quot;

deliverer.&quot;

The verb
airo\\&amp;gt;Tpo\Jv signifies properly, not &quot;to redeem&quot; (XirrpoDcrflcu),

but to release on receiving a ransom. Epist. [Phil.] op. Dcmosth. p. 159,

A/JKpiXoxov . . .
ffv\\aj3u&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;

Kal ras Arxdras dvdjKas tirideis aTreXvrpucre

TaXavTUV evvta. Plutarch, Pomp. xxiv. 4, p. 631 D, 7/Xw 5 Kal OnyaT7]p

Avruviov . . . Kal TroXXuv xpTjp.dTuv dweXvTpibOT). Plato, Legg. xi. 9 J 9 A,

ftirorav cis ex#poi/s aix/J-aXurovs Kexfipu/J-fvovs diroXurpdicrri. Polyb. xxii.

21. 8, Kal xpuo ioi ffwxyov Sto/xoXoyij^eVros vwp TTJS yvvaiK&s, fjytv avrriv

dTToXvrpuffui (vid. also ii. 6. 6). Lucian, of Achilles, xp^/udrcuv 6Xiyuv rbv

&quot;EicTopos vfKpbv diroXtirpuaas. The verb occurs twice in the Sept. viz.

Ex. xxi, 8, of a master parting with a female slave (E.V. &quot;he shall let

her be redeemed&quot;), and Zeph. iii. I (where the Hebrew word means

&quot;licentious,&quot; but was mistaken for one similarly written, which means
&quot; ransomed

&quot;).

The sub-tantive ctTroXi/rpaxris is rare. Rost and Pahn give only one

reference in Greek writers, viz. Plutarch, Pomp. xxiv. 2, p. 631 B (speaking
of the pirates), au/J-druv riyefj-oviKuv apjrayal Kal Tr6\ewi&amp;gt; arXjitaXcirwi diro-

\vrpuffeis (&quot;holding to ransom&quot;) Svecdos ^ffav TTJS Pufj.aiui&amp;gt; i]ye[j.oi&amp;gt;ias.

Thayer adds other references, Joseph. Antt. xii. 2. 3, Tr\ei&vuj&amp;gt; 5 ^ rerpa-
Kocriuv Ta\dvTuv TTJS dTroXfrpcjcrews yevrifffffOai (pa^vuv, ravra re (Twe%uipei

(of Aristseus paying the soldiers for their prisoners). Philo, Quod omnis

probus liber, 17, p. 882, dwoyvof/s diroXtirpuffiv aff/j.ei os eavrov Stexp^craro.

Diod. Fragm. lib. 37. 5. 3 (Didot s ed. ii. p. 564, of a slave who had agreed
with his masters for the purchase of his freedom) ; Scaevola, (pOdvas TTJV

d.iro\vTpualv . . . dveffravpuaev. In the Sept. it occurs only in Dan. iv. 30,
6

xp&amp;lt;Ws /J,ov rrjs diroXvTpuxrews ^jXOe, i.e. of Nebuchadnezzar s recovery.
As far as usage goes, then, it would seem that if we are to attach to

diroXitTpuffis the idea of ransom, the word will mean &quot;holding to ransom&quot;

or
&quot;

release on receipt of ransom,&quot; not &quot;payment of ransom.&quot; In the New
Testament the word occurs ten times, and in some of these instances it is

only by a forced explanation that the idea of payment of a price can be

brought in. In Heb. xi. 35, &quot;were beaten, not accepting rr\v diroXtirpucriv,&quot;

the meaning connects itself easily with the classical use. It is &quot;not accept

ing release.&quot; If the idea of price is brought in, it can only be apostasy ;

but those who offer the cbroX. are the captors. Again in Heb. ix. 15, O.TTO-

XvTpucris rSiv trapapdcrewv is nearly equivalent to
/ca&amp;lt;?api&amp;lt;T/x6s

TUV a/j.apTiuv in

i. 3. The transgressions were put away ; there was deliverance from them.

In Luke xxi. 28, &quot;lift up your heads, for your d^-oX. draweth
nigh,&quot; there

is no suggestion of a price. The opinion that the price is the destruction of

Jerusalem is very forced.

In Rom. viii. 23, vloOecrlav aTreK^fXPfJ-evoi TT]J&amp;gt; dTroXvTp&tnv TOV ffu/naros,

whatever interpretation is given of the latter words, they do not suggest
the idea of a price paid. Nor does ijfjL^pa diroXvrpwirews, Eph. iv. 30,
lend itself readily to this view. There are no doubt other passages in

which it is easy to introduce the idea of payment of a price, but as

the only ground for insisting on introducing this in every case is

an erroneous view of the primary meaning of the word, further proof
is required in each instance. 1

Certainly, however, the word implies
deliverance from a state of slavery. The slavery from which we are

delivered is a slavery to sin, Rom. vii. 23.
&quot;

Captive to the law of

sin&quot;; it is not death as a punishment, but spiritual death as a state.

Christ gave Himself for us, to redeem us from all iniquity, Tit. ii. 14. We
were redeemed by the blood of Christ &quot;from our vain conversation,&quot;

1 On diroXi/rpwtfis compare Westcott, Heb* pp. 295, 296; Ritschl, Rechtf.
u. Versbhn. ii. 222 ff. ;

and Oltramare, in loc.
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I Pet. i. 18. Release from punishment is so far from being the chief idea,
that it sinks into insignificance in comparison with that of deliverance from

sin, without which it could not be. Here there is an insuperable difficulty

in applying the idea of ransom by payment of a price. To whom is the

ransom paid ? We were not in slavery to God, nor is release from punish
ment to be obtained by any sort of payment of ransom. Hence the notion

of early writers, that the ransom was paid to Satan. So Origen : diro\v-

rpwcris is ransom of those who are captives and in the power of the enemies ;

we were subject to the enemies, the ruler of this world and the evil powers
under him ; the Saviour therefore gave the ransom for us. This was at

least logical.

Grotesque as this conception may seem to us, it kept in view the truth

that it is release from the power of evil that is the main thing ; and this was
rather put out of sight by the later view, which gave most prominence to the

release from punishment. But this, apart from deliverance from sin, is

what is truly impossible ; whereas given deliverance from sin, though suffer

ing may remain, one ground for it has ceased, and it will be felt more as

chastisement than as punishment.
For the notion of purchase, cf. I Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23, Christ, whose

slaves we are there called because He bought us with a price, surely did not

purchase us from God. So in the O.T. God is said to have purchased His

people (Ex. xv. 16, etc.). See Dale, Lect. v.

Sid TOU cufiaTos aurou. This suggests a different figure, that of

sacrifice. On the idea of Christ s blood in the N.T., see Westcott,

Epistles of St. John, p. 34 sq. He argues that
&quot;

in accordance with

the typical teaching of the Levitical ordinances, the Blood of Christ

represents Christ s Life (i) as rendered in free self-sacrifice to God
for man, and (2) as brought into perfect fellowship with God,
having been set free by death. The Blood of Christ is, as shed,
the Life of Christ given for man

; and, as offered, the Life of Christ

now given to man, the Life which is the spring of their life.&quot; The

thought of Christ s Blood (as shed) includes all that is involved in

His Death, and more, for it &quot;always includes the thought of the

life preserved and active beyond death.&quot; See especially John vi.

53-56.
It is observable that in the parallel passage Col. i. 14, the

words Stu rov curares avrov are not added (in the genuine text).

-ri]v a&amp;lt;})e&amp;lt;TH
T&V d|a,apTT]|JidTcoi (a/xaprtwi , Col.). Why was this

further definition of the dTroAvrpwo-ts so carefully added both here

and in Col. ? Lightfoot (on Col. i. 14) suggests that this points to

some false conception of the dVoA. put forward by heretical

teachers, as we know was the case with the later Gnostics, who

applied the term to their own formularies of initiation. Thus
Irenaeus (i. 13. 6) relates of the Marcosians, Sid TT/V dVoAa Tpwo-iv

uKparT/Tovs /cat aopdrovs yivta-Qai TO! KpL-rfj, and
(i.

21. 4) eTvcu o&quot;e

TfXetav
airo\VTp&amp;lt;o&amp;lt;nv avryv rrjv 7riyva)o&quot;tv

TOV dppyrou /ueye^ov?.

Not that any direct historical connexion between the Colossian

heretics and the later Gnostics is likely, but the passages (and
others cited by Lightfoot)

&quot; show how a false idea of aT
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would naturally be associated with an esoteric doctrine of angelic

powers.&quot;

Kara TO irXouTos, K.T.\. A term of which St. Paul is particularly
fond. Paley calls it one of his &quot;cant&quot; words; &quot;wealth of

grace,&quot;
&quot; wealth of

glory,&quot;

&quot; wealth of wisdom.&quot; Not to be resolved into
&quot; His rich grace

&quot;

;
but &quot; the great fulness of His bounty.&quot; The

wealth of His grace, i.e. bounty, is shown by the great price paid for

our ransom
;

cf. ii. 7, and Rom. ii. 4, rov irXovrov T^S XPT/CTTOT^TOS
avrov.

8. rjs 6iTpiCTo-u&amp;lt;rK. The verb is transitive, for the attraction of

the dative, very rare in classical writers, is not found in the N.T.

(not Rom. iv. 17). For the transitive use of Trepio-o-ei w, cf. 2 Cor.

ix. 8, Suvaret 6 eo? Tracrav x (*P tl/
&quot;&quot;epiforeijcrai, (2 Cor. iv. 15 is un

certain) ;
i Thess. iii. 12. The meaning then is, &quot;which He made

to abound &quot;

(overflow) ;
d(#ovws eexee

&amp;gt; Theoph. The AV. with

Calvin, a!., takes the verb intransitively, and therefore 175 as

attraction for 77, &quot;in which He hath abounded.&quot; A third construc

tion is possible, viz. that ^s depends directly on Trepio-creueiv, since

TT. TIVOS may mean &quot;to abound in.&quot; Cf. Luke xv. 17 (Trepur-

(revovcnv aprwv, some texts
;
but WH Treptcro-euovTat) ;

iva . . . Travros

XapiV/xaros Trcpicro-ew??, Ignat. Pol. 2
;
so Beza,

&quot;

qua redundavit
&quot;

;

or, as has been suggested (Ellicott, p. 164), Trepio-creu etv might mean
&quot;

to make an abundance of.&quot; The first-mentioned rendering best

agrees with the context.

iv irao-fl &amp;lt;7o4&amp;gt;ta
KCU

4&amp;gt;pon]o-i.
The distinction between these

two words is clearly and pretty unanimously stated by several

Greek writers. Aristotle (Eth. NIC. vi. 7) says that cro^ta is TWV

Ti/u.ia&amp;gt;TaTa&amp;gt;v,
while

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;poi/^oris
is 7Tpi TO, dv^pcoTTiva Kai Trept air eari

/3ovXeucracr^ai ;
and in Magna Moralia, i. 35, &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;pov.

is Trept TO. cru/x(/)-

povra. Philo (De Prom, et Poen. 14) says a-ofyia. is Trpos ^epaTretav

eov, (f&amp;gt;p6vr)(TL&amp;lt;;, Trpos avOputTrivov ftiov OioiKrjOLV. So Plutarch

(Mor. p. 443 F) says that
(f&amp;gt;pov.

is deliberative and practical in

matters which concern us
;
and Cicero (Off. i. 43) states that it is

&quot;rerum expetendarum fugiendarumque scientia,&quot; while o-o^ta is

&quot; rerum divinarum atque humanarum scientia,&quot; which last is the

common definition of
&amp;lt;ro0ta,

i.e. in Sextus Empir. and [Plato] Dcf.
411. &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;pov?7cn.s

in the same place is defined (inter alia) Sta^ecrt? Ka.(f

rjv Kptvo/tev TL Trpa/creov /cat TL ov irpaKTeov. It is clear from this that

^&amp;gt;POVT?O-IS
cannot be predicated of God

;
nor is this refuted by the

fact that in Prov. iii. 19 and Jer. x. 12 it is so used. It is very
fallacious to call each individual translator of an O.T. book &quot;the

Seventy,&quot; and to regard such an occasional use as any evidence as

to what was possible to an original author like St. Paul. With
more reason might it be alleged that &quot; discretion

&quot;

might be pro

perly predicated of God, because it is so used in the English Version

in Jer. x. 12. In both instances a word was wanted to balance
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o-o^ia in the parallel clause (in the parallel passage in Jer. li. the

word used is o-iWo-is). i Kings iii. 28 is irrelevant. Solomon is

there said to have possessed &amp;lt;t&amp;gt;p6vr)cri.&amp;lt;;
cov. This is a literal

rendering of the Hebrew idiom, expressive of the highest degree of

prudence.
Nor is Trao-a

&amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ia applicable to God, for Trucm is not &quot; Summa &quot;

(Wahl, a!.} ;
it expresses, as Harless remarks, never intension, but

extension
;
Trao-a. SvVa/us

= &quot;

every power there
is,&quot;

Col. i. n. Trao-a

virop.ovr), &quot;all possible patience&quot; (ib.). This is not invalidated by
Trao-a efoucrta, Matt, xxviii. 18; Trao-a

do-&amp;lt;^aXta, Acts V. 23; or

Trao-a aTroSo^r/, i Tim. i. 15; or the classical IT. dvay/o/ TT. KivSwos,

etc. In all these TTUS is extensive not intensive. To say of God
that He has done something Trdo-r/ o-o&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ta,

would imply that, con

ceivably, the wisdom might have been only partial. 17 TroA.i&amp;gt;7roiKiAos

o-o&amp;lt;i tt, iii. 10, is wholly different, being the very varied manifesta

tion or exercise of His wisdom.

Hence, whether we connect the words with eVep. or with yywpio-as

they are to be understood of believers. This is confirmed by the

parallel, Col. i. 9, &amp;lt;W TrX^pco^re TJJV CTrtyvwo-tv TOT) $e/\?j/mTos avruv

tv
ird&amp;lt;rrj &amp;lt;ro(f&amp;gt;ia

*ai &amp;lt;rwt&amp;lt;rfi. Moreover, the main idea in the context

is the knowledge of the Christian. The connexion with l-n-fp. seems

decidedly to be preferred to that with yvwpio-a?, against which is the

consideration that the making known of the &quot;

mystery
&quot;

is not the

proof of the abundance of grace, but of its abounding in the

particular matter of o-o&amp;lt;ia KO! (pp. Meyer notes the climax from

the simple 175 e^aptrwo-ev Typ.as to 77$ eTrepio-o-euo-ei/ ets i^txas.

9-11. God hath made known to us His purpose to sum ttp ah

things in Christ, whether they be things in heaven or on earth.

9. yvwpia-as, i.e.
&quot; In that He made known,&quot; cf. Col. ii. 3.

TO fjujo-TTJpioc. We must be on our guard against importing
into this word (as is done by some expositors) the meaning of the

English
&quot;

mystery,&quot; as in Shakespeare s
&quot;

Mysteries which heaven
will not have earth to know.&quot; It signifies simply

&quot; a truth once

hidden but now revealed.&quot; The truth may be &quot;

mysterious,&quot; in the

modern sense, but that is not implied in the word (so Lightfoot

also, who, however, refers to i Cor. xv. 5 r and Eph. v. 32 as

instances of this accidental idea
;
but see post}. Lightfoot thinks

the term was borrowed from the ancient mysteries, with an inten

tional paradox, as the Christian
&quot;

mysteries
&quot;

are freely communi
cated to all, and so the idea of secrecy or reserve disappears. (Note
on Col. i. 26.) In fact, it is almost always placed in connexion

with words expressing revelation or publication. But there is no
need to suppose that St. Paul had the heathen mysteries in his

mind when he used the word. It appears to have been much
more frequent colloquially than we should have supposed from the

extant works of classical writers. In these the singular is found
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once only, and that in a fragment of Mcnander,
&quot; Do not tell thy

secret (pvo-TtipLov) to thy friend.&quot; In Plato, Theaet. 156 A, the

plural is used of secrets,
&quot;

will tell you the secrets of these,&quot; but

with allusion to the ^uo-TT/pia in the context. There are, however,
other sources from which we may infer that it was not an

uncommon word in the sense
&quot;secret,&quot;

viz. the Apocrypha, the

Hexaplar translators, and Cicero. In the Apocrypha we find it in

Tob. xii. 7, ii, &quot;It is good to conceal the
//..

of a
king&quot;;

Judith ii. 2, &quot;He (Nebuchadnezzar) communicated to them the

secret (/XVO-TT//HOV) of his counsel&quot;; 2 Mace. xiii. 21, &quot;disclosed

the secrets to the enemies &quot;

; frequently in Ecclus., and, as in

Menander, in connexion with warnings against revealing a friend s

secret, e.g. xxii. 22, xxvii. 16, 17, 21. In Wisd. xiv. 15, 23 the

word is used of heathen
&quot;mysteries,&quot;

E.V. &quot;ceremonies,&quot; but in

vi. 22, &quot;I will tell you, and will not hide mysteries from
you.&quot;

In two places in Proverbs the Hexaplar translators have

fjLva-TTJpiov, &quot;A talebearer revealeth secrets,&quot; /uKrrr/pia ;
xi. 13 Sym.,

xx. 19 Theod. So in Ps. xxv. 14, yu.. Kvpiov ;
Theod. &quot;secret of

the Lord.&quot; It occurs several times in Daniel, where the AV. has

&quot;secret,&quot;
as ii. 18, 19, 27, 29. Cicero is fond of using Greek

words in his letters, and no doubt the words he uses were familiar.

Writing to Atticus he says,
&quot; Our letters contain so much mysteri-

orum that we usually do not trust them even to secretaries&quot; (iv. 18).

And in another place he writes a short passage entirely in Greek,
because it is about some private domestic matter, saying,

&quot;

illud ad

te //.uo-TiKwrepov scribam,&quot; i.e. more privately (vi. 4). Ausonius again
has &quot;

Accipe congestas, mysteria frivola, nugas
&quot;

(Ep. iv. 67).
1

From all this we may conclude that //.ucrrr/ptoi/ was an ordinary, or

rather the ordinary, word for ^asecret.&quot;
In the N.T. the same

meaning holds, only that there it is always (except in the Apocalypse)
&quot;a secret revealed,&quot; and hence is applied to doctrines of revelation.

Indeed, Rom. xvi. 25 might almost be taken as a definition /u,.

Xpovois cuumot? crecriy^/xerot! &amp;lt;$&amp;gt;avtpu&amp;gt;@ii&amp;gt;TO&amp;lt;s

Se vvv
(
= Col. i. 26).

Such doctrines are the &quot;mysteries of the kingdom of heaven,&quot;

Matt. xiii. ii (cf. ver. 35), which were communicated by the Lord
in parables, Luke viii. 10. There is not one passage in which
this meaning is not suitable. Lightfoot mentions two in which,

although the signification of the word is the same, there comes in

from the special circumstances of the case the accidental idea of

mysteriousness. They are i Cor. xv. 51 and Eph. v. 32. In

neither place is this contained in the word. There is, indeed, one

place in which other writers suppose this idea to be contained in

the word itself, viz. i Cor. xiv. 2. But the true interpretation of

that passage is,
&quot; He is indeed telling secrets, but to no purpose,

1 In the Liturgies, when the priest is directed to pray
&quot;

secretly,&quot; /xwm/cuis is

the word used.



I. 10] GOD S PURPOSE IN CHRIST
\&quot;J

for no one understands.&quot; It is not because no one understands

that they are
/u.u&amp;lt;m/pia.

This is, on the contrary, a polite conces

sion, as in ver. 17. In the Apocalypse the meaning &quot;secret&quot; still

holds good,
&quot; the secret of the seven stars,&quot;

&quot;

the secret of the

woman.
The one doctrine which St. Paul frequently calls the mystery

of the gospel was the admission of the Gentiles. It was for this

that he was in bonds.

TOU 0\rjp.a-ros auTou. Gen. of the object, the secret concerning
His will.

tcard TTJV euSoKiay aurou. Not to be joined to /AWT., which
would be tautologous with TOV 6f\. U.VT., but with yvwpiVas. It

qualifies yvwptcras here as wpoo/owrtis in ver. 5. euS. = purpose

(ver. 5). Compare Book of Enoch xlix. 4, &quot;according to His

good pleasure.&quot;

10. Trpoedero. The prefix in
irpoTi9f&amp;lt;r()a.i

is local, not temporal.
&quot; Set before oneself= to purpose

&quot;

(Rom. i. 13), or
&quot; before others

&quot;

(Rom. iii. 25). These three are the only places where the verb

occurs in the N.T., but the substantive TrpoOecris is frequent =

purpose, either Divine or human (Acts xi. 23, xxvii. 1352 Tim.
iii. IO. Cf. 7rpoxeipic(r#eu, Acts iii. 2OJ Trpoaiptur^ai, 2 Cor. ix. 7).

els oiKOkofuak, K.T.X.
&quot; With a view to a dispensation belonging

to the fulness of the seasons.&quot; OIKOVO/AIO. means either actual

administration of a household, etc., or the office of an administra

tor. In the latter sense the Jinglish &quot;stewardship&quot; correctly

represents it
;

in the former, which is the meaning here, though
&quot;

dispensation
&quot;

in its original sense well corresponds, it does not

suggest to the reader the idea of &quot; house management,&quot; which is

contained in oucovo/xta. This is founded on the conception of the

Church as God s household, i Tim. iii. 5 ;
Heb. x. 2 1

;
i Pet. iv.

1 7 ;
hence in this Epistle believers are called oiKtloi TOV eov, ii. 1 9.

In the Gospels in five parables God is figured as ot/coSeo-Trdrr/9, e.g.

Matt. xx. i, ii. In classical writers the word ot/coi/o/xta extended
its meaning from the management of a household to that of a

state. Thus Aristotle says that as household management is a

sort of kingdom of a house, so a kingdom is CHKOVO/AIO. It was also

applied to systematic arrangement or management generally, as

of the topics of a speech, of the parts of a building, etc. The
kingdom of God had its own okovo/xta, it involved a place or

system of administration, the officers or OIKOVO/AOI of which were
the apostles and the ministers, i Cor. iv. i

;
Tit. i. 7. For the

later use of the term as specifically
= the Incarnation, see Light-

foot s note, Eph. i. 10; Col. i. 25.

V. Soden maintains that OIK. here has the same meaning as elsewhere,
viz. stewardship. The thought is that the object of the Divine purpose
should come to its achievcnifnt through an oi/coi y^.os. Until the oinovo/j.ia

2
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began the plan rested in God. Who the OIKOVO/J-OS is, is not said in the text ;

probably, in the first place, God Himself (iii. i). Moule more suitably

regards the Son as the oiKov6/j.os, the
&quot;purpose&quot; being that He should be

the manifested Dispenser of the period of grace.

T. Tr\T|pwfiaTos TWC Kcupwc. In substance equivalent to -n-X. TOV

,
as in Gal. iv. 4, but includes the conception of a series of

t, or seasons, the last of which is marked by the mission and
work of the Messiah, so that now the series is closed. Cf. Mark
i. 15, TreTrAr/pwrat 6 Katpos. Kuipos includes the notion of fitness or

propriety. The Kaipoi are conceived as spaces filled with events.

Since a K. is not properly the object of an oi/coi o/xia the genitive

7rA?7pa&amp;gt;//,aTos
is not gen. of object but of nearer definition

;
cf. Kpccris

jifpa i, Jude 6.

dyaKe&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;aXaiGj&amp;lt;raa9ai,

&quot;

to gather up into one,&quot;
seems to be an

explanatory infinitive supplying at once the content of the

pva-Tripiov, the object of the euSo/aa, and the object reserved for the

OIK. But as a matter of construction most easily connected with

the nearest, viz.
ou&amp;lt;ovo/x,ia. Some commentators prefer connecting

it with 7rpoe#To, others with /xvo-T^piov. In classical writers

Kt&amp;lt;dAaiov means &quot;

chief
point,&quot;

cf. Heb. viii. i
;

and both

K&amp;lt;aAaiow and dvaKe^aAcuow mean to sum up, summarise. So
Rom. xiii. 9, TO yap ov /AOt^ewo-eis . . . (.v TOTJTOJ TO!

Aoya&amp;gt;
dva-

Kt^aAatourat. So in a fragment of Aristotle, avaK^aXatwa-acrOai

n-pos dva/x.i/770-ii/. And so Quintilian defines the substantive

di/aK&amp;lt;aAuia)o-i9, &quot;Rerum repetitio et congregatio quae Graece dicitur

av. . . . et totam simul causam ponit ante oculos
&quot;

(Inst. vi. i. i).

Compare the late Latin recapitulo, formed in imitation of the

Greek. Thus there is no ground for assigning to the prefix the

signification
&quot;

again,&quot;
as if there was in the word a reference to a

bringing back to a former state, &quot;in Christo omnia revocantur ad
initium

&quot;

(Tert. Monog. 5) (Meyer, a/.). The Vulgate, indeed,

expresses this idea to the exclusion of Ke^uAaiov,
&quot;

instaurare.&quot;

But as it has the same rendering in Rom. xiii. 9, we cannot con

sider it as meant for anything but a verbal equivalent, ava- here

has the same force as in
dvayti/wo-/&amp;lt;tv, uraAoyi

/

r$a&amp;lt;,, dvap,eTpeu ,

viz. the idea &quot; one by one.&quot; So Lightfoot, who remarks that in

the interpretation alluded to Tertullian found a serviceable weapon
against Marcion, who maintained a direct opposition between the

work of the Demiurge and the work of Christ. Chrysostom asks,

TI fo-riv avaK(f&amp;gt;aXaLwa-acrOaL ; and replies, crvia.\f/aL. When he after

wards says, TTtti/ras viro /xtav r^yaye Kecf&amp;gt;aXr/v,
we may suppose that

he only meant a rhetorical play on words, since the verb is not

derived from
K&amp;lt;^&amp;gt;aXr/,

but from Ke^dAaiov.
The middle voice is appropriate as implying the interest

which God Himself has herein
;

cf. ets atrroV in i Cor. viii. 6
;

Rom. xi. 36.
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TO. irl TOIS ovpavots Kal TO. tirl TTJS YHS. Tliis is the rending of

{&amp;lt;* HDL, Theodoret,
1 Oec. and some cursives, and is adopted by Lachm.

Tisch. Treg. WH. But A G K, most cursives, have tv rots ovp. ,
with Chrys.

Theodoret,
1
Theophyl. The variation in case after the same preposition

has frequent parallels in classical writers.

On the other hand, the usual contrast is Iv rot s ovpavols and eVt TTJS 7775

(iii. 15 ; Col. i. 2O, in which latter place there is a poorly attested reading

-7ri, perhaps from this passage). It must be admitted also (with Harless)
that there is something strange in the use of ewi, &quot;upon,&quot;

with rots ovpavois,

for the nature of the case as well as the antithesis forbid us to understand it

as &quot;above the heavens.&quot;

TCI Trdrra shows that it is not the uniting of things in heaven

with things on earth that is expressed. These are named in order

to express the greatest universality. Hence also here, as with ira&amp;lt;ra

f) /cram, Rom. viii. 19 sqq., there is no occasion to introduce any
limitation except such as the context demands. To the spiritual

as to the poetic eye all nature seems to share in what strictly and

literally belongs only to intelligent beings ;
nor is it hard to see

that there is a profound truth in such a view. The introduction

here of this view (new in St. Paul) of the extension of Christ s

work to things in heaven, is accounted for by his having in his

mind the teaching derogatory to Christ, which is more distinctly
referred to in the Ep. to the Colossians.

The things in the heavens were understood by Locke to mean
the Jews (those on earth being the Gentiles), in support of which

interpretation he refers to Matt. xxiv. 29. He is followed by

Schoettgen, Ernesti, and others. Chrysostom understands the

angels, while others interpret the words of the spirits of the just
of the O.T. (Beza and many others).

11. K\.T|p(i9Tjp.v, fc$B cursives generally, Vulg., Chrys. etc.

K\Ti0T]p.v, A D G, probably not a gloss but a result of &quot;

parablepsy,&quot;

assisted by the greater familiarity of the latter word. The converse substitu

tion would be wholly unaccountable.

ey u Kal e
&amp;gt;

K\T]p(ij8T]fAev . KCU obviously is joined with the verb

&quot;for whom also,&quot; not &quot;we also,&quot; as if it were Kal T//xets. The

purpose was &quot; also
&quot;

carried out. KXfjpos, properly a lot,

then, like the English
&quot;

lot,&quot;

&quot; a portion allotted,&quot; or
&quot;

portion
&quot;

generally. It is common in both senses in the Sept. as well as in

classical Greek. It is not = &quot;

inheritance.&quot; The verb
K\r)p6&amp;lt;a

=
&quot;to choose by lot&quot; or

&quot;assign by lot,&quot;
hence in the passive, to

be assigned, as
&quot;

eVAr/pw^f SovXrj.&quot;
In this sense Chrysostom,

Estius, etc., understand it here, xXrjpov yei/oyueVov 17/^19 eeAe aTo,

the word being chosen, according to Estius, to indicate that the

election was not by our merit, and then TrpoopicrfleWes being
added to exclude the idea of chance (Chrys.).

The Vulgate agrees, &quot;sorte vocati sumus,&quot; and many modern

interpreters. But this would be entirely without parallel in the
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language of St. Paul, with whom it is God s gracious will that is

the determining source of the eVAoy^, not any Oela rv\f],

Many interpreters adopt the rendering, &quot;we were chosen as

His lot or heritage,&quot; deriving the meaning of the verb from the

second sense of /cAr/pos. So Bengel, Alford, Ellicott. The sense

is good, but this meaning of KA^pow, in which the idea of chance

is lost, is not sufficiently supported, and the idea of &quot;

heritage
&quot;

is

without justification. On the other hand, the interpretation,
&quot; we

have obtained
KA%&amp;gt;os&quot; (/cA^pos TWV

dy&amp;lt;W,
Col. i. 12), is unobjec

tionable in point of language ;
for KXypovv nvi is classical, &amp;lt;?.,i,

r
.

tv
/&amp;lt;acrr&amp;lt;j&amp;gt; eK\ijpwcrav, Thuc. vi. 42, and it would be quite in

accordance with analogy that KXypovcrOai should be used in the

sense &quot;

to be assigned a
portion,&quot;

cf.
&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;6ovovfjia.i, Sta/&amp;lt;ovo{yxa&amp;lt;.,

Matt.

xx. 28; TTto-reuo/xat, Gal. ii. 7. It is probably in this way that we
are to explain the usage in later Greek writers, exemplified in

Aelian, Nat. Hist. v. 31, and Hippocrates, 1287. 15. In the

former passage the serpent is said to have his heart near his

throat. TT)V KapSiW KeKA^pairai, K.T.\. In the latter, Hippocrates

says, TrAciova [jiffji.\l/LfjiOLpir]v rj TI/XT)V KfK\r]pC)crOaL rrjv re^i T/v. In

both cases the verb seems to mean, not simply &quot;to have,&quot; but &quot;to

have as one s portion or KXfjpos.&quot; The sense suits well, as it

corresponds to the notions KAT/povo/xia. and TreptTronjcris in ver. 14,

as well as to the ev TOIS eVoupai tots, ver. 3, and coincides with

that of Col. i. 12 above referred to
;
we may compare also

Acts xxvi. 1 8, TOV XajBflv . . . K\rjpov lv rots ^yiaoytevois, and
xvii. 4, -rrpo(Tf.K.\r]pu&amp;gt;9f]&amp;lt;ja,v

TO) TlavXu. The selection of the word
is explained by the O.T. use of /cA^pos, which made it appropriate
for the possession allotted to the Jewish Christians (so Meyer,

Soden, Eadie). That these are intended here, although ^//.eis

is not expressed before ver. 12, seems probable from the close

logical connexion with ver. 12. Besides, if v/xets be included here,

vv. 13/7, 14 would be a weak repetition.
Kara tr\v pouXr)* TOT) 0eArj|iaTos aurou. This specification seems

meant to exclude all idea of any merit of the Jews in their

K\t]pova-9aL. As to the distinction between /3ov\rj and tfeA^a,
and between the respective verbs, scholars are at issue. The best

supported opinion is that /3ov\rj involves the idea of purpose
and deliberation, $eAeu/ and 6i\f]^a denoting simply will. So
Ammonius states that (3. is used only of rational beings, 6. also

of irrational. Thus, as Grimm says, #eAw would express the will

that proceeds from inclination, /SouAo/Acu that from deliberation.

Cf. Matt. i. 19, &quot;not willing (foAwv) to make her a public example,
was minded, eftovXijOr),&quot; etc. ;

i Cor. vii. 36, o OeXfi Troteu-w
;

ib. 39,

xiv. 35, et Se TI pa.6f.lv tfeAoucriv. $e Ao&amp;gt; as the less definite may be

used there, but /3ovAo/xai would be quite suitable. Some scholars,

however, reverse this distinction. Here the combination &quot;

counsel
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of His will&quot; seems intended to express emphatically the absolute

self-determination of God. Compare i Pet. iii. 17, d OtXoi TO

6iXr]p.a rov Qeov.

12-14. We Jews had even in former times the promise of the

Christ, which has now been fulfilled ; but the same blessings are now
extended to you the Gentiles, and as the earnest ofyour inheritance^

ye have been sealed with the Holy Spirit.

12. els TO elkcii, K.T.X. It seems best to take TOVS Trpo^XTrixoTa?

as the predicate, according to the analogy of is CTT. in ver. 6 and
ver. 14, and ei? ITTCUVOV So^r/s avrov parenthetically. The article

is necessary, since what has to be expressed is not that the ly/ieis

were to have had the attribute of having previously hoped, but

that it was their special privilege to be those amongst the Chris

tians who had had a previous hope. And if irporfXir. is the subject,

what reason can be given why TrpoopicrO. as or. 8. should be con

fined to them, seeing it applies equally to the v/xeis aKova-avrfs ?

Besides, this would be only a repetition of vv. 4, 5. The chief

objection made to this interpretation is that the distinction be

tween Jewish and Gentile Christians does not come in before

ver. 13 ;
but this is only an assumption, as the exposition of

ver. n, just given, shows. We translate, therefore (with Harless,
Olsh. Soden), &quot;That we, to the praise of His glory, should be

those who have before had hopes in Christ.&quot;

Meyer s interpretation of TOUS Trpor/A. as
&quot;

quippe qui
&quot;

is incon

sistent with the article.

To what does the irpo. refer?
7rpoeA7ri&amp;lt;D might, of course,

mean simply hope before the event, as 7rpoopi&amp;lt;D implies an optcr-

//.ds before the object of it appeared ;
and so Ellicott, Meyer,

understand the word here, explaining the perfect as indicating
that the action still continues

;
but this seems fallacious

;
cA.7uav

continues, but not TrpotXm^fiv.
It seems better then, with Beza, Bengel, v. Soden, to under

stand the Trpo. as referring to the time prior to the conversion of

the heathen. Whether it be understood thus or as
&quot; before the

coming of Christ,&quot; it is appropriate to the Jewish Christians as

distinguished from the Gentile. But some expositors deny that

there is any such distinction here (De Wette), and understand

?rpo. as &quot;before the Parousia.&quot; But the KCU v^eis of ver. 13,

together with the aKot o-avres which is antithetical to irporjXir., seems
decisive. Compare Rom. xv. 8, 9, Aeyw 8t, Xpio-rov SIOIKOVOV

t Treptro/xijs iivrep dA^^etas eoi, eis TO /JcySatcocrai Tas

s TOJV TruTepojv Ta Sie Wvt] iiTrep, eAeou? (i.e. not VTrep

Soacrai rov edv (not might glorify, as AV. and RV.).
13. eV o&amp;gt; Kal ufieis.

&quot; In whom ye also.&quot; There is much
difference of opinion as to the connexion. Beza, Calvin, a/.,

supply rjX-n-LKaTf. But if irporjXir. is to suggest the supplement,
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it would be -n-porjX-n-LKaTf, which is inadmissible. Meyer and
Alford supply the substantive in accordance with the current

expression eV Xpio-rw cu-ai, &quot;in whom ye also are.&quot; Not only is

this extremely tame, but. considering the pregnant meaning of

flvai. in this phrase, it is hardly possible that it should be omitted,
not having occurred in the previous clause. Erasmus, a Lapide,

Harless, /., supply e/cA^poj^re. The objection of Meyer and

Ellicott, that eVA^p. would thus be limited to Gentile Christians,

though it formerly referred to both Jews and Gentiles, loses its

force if the interpretation of ver. 1 1 above given be adopted. But
it is awkward to go back so far, and a much simpler solution is

that eV w is connected with tcr^paytV^Te, the second eV w being a

resumption of the first, as in RV. with Theodore Mops., Bengel,

Eadie, Ellicott, Soden. Thus the thought lv Xpio-rw, which

governs the whole section 3 to 14, is with the second iv u&amp;gt; once
more emphatically brought forward, while Trto-rei o-avre?, as the

necessary antecedent of eVc^pay., is given its proper prominence as

distinguished from the prior condition aKouo-ai Tes. The repetition
of V/ACIS before Tno-Tevo-avres is so far from being necessary that it

would obscure the importance of that word.

TQV Xoyoc TTJS d\T]0tas. Cf. Col. i. 5. The word whose content

is truth, i.e. the gospel, KO.T e^o^rp sermo veritatis quasi extra

ipsum nulla esset proprie veritas (Calvin), in apposition with TO

euayyeA-iov TT)S orwr^pias v/xaJi ,
the gospel, or good tidings, whose

subject-matter was salvation.
&quot; In whom I say, when ye also believed, ye were sealed.&quot; eV w,

not to be taken with TTIO-T., for which there is no parallel in St. Paul,
but with

ea(f&amp;gt;p. Meyer, however, with Calvin, Beza, al., refers

iv o&amp;gt; to TO evayy., comparing Mark i. 15, Trto-TeiWe ev TU&amp;gt; evayyeXi o),

and Gal. iii. 26, TTIO-TIS tV Xp. I. But it is much more natural to

understand it as = ev
Xpto-T&amp;lt;3 , and, of course, if the account just

given of the first ev o&amp;gt; be adopted, this alone is possible. Compare
Acts xix. 2, et Trvcvfjia. aytov eAu/SeTe Trto-Tei o ai Tes = &quot; when ye
believed.&quot;

ecr&amp;lt;|&amp;gt;paYiT0T]Te. Compare 2 Cor. i. 22, o /cat o ^payio-a/jiei os ry/ms
Ko.1 8ov&amp;lt;s TOV (lppa/3aii a TO?

Trvev/j.a.To&amp;lt;;.
The figure is such an obvious

one that it is needless to seek for its origin in any allusion to

circumcision, called a seal in Rom. iv. n, or in the o-Tty/xaTa
of certain worshippers of heathen deities. In later writers o-0payts

is used simply for
&quot;

baptism
&quot;

;
but there is no reason to suppose

such a reference here, which would be too obscure.

TW -nv. TTJS eir. &quot;The spirit of promise,&quot; i.e. which had been

promised, OTI Kara
c-Trayy.

nvrn eXa/So/xei/, Chrys., who, however, also

gives a different view, as does Theoph. ^ OTI e eVayyfAtas t860r) }

OTI T7)v TU&amp;gt;V
p.e\\&amp;lt;&amp;gt;vTu&amp;gt;v dja^wv tTrayyeXiav TO TTV. /3e/3a6ot. The

latter interpretation must be rejected, because the word 7rvev/j.a
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does not contain the idea of /3e/3uio)o-t9.
&quot; The Spirit which brings

a promise
&quot; would be a possible interpretation ;

but it is not the

Spirit that is the immediate bringer of the promise, and, moreover,
the other view agrees better with the connexion. TU&amp;gt; dytw added
with emphasis, &quot;even the Holy Spirit.&quot;

14. dppa{3cjf, a Semitic word (Heb. jiTty), which probably (we

may say certainly) passed from the Phoenicians to the (keeks, and
from them to the Romans in the sense of our word &quot;earnest,&quot; a

portion of the purchase money given to ratify the contract, and so as

a pledge of full payment. In the N.T. it is found only here and
2 Cor. i. 22, ver. 5 (in both places dpp. TOV Tn/ei /taros). It is to

be noted, first, that the earnest is of the same kind as the full pay
ment. Compare Clem. Alex., Eel. Proph. xii. p. 982, OVT*. yap
TTO.V KfKOfJLLCTfJ.f9a OVTf 7TO.VTOS VtTTfpOl fJifV,

dAA. OtOV
appU/3u&amp;gt;VO.. . . .

irpo&amp;lt;TL\r/(f&amp;gt;afjifv.
So Irenaeus,

&quot; hoc est, pars ejus honoris qui a

Deo nobis promissus est,&quot;
v. 8. i. To this corresponds r/ airap-^

TOV TTV. Rorh. viii. 23. &quot;The actual spiritual life of the Christian is

the same in kind as his future glorified life
;
the kingdom of heaven

is a present kingdom ;
the believer is already seated at the right

hand of God,&quot; Lightfoot, who adds that the metaphor suggests
and doubtless was intended to convey another idea, namely, that

the recipient of the earnest money pledges himself to accomplish
his side of the contract, os is attracted into the gender of app.

according to a usual idiom
;

cf. Mark xv. 16, TT/S avAi/s o eerrt irpat-

rojpiov, and Gal. iii. 16, TO) OTrepjuari &amp;lt;rov os tern Xpicrros also,

perhaps, i Tim. iii. 16; Col. i. 27. o is, however, found in

A B G L, Athan. Cyril, Chrys., and is adopted by Lachm.,
WH.

ciS diroXuTpwcru rfjs 7repnroir|crew9. TreptTroteiv means properly
&quot;

to cause to remain over, to preserve alive, save.&quot; It is so used
both in classical writers and in the Sept. In the middle voice it

means to acquire for oneself. So in N.T. Acts xx. 28, T)V

TrepieTTOt^craTO Sui TOV ai/Ltaro? TOV tSiov. The substantive TreptTrot^tri?

occurs once in the Sept. in the sense of survival, 2 Chron. xiv. 13,
KO.I e7T(TOV At$lO7TS &amp;lt;JJCTT p.rf CU/dl V CLUTols TreplTTOirjCTLV. This

appears to be the sense intended here by the Sept.
&quot;

for the

redemption of those who live.&quot;

Most commentators compare the expression Xaos is TreptTroi^o-iv,

i Pet. ii. 9, which is taken from Mai. iii. 17, eo-ovrai p.oi . . . ets

TT., where eis TT. represents the Hebrew that is eJsewhere rendered

TreptoiWios ;
so RV. &quot; Gods own possession.&quot; It is a serious

objection to this that TT. by itself has not the meaning
&quot;

people for

a possession,&quot; or &quot;God s possession.&quot; In i Pet. it is Aaos, and
in Malachi

/u.oi, that determines the meaning : indeed, as St. Peter

is quoting from Malachi, his words do not supply a second instance

of even this limited use of the word, nor any at all of N.T. usage.
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Meyer attempts to evade this objection by making avrov refer to

trepnr. as well as Sof-^s, which is very forced. Another very strong

objection is from the context. It is our inheritance that is in

question ;
it is of it that the earnest is received, and we should

naturally expect that what follows et? would have reference to the

complete reception of it. Instead of this, the interpretation quoted
supposes the figure entirely changed, so that, instead of receiving
an inheritance, it is we that are the possession ;

a figure proper in

its place, but here involving a confusion of thought which we can

hardly attribute to St. Paul. Augustine seems to have understood
the word as = &quot; haereditas acquisita,&quot; perhaps only following the

Latin version,
&quot;

acquisitionis.&quot; So Calovius, &quot;plena
fruitio

redemtionis haereditatis nobis
acquisitae,&quot;

a meaning of TT. which is

unsupported.
Beza remarks that we have to distinguish two deliverances or

airo\vTpu&amp;gt;(rei&amp;lt;; ; the one which is past and finished, the other, the

complete deliverance to which we have to look forward in the

hereafter. The former, he says, might be called &quot;docendi causa,&quot;

t\ev9epu&amp;gt;crt(D&amp;lt;;, and, correspondingly, the latter O.TT.

&amp;lt;;,

&quot;

liberatio vindications or assertionis.&quot; His explana
tion of the construction, not the meaning of TT., seems to be essen

tially the same as that of Theodore Mops., Theodoret, and
Severianus. They, however, understand TT. as 17 -rrpos rov c6v

oiKeuoo-is. Thus Sever, says we are redeemed Iva. TrepiTroii^w/nev

/cat oLKfuaO^/j-fv rep ecu, so that the meaning is,
&quot; With a view to

our full recovery of our privileges as sons of God.&quot; But this is

open to the objection just now brought against the RV., that r&amp;lt;3

e&amp;lt;3 required to be expressed. We are compelled, therefore, by
the necessity of the context, to understand TrepiTroi^o-ts of our

acquisition ; only it is not a thing possessed, the object of aTroA.,

but possession or acquisition, the result of the complete airoX.

(so Soden, and, in substance, Macpherson),
&quot; With a view to a

complete redemption which will give possession.&quot; In the three

other passages in which TT. occurs in the N.T. it means acquisition
or saving, in accordance with the classical usage, viz. i Thess.

v. 9, crwr^ptas; 2 Thess. ii. 14, 86$77? ;
Heb. x. 39, //v^? (cf. Luke

XXI. 19, KTrjcrfcrOf ras i//r^as v/j.wv).

15-19. Therefore having heard ofyourfaith, I thank God, and
I pray that ye may attain a deeper knowledge of the glory of the

inheritance, and of the mighty power of God who confers it upon
you.

15. Aia TOUTO. Connected by some with w. 13, 14, only, i.e.,
&quot; Because ye also are in Christ, and have been sealed,&quot; etc., since it

is only in ver. 13 that the writer turns to the Ephesians. But better

connected with the whole paragraph, vv. 3-14,
&quot; because this blessing

which we share is so mighty.&quot; So Oecum., 8ia TU dtTro/cei/xeva dyufta
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rots
op$u&amp;gt;s

Tricrrtrovcri KOL /3torrrt Kal ota TO. ei rots
fr&amp;lt;i)6r)cro[Jitvoi.;

TtTcixOai t /zus. This is to be preferred, if only because Sta TOVTO is

too emphatic for so limited a reference as the former. It is used

in transition to a new paragraph in Rom. v. 12; 2 Cor. iv. i
;

Col. i. 9. The last passage is closely parallel to the present.

Kdyw.
&quot;

I also,&quot;
does not express co-operation with the readers

in their prayers, or with others, of whom there is no hint
;
nor is

it
&quot;

I who first preached to you
&quot;

;
but it simply notes the transition

from v/At9. It is exactly parallel to /ecu ry/zei? in Col. i. 9, where
the plural is used because Timothy is associated with Paul in the

address.

dKouaas is certainly in favour of the view that the Epistle was

written, not to the Ephesians, but to readers to whom Paul had
not personally preached ;

and this appears to be confirmed by the

similar expression in Col. i. 4. On the other hand, it must be

observed that the same expression occurs in the Epistle to

Philemon (ver. 5), Paul s beloved fellow-worker, except that the

participle is present tense. But this makes all the difference.

Theodoret explains aKoiWs here as referring to the progress the

Ephesians had made more recently ;
and so many moderns. But

against this is the fact that in w. 1 7 ff. this is prayed for. A frequen
tative force of the participle cannot be admitted. The frequentative
force of the aor. ind. is only the result of its indefiniteness (Luke i.

55 ff.).
The time of the participle is defined by the principal verb.

n\v Ka0 ufifis n-icrrii .

&quot;

Apud vos
&quot; = &quot;

among you,&quot;
but in sense

equivalent to T. TT. V/ULMV, Col. i. 4. Compare Acts xvii. 28, rwv

Ka6 v/xas Trotr/Twv xviii. 15, vofjiov rov KO.(? v^ias
= &quot; the law that

obtains among you
&quot;

;
xxvi. 3, TWV Kara louScuovs e $o&amp;gt;v. This

periphrasis for the genitive seems to have been frequent in later

Greek; cf. Aelian, V. H. ii. 12, r)
KO.T airov dperr/, Diod. S. i. 65.

fj
Kara rrjv dpxV aTrd^ecrts (laying down the government). There

seems, therefore, no good reason to say, with Harless and Ellicott,

that the phrase here denotes the faith of the community viewed

objectively (the thing in itself), in contradistinction to
rj TT. V/JLWV,

which expresses the subjective faith of individuals ; or with

Alford, that it implies the possibility of some not having this faith

(whereas all are addressed as Trio-rot). At most, perhaps, we may
say that the form of expression was suggested by a view of the

different classes of believers. That
-fj

IT. V/AOJV could have been used
is shown by Col. i. 4.

jrioriy Iv TW Kupiw ITJCTOU. Iv indicates that in which the faith

rests, as cts expresses that to which it is directed,
&quot; fidem in Christo

repositam.&quot; The absence of the article before iv marks the bind

ing of Trams iv T. Kupto) into one conception.

xal TT)V aYaiTTjv TT)V els iravras TOVS a-yiovs. ri}v ayairr^v is omitted by
N* A B P, Oiig. Hier., inserted by N D G K L, Syr. Boh., Chrys. The
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insertion is supported by the parallel, Col. i. 4. Internal evidence is strongly
in its favour, as Tricmv ets roi)s a-yiovs would be an unexampled expression
(Philem. 6 is not an instance). The omission, too, is very easily accounted for

by the passing of a copyist s eye from the first to the second r-qv. Lachm.
and Westcott and Hort and RV. omit the words, but Tisch. Treg (not mg. )

retain them.

16. ou irauojKH euxapioTwv, K.r.X. ev^aptrrretv, in the sense

&quot;giving thanks, being thankful,&quot; belongs to the later Greek (from

Polybius onward). Its earlier meaning was &quot;

to do a good turn

to,&quot;
and hence to &quot;

return a favour,&quot; to be grateful.
ou Trauojjuu is usually joined directly with eu^., while U.VMV TT.

is made subordinate, as specifying the further direction of the

ev^apurria. But the following Iva seems to require us to take

u.v. TT. as the principal notion,
&quot;

I cease not while giving thanks

for you to make mention,&quot; etc. It is not clear whether //Wav
Troicicr^at, which also occurs ver. 16, Rom. i. 9, Philem. 4, means
&quot;

to remember &quot;

or
&quot;

to mention.&quot; It is used in the latter sense

by Plato (Profag. 317 E; Phaed. 254 A) and other writers. Cf.

Ps. Cxi. 4 j Sept. /J.V. 7T. TWV
Oavfj.a(TLu&amp;gt;v

avrov.

For 7ri ran/ 7rpoa-fv)(wv cf. Rom. i. 10
;

i Thess. i. 2.

vfj.&amp;gt;v (after fj.vetav) of the Text. Rec. is om. by X A B D*, added by
DC K L P ; Vulg. Syr. (both) Boh., Orig. Chrys. G have

v^Civ
after

Troioti/uLevos. Compare the readings in I Thess. i. 2, where vfuav is om. by
X*AB.

17. Iva. If this passage were to be considered without

reference to the parallel in Col. i. 9, the rendering
&quot;

in order

that
&quot; would be tenable (though it would be strange to say,

&quot;

I

mention you in order that
&quot;).

But in Col. the preceding verb is

alroi&amp;gt;fj.evoi.
A verb of asking must be followed by words express

ing the content of the request. And there is an abundance of

examples to show that in this and similar cases Iva. has almost or

rather entirely lost its final sense. Thus we have 8tlcr8ai. Iva. in

Dion. Hal. eiTre Iva, K\eveiv, tTrtrpeTretv Iva..

Also with $eA.(.v, e.g. Matt. vii. 12, oo-o. av OeX.r)Te Iva.

TTOLUXTLV : Mark vi. 25, eAco Iva /xoi Scps TT/V Ke^aXr/i/ Itoavvou :

ix. 30, OVK fjOeXev Iva. TIS yvw : x. 37, Sos ri/j.lv Iva: Matt. x. 25,

apKfrov TW fj.aOrjTJ) Iva. yeV^rat : xviii. 6, (rv/x^epei avrw Iva. Kpu.a.frBy :

cf. Sei Lva CTTI v\ov TrdOr), Barn. Ep. V. 13 : (Xa^Ltrrov U.OL

tcrnv Lva, I Cor. iv. 3 : ecmv crvvrjOeia Iva. . . . a.TroXvcru&amp;gt;, John
xviii. 39 :

/u,i
cr$os tva, i Cor. ix. 18.

In modern Greek va is used as a sign of the infinitive = &quot;to.&quot;

Winer quotes from the Confessio Orthod. TrpeVei va, Aeyerai va.

The usage above illustrated indicates the transition to this

complete weakening of the original force of the word.

6 Oeos TOU Kupiou, K.r.X. Many of the early commentators in

order to avoid the obvious sense of these words, of which the
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Arians made use against the Divinity of Christ, interpreted o a

as signifying the Divine nature, KI /HOS the human. Thus

Theodoret, &eov fj.lv ws u.v9pu&amp;gt;irov, ira/repa Se &amp;lt;Ls
0eo?&amp;gt;, 8d(rav yap

rryv 9(.iav &amp;lt;r&amp;lt;riv wyd/Aao-ev. Similarly Athanasius, 8&quot;dav TOV

fjiovoyevf) KaXd. But this would surely require avrt.v to be added,
and the distinction would be out of place in this context. The

apostle refers to the relation of God to the Lord Jesus Christ as

an encouragement to hope for the fulfilment of his prayer. More

inadmissible, and only worthy of note as a singularity of interpreta

tion, is the view of Menochius, who takes TOV K.
-f/.

I. X. as a

parenthesis, or that of Estius,
&quot;

Deus, qui est Domini nostri

Jesu Christi pater gloriosus.&quot; These devices are unnecessary,
since the Lord Himself calls God

&quot;My God,&quot; John xx. 17;
Matt, xxvii. 46. The expression is neither more nor less express
ive of subordination than this, &quot;the Father is greater than

I,&quot;

which, as Pearson shows, was understood by the Fathers as spoken
of the Divine nature of Christ. They did not hesitate to call the

Father the Source, Fountain, Author, etc., of the Son or the whole

Divinity.
6 TTarfjp rrjs &OT]S- &quot;The Father to whom belongs glory,&quot;

cf. Acts vii. 2
;

&quot; the God of
glory,&quot;

i Cor. ii. 8
;

&quot; the Lord of

glory,&quot;
cf. Jas. ii. i

;
and TraTT/p TOJV oiKTip/xaJv, 2 Cor. i. 3 ;

also

Xepovftl/j. 8or/s, Heb. ix. 5.

The interpretation &quot;author or source of
glory,&quot;

if it were

tenable, would give a good sense. So Chrys. 6 /xeyaXa rjfjuv

SeSwKws ayaOd.
But the possibility of the interpretation is not proved. Poetical

expressions, such as Pindar s uoiSuv iraryp (of Orpheus, which,

moreover, is not =&quot;
creator,&quot; but

&quot;inventor&quot;),
are not to the

point, nor &quot;hath the rain a father ? in Job xxxviii. 28; cf. xvii.

14. &quot;Father of
spirits,&quot;

Heb. xii. 9, proves nothing, for the term

there is introduced only as an antithesis to
&quot;

fathers of our flesh,&quot;

and besides with the word
&quot;spirits,&quot;

&quot;father&quot; preserves the double

notion of &quot;creator&quot; and &quot;ruler,&quot;
as indeed the context there

implies. The nearest parallel is Jas. i. 17, -rra-T^p TU&amp;gt;/
&amp;lt;WTOJV,

where
&quot; the lights

&quot;

are personified, and the notion of control is not

absent. But there is no parallel to this in St. Paul, whose usage
is shown by the passages above referred to. Alford s view is that as

God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, God is the Father of the

glory of the Godhead which shone forth in the manhood of the Son.

SCOT] by Lachm. pointed Siar) as an Ionic conjunctive. The sense points
to a conjunctive, but the form appears to be known only as epic. WII.

give it in the margin, but in the text adopt Stprj, a later form for the

opt. doit). B has
Su&amp;gt;,

to which WII. give the second place in the margin.
If the iva were truly final, the optative would create a difficulty, being pro

perly used after the present, when the attainment of the object is doubtful

(Rost and Palm).
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nreu|ia crcxfuas, K.T.\. According to Eadie, Ellicott, Meyer,
definitely the Holy Spirit, characterised here suitably to the subject.
On the absence of the article cf. Gal. v. 5, 16. But these instances,
where TTV. is used as a proper name without a genitive following, are

not parallel.

It is better to understand with RV. after Chrys. Theodoret,

a/., &quot;a spirit of wisdom,&quot; etc.; cf. 2 Tim. i. 7, &quot;God did not give

you TTV. Se/Aio.?, a.AAa Swa/^iews /cat dyctTr^? /cat criix^poTLcrfjiov
&quot;

;
Rom.

viii. 15, TTV. SovAeias ;
Gal. vi. I, TTV. Trpaor^ros; Rom. xi. 8, TTV.

Karai i ^eo? (Sept.). That the spirit of wisdom here is the effect of

the Holy Spirit, is naturally understood but not expressed.

(TocfiLa appears to be the more general term, airoKaXvij/is having
reference specially to the &quot;

mysteries
&quot;

revealed to believers, not to

the gift of prophecy, to which there is no reference in what follows,

and to which the apostle did not attach so much importance (see
i Cor. xiii., xiv.). Harless, followed in substance by Eadie, re

gards CLTTOK. as the medium by which cro^ia is communicated.
This relation would be more naturally expressed by dTTOKaXvi^ews
KOL cro^uas.

ec eTuyfoSaei aurou, i.e. of God, as appears from avrov in w. 18, 19,

Christ being first referred to in ver. 20.
cTn/yi/oucri?,

&quot;full know

ledge,&quot; &quot;major exactiorque cognitio,&quot; Grot.
;
see i Cor. xiii. 12,

upri yivwcrKa) IK /Aepous, rare Se eViyvwcropuit /caucus KCU
eTreyT oxr^r.

This is generally joined with the preceding, some taking ev for

ets (a Lapide, Bengel, al.\ or as = &quot;

by,&quot;
which reverses the

relation of the knowledge of God with the gift of cro^ia. Meyer
and Ellicott understand it as marking the sphere or element in

which they were to receive wisdom and revelation
;
Stier and

Eadie, connecting the words especially with d-Tro*., suppose them,
while formally denoting the sphere, to indicate virtually the

material of the revelation. If this punctuation be adopted, the

latter view seems preferable. But all difficulty disappears if, with

Lachm. WH. (after Chrysostom and Theoph.), we connect the

words with what follows. The abruptness of 7r&amp;lt;^wncryu.ej oi;? is

much softened by the previous mention of the means. Indeed,
the bold figure of enlightenment of the eyes of the heart seems
to require some such definition as lv eVtyvwcm, which then

naturally precedes, because of its connexion in sense with aT

18. irtcjxoTicrfAeVous TOUS oc^OaXfjious, K.T.\. A difficult construc

tion. The most probable explanation appears to be that the

words are in apposition with irvev/jia. as the immediate effect, and
so dependent on Swr?, in which case, however, according to the

sound observation of Bengel,
&quot;

articulus praesupponit oculos jam
praesentes,&quot; we must render &quot;the eyes of your heart enlightened,&quot;

7re&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;. being a tertiary predicate (so Harless, Olsh. Wold. Schmidt,
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Sodcn). It is also possible to regard 7re&amp;lt;. as by anacoluthon

referring to V/J.LV, rots
o&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;$. being the accusative of nearer definition.

Somewhat similar examples of the accusative being used where

the dative has preceded, and might be expected to be repeated,
are found in classical writers, e.g. VTTCO-TI /u.ot $puo-os aftv-n-vowi

K\vovo-av upTtojs oreipaTtov, Soph. El. 479. The sense would be

enlightened as to the eyes of your heart,&quot; i.e. &quot;so that ye

may be enlightened.&quot; Such an irregularity of construction is

intelligible where it makes the sentence run more simply, not

where it makes it obscure.

A third construction is adopted by Bengel, Eadie, #/., accord

ing to whom the TJ-&amp;lt;. agrees with
6(f&amp;gt;0.,

the three words together

being an accus. absolute, &quot;the eyes, etc., being enlightened.&quot;

That is, the words are taken as equivalent to Trc^wricr/xevwv TWV

6^&amp;gt;0a\fj.wv.
The possibility of this is questionable. Bernhardy

(p. 133) maintains that absolute accusatives of participles should

be banished from Greek grammars (cf. Jelf, 581. i). Acts

xxvi. 3, cited by 1 engel, is not in point, being a case of anacolu

thon (Winer).

. This reading rests on decisive authority. It is that of S
ABDGKLP, Vulg. Syr., Orig. Chrys. etc. The T.R. diavoias is sup

ported only by a few cursives, Theodoret and Oecum.

6(}&amp;gt;0aX|jLous rfjs icapSias,
&quot;

eyes of the heart
&quot;

;
cf. Plato, Rep.

p. 533 A, TO TT/S i/
^X^5 op/Ma. Aristotle in Eth. Nic. calls Seivorqs,

TO op.p.a T?}S i^v^rys (vi. 12. 10). Clement s
r]veu&amp;gt;xQw

av ^oiv ol

6(f&amp;gt;0. TT?S KapSius may be an allusion to this passage. It is to be

observed that /capSta, with the ancients, was not only the seat of

emotion, but of thought and moral perception. Here clearly it is

as the seat of knowledge that it is referred to, hence &quot;

eyes of

the heart.&quot; See the contrary state, the darkening of the heart,

Rom. i. 21.

TIS eoric
r\ eX-n-is. Not &quot; of what nature,&quot; nor &quot;

quanta,&quot; but

simply &quot;quae,&quot;
which includes

&quot;qualis, quanta et quam certa.&quot;

&amp;lt;E/\.7ris TT/S K\., the hope which belongs to or is implied in our calling,

i.e. not merely the subjective emotion produced by our calling

(taking TI}S K\. as gen. of efficient cause, Meyer, Ell.), the know

ledge of which does not require a special grace, but certainly

including the content of this hope, not the object in itself, but as

a conception (compare the use of our word &quot;ambition,&quot; &quot;what is

his ambition ?
&quot;

i.e. the object of it as a mental conception).
From the nature of the case the certainty is assumed. Compare
Col. i. 5, &quot;the hope laid up for you in the heavens (

= Tit. ii. 13),

Heb. vi. 18, Trpoa-8e)(6fJifV(H TT/I/ [j.aKapLav eXiriSa. The /cX^o-ts gives
the guarantee for this, and includes it

;
it is, in fact, to this hope

that believers are called
;
eVi TTOUUS iXiria-i. K(KXrj/j,f&a, Theodoret.
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TIS 6 irXouTos TT]S 8orjs TT)S KXTjpoyofjuas auToG. Not to be

weakened into &quot;rich
glory&quot; or &quot;glorious inheritance.&quot; &quot;What a

full grandiose cumulation, picturing, as it were, the weightiness of

the matter !

&quot;

Meyer. Glory is the essential attribute of the

inheritance to be received, and the apostle wishes the readers to

know how great the rich fulness of this glory is; cf. Col. i. 27,
&quot;

riches of the glory of this mystery.&quot;

tv TOLS dyiois.
&quot;

Among the saints.&quot; This is by most com
mentators connected with KXr/povo/^ta, a connexion which is

naturally suggested by Acts xx. 32, oovvai KX^povo^inv lv T&amp;lt;HS

jyyiutr/AeVois Trdcriv : cf. ib, xxvi. 1 8, K\rjpoi f.v rots Tyyiacryitei ots. It

is a serious if not fatal objection to this that it would require the

article TTJV to be repeated before eV r. ay., not simply because
avrov comes between, but because rj K\f]povo^ia tov is completely
defined by this avrov. In fact, with this connexion the words
would mean,

&quot; the inheritance which God has in the saints,&quot; which
is actually the meaning adopted by Stier, conjoining e/&amp;lt;A.&amp;gt;7pw$?7/x,ev,

ver. 1 1, which he interprets,
&quot; were made an inheritance.&quot; This,

however, would be out of harmony with the use of the word
in the N.T. (cf. ver. 14 ;

ch. v. 5 ;
Acts xx. 32, above), as

well as with the context. Such phrases as rwv cruyyevwi/ p,ov Kara.

o-dpKO. (where &amp;lt;r. is an adj., Rom. ix. 3) ;
rov IcrparyA. Kara, rrup/ca,

I Cor. X. 1 8
j

TO. Wvt] iv crapKi, Eph. ii. 1 1
,
rov v/j.wv ZfiXov inrep

e/jiov, 2 Cor. vii. 7, are not analogous.
The construction then is, &quot;What the riches of the glory of His

inheritance is among the saints.&quot; The community of believers is

the sphere in which alone this TrXoSros, /c.r.X., is found. This

does not require the repetition of o before &amp;lt;fv r. ay., nor does it

give too great emphasis to the latter words. The object of the

K\r)povofj.La is, of course, the future kingdom of God
;

but this

future glory is treated by St. Paul as if present.
19. KOI TI TO uirep(3d\Xoi p,eye9os, K.T.X. Supply, as in the

previous clause, rn, to which then we are to attach ets r/^a?, not

Swa^ews, &quot;And what the exceeding greatness of His power is to

usward.&quot; Thus the two clauses are symmetrical, eis ^Ss corre

sponding in position to lv rois dytW.
The three objects of eiSevat are in reality one and the same

under different points of view
;
the content of the &quot;

hope of the

calling&quot;
is the inheritance of Heb. ix. 15, and this again in its

realisation is an effect and proof of the Swa/Aes of God. Thus the

object of the eTrtyvwo-is is the blessing to be obtained in the future

kingdom of God.
Kara

-rf\v erepyetai ,
K.T.X. Many commentators connect these

words with rovs TTIO-T., understanding them as expressing the fact

that faith itself is the result of God s eVpyeta. But this would
make the whole solemn exposition in ver. 20 subservient to
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which is only incidental in the sentence. The connexion would

be interrupted by a reference to the origin of faith. Besides, this

would require us to give to Kara some such meaning as
&quot;

by virtue

of,&quot;
since our faith is not according to the measure of His power.

The three objects of ciStVat are so closely connected in themselves

that it matters little whether we refer the words Kara r. e. to the

last only or to all three
; naturally, however, the evepyeia is

immediately connected with the last. This eV. supplies the

measure by which to estimate the power of God.
As to the three words tori s, K/aaros, cvcpyeia, the distinction

appears to be that io-^v? is inherent power, Kparos power expressing
itself in overcoming resistance, and tvepyeia the actual exercise of

power. The Vulgate has &quot; secundum operationem potentiae
virtutis

ejus.&quot;
Each term has here its appropriate meaning, and

there is no occasion to have recourse to a Hebraism, or to such a

resolution as Kpdro s la-^vpov.

20-23. This power of God was shown in His raising Christ

from the dead, and setting Him above all created powers by what
ever name they may be called, whether on earth or in heaven. His
relation to the Church, hoivever, is more intimate. It is the Body
of ivhick He is the Head.

20. tjv evijpYqo-ev or evripyiKtv. The latter is read by AB, Cyr., the

former by K D G K L P. The versions naturally do not help. Lachm. Tisch.

WII. adopt the perfect, WH. placing the aorist in the margin. Tregelles

puts the perfect in the margin. The neighbouring aorist might readily lead

to the substitution of the aorist for the perfect. The counter change would
not be so easily accounted for. The perfect is properly employed, because

the effect continues while the separate acts in which this tvepytiv realised

itself follow in aorists.

eyeipas. The time is contemporaneous with that of the

principal verb
;

not &quot;

having raised him &quot;

;
but as AV. &quot; when

He raised him &quot;

;
or

&quot;

in that He raised Him.&quot;

21. Kal KaOio-as. This is the reading of N AB, Vulg. The Rec. *al

tKadiaev is found in D G K L P, Chrys. etc. ; avr6i&amp;gt; is added in X A, Boh. Syr.

(both), but not in B D G K L P, Vulg. Tischendorf, who reads KO.I Ka6i&amp;lt;ras

avr6v with N A, thinks a difficulty was found in this reading for two reasons,

first, that although the verb occurs frequently in the N.T. it is transitive only
in I Cor. vi. 4 (compare ffvvfKddiaev, Eph. ii. 6) ; and, secondly, because
nowhere else is God said to have placed Christ at His right hand, but Christ

is said to have sat down at God s right hand.

Those who adopt the reading ^KaOicrev think that more emphasis is thereby

given to tyeipas as the principal illustration of the Divine power. The words
seem to be an indirect quotation of Ps. ex. I. Compare Ps. xvi. n, and the

request of the sons of Zebedee, Mark x. 37 ; and for the ground of the figure,
I Sam. xx. 25 ; I Kings ii. 19. Harless quotes from Pindar (of Minerva),
Sfiav Kara xeipa Trarpos ifcai (Fragm. xi. 9). The words express participa
tion in the highest honour and power. So Stephen beholds fesus standing
in df^iuiv TOV 0eou, Acts vii. 56.

iv TOIS e-rroupaviois has, of course, primarily a local signification.
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But so also have Kafltcras and Seiu. It is said that these &quot;

distinctly
local expressions

&quot; &quot; tend to invalidate the vague and idealistic

status coelestis urged by Harless&quot; (Ellicott). But these expres
sions tell rather the other way. For surely no one will interpret
the right hand of God locally, or the &quot;

sitting.&quot;
These words are

but figurative expressions of honour and dignity. Some writers,

indeed, lay stress on Stephen s beholding of Jesus at the right
hand of God. &quot;As Stephen saw Him, so He veritably is,&quot; says
Alford

;
and Stier holds fast the &quot; certum TTOV of heaven, yea of the

throne of God in it.&quot; With so literal a view as this TU f-n-ovpdvLa can

be nothing but extra-terrestrial space, or more properly (considering
the earth s motion), space in general.

&quot; The distressed mind

instinctively looks upward (says Eadie) to the throne of God.&quot;

And Stier calls a similar observation of Passavant decisive.

(How about the Antipodes, or ourselves at a later hour?) We
look upward in order to look away from visible things.

B reads ev rots ovpavols, which is adopted by Lachmann.

21. uirepd^w,
&quot; over above,&quot; is not intensive, Iva TO aKporarov

vj/os 8r)X(a&amp;lt;T-f),
&quot;far above,&quot; AV. See Heb. ix. 5, &amp;gt;7repai/w au-n/s

XfpovflifJi ;
Ezek. xliii. 15, VTT. TWV /ceparwv Trrjxys ;

also lb. viii. 2,

x. 19.

Compare also VTTOKO.TW, Mark vi. 1 1, v. TWV TroSwv V/AWV, and Heb.
ii. 8. There was a tendency to such compounds in later Greek.

TrdcrT]s dp)(T)s KCU eou&amp;lt;rias KCU SuydfAews KCU KupiorrjTOS. These
words cannot be considered apart from the parallel enumeration
in Col. i. 1 6, ra Trdvra iv rots ovpavols KOL CTTI TT;S y&amp;gt;ys

TO, opara Kal

T&amp;lt;I dopara eire Opovoi eire Kvptor^res etre up^al etre e^oucriat. In Col.

the abstracts are obviously used for the concrete
;

it does not,

however, follow that the same is the case here where the nouns
are singular. There St. Paul is contending definitely against the

doctrine of angelic mediators
;

here he is only alluding to it.

Vitringa takes the words here as abstract, understanding them as

titles which belonged to the Messiah. In either case there is

probably a reference to the use of the words as names of classes

of angelic powers. The view that limits the meaning of the words
to earthly powers may be set aside, as this would have little point
in connexion with such a lofty expression of Christ s exaltation.

But the questions remain, Are the powers referred to only

heavenly, or both earthly and heavenly? Are these heavenly

powers good or bad, or both ? and what conclusion, if any, can we
draw as to the ranks and subordination of the angels ? It will be

convenient to answer the last question first, which we do without

hesitation in the words of Lightfoot (on Col.), &quot;In this catalogue
St. Paul does not profess to describe objective realities, but

contents himself with repeating subjective opinions.&quot; First, neither
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here nor elsewhere does he make any positive statement about

the orders of angelic powers. To do so here would be, not to

assist, but to interrupt his exposition of the doctrine of Christ s

exaltation. Nor, indeed, is it likely that here and in Col., writing
to those who were in danger of giving too much prominence to

angelology, and priding themselves on their knowledge of the

unseen (Col. ii. 18), St. Paul should enlighten them by &quot;an

incidental revelation&quot; (Ellicott), which could have no effect but

to assist them in their futile speculations. The very manner in

which he expresses himself here, KCU TTCIVTOS 6vo/xaros ovo)u.ao//.vov,

K.T.A.., indicates the contrary. As Lightfoot well remarks,
&quot; He

brushes away all these speculations without inquiring how much
or how little truth there may be in them, because they are

altogether beside the question.&quot; It is as if he said,
&quot;

It matters not

by what title they are called, or whether real or imaginary, Christ

is elevated above them all.&quot; The fire . . . eu-e in Col. gives a

similar indication. He is impatient with this elaborate angelology.

No doubt St. Paul took these names from the speculations to which he
refers in Col. ii. 18, with which the Asiatic readers of this Epistle also were
familiar. This is not mere conjecture. In the 1estaments of the Twelve

Patriarchs, an early Jewish-Christian work (probably before A.D. 131), seven
orders of spirits are named, the two highest, which are in the seventh heaven,

being called Op6voi and ^ovcriai. The others are described by their offices

(Levi 3). Origen enumerates five classes, called in the Latin in an ascend

ing series, &quot;sancti angeli, principatus (=dpxai), potentates (
=

^oi&amp;gt;&amp;lt;r/cu),
sedes

or throni (
=

6p6voi), dominationes (
=

Kvpi6rr)Tes),&quot; Opp. I733&amp;gt; PP- 66, 7
But this cannot be regarded as independent of St. Paul. Ephrem Syrus,

commenting on Deut. i. 15, gives three great divisions, subdivided thus:

(1) Oeoi, 6p6voi, KvpioT-ijres ; (2) dpxdyye\oi, dpxai, tov&amp;lt;riai ; (3) &yye\oi,

Swd/aets, \epovftln, &amp;lt;repa&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;i/j. (Opp. Syr. i. p. 270). (Compare Milton s

&quot;thrones, dominations, princedoms, virtues, powers.&quot;)

The treatise of the pseudo - Dionysius &quot;on the Celestial Hierarchy,&quot;

written about A.D. 500, and very popular in the Middle Ages, gives three

classes each with three subdivisions, viz. :
(
I

) 6p6i&amp;gt;ot, xe/&amp;gt;oi&amp;gt;/3//x., fftpa&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;lfj, ;

(2) ^ovffiai, Kvpi6rr)Tes, 5vvd/j.eis ; (3) S.yyf\ot, dpxdyy(\oi, dpxo-i. Perhaps
too much importance has been attached in this connexion to these quotations

by some expositors, as if it might be assumed that they were derived from

independent sources. Origen seems wholly dependent on St. Paul, saying
that he does not know whence the apostle took the names.

It follows from what has been said that it is to no purpose to inquire
whether the names are arranged in ascending or descending order, especially
as the order in Colossians is not the same as in Ephesians, nor the reverse ;

whence Alford supposes that here the first two descend, the next two ascend.

More wisely Chrysostom calls the names &ffrifj.a Kai oi5 yvupi6/j.eva, and

Augustine,
&quot;

dicant, qui possunt, si tamen possunt probare quod dicunt; ego
me ista ignorare fateor.&quot;

The universality of expression both here and in Colossians, where the

enumeration is preceded by the words &quot;in heaven and on earth, visible and

invisible,&quot; leads us to infer that earthly powers as well as heavenly are

included. The terms dpxai, ov&amp;lt;riai are used of earthly powers in Tit. iii. I,

and in this Epistle in vi. 12 of evil powers. Kvpi&rfjs occurs in 2 Pet. ii. IO ;

Jude 8. Compare the Book of Enoch Ixi. 10, &quot;angels of power and angels
of principality

&quot;

(ed. Charles, p. 46).

3
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KCU Tmiros oTOfiaros, K.T.X. Ka.L here = and in general, cf. Demosth.
De Conirib. xxxi. 4, /ecu Ti/ri}s KCU apx^s Ka L̂ aya^oi) rtvos /xeraXa/A-

fBa.vf.iv, and Aeschin. tfdfa. Tim., SoAxov CKeiros, 6 7raA.ai.os vo/xo^eV^s
ai o &pa.K(av KOL ol Kara TOUS xpovous eKeiVois vo/x,o$erat (Fritzsche,

Matth. pp. 786, 870). oi o/xa ovo/Aa^o/xei/oi/ is understood by many
(including Lightfoot) to mean &quot;

every dignity or title (whether real

or imaginary) which is reverenced.&quot; But oi/o/m never of itself

contains the idea of dignity ;
in such phrases as

&quot; the name of

God,&quot; it is because of the word with which it is joined that it

acquires this sense
;
so again in such phrases as Troieiv ov., ex tv v -

eV 6v6p.a.Ti eivai, the idea of dignity does not reside in the word

ovop.a. any more than in our word &quot;name,&quot; which is similarly used

when we say &quot;to make a name,&quot; etc. The participle ovo/xa^o/x.i/ou

also shows that the word is to be taken in its simple meaning.
Nor is it

&quot;

every such name,&quot; which is quite arbitrary.
ou povov, K.T.X. Chrysostom and Theodoret suppose these words

to refer to our possible knowledge in the future life
;
but it is not our

knowledge that is in question, but the exaltation of Christ, which is

thus declared to be, not temporary, but eternal. The form of ex

pression is common in Jewish writers, who, however, by
&quot; the world

to come&quot; understand the time of the Messiah. Cf. Matt. xii. 32.
22. KCU -H-clrra, K.T.X., a reminiscence (not a citation as in i Cor.

xv. 27) of Ps. viii. 7, where the words are spoken of man. Here
the apostle adopts them as typically applicable to Christ, in whom
they received a higher and more complete fulfilment. The context

in the psalm itself,
&quot;

all sheep and oxen,&quot; etc., shows that this is

not to be regarded as an interpretation of the psalm, but an

application of its language in a manner familiar with Jewish
writers. In Christ, humility was raised to a dignity far surpassing
that which was assigned to it at its first creation.

ical eSomey auToc Ke^aXrji uirep Trarra rrj eKKXirjcria,. The verb
e8wKev is not for W^K^V, but with its proper sense, &quot;gave,&quot;

is

directly connected with rfj KK\. The order of the words is not

against this, for not only is the position of
Ke&amp;lt;uA.7/i/

v. TT. most

appropriate to the general sense of the passage, which concerns,
not the giving, but the giving as Head, but it is also necessary to

clearness, in order that
TJTL&amp;lt;S may follow e/c/&amp;lt;X. directly. K&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;aXr)\&amp;gt;

vrrtp TravTa is not = summum caput, as if there were more heads
than one, but simply

&quot; Head over all.&quot;

23. rJTis
= not the simple relative, but &quot;which, in fact, is,&quot;

&quot;ut

quae.&quot;
In order, says Oecumenius, that hearing of the head you

may not think merely of rule and authority, o-wftartKios ^/xwv eo-rt

Kf(f)aX^. There is an organic connexion
;
the life of the Church

springs from its union with Christ as its Head.
TO irXiipwfJia TOO Ta ircirra eV Traaif irXif]poup,Vou. A much vexed

passage, which is ably discussed by Soden, to the following effect.
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We find in iv. 10 that it is the function of Christ to fill all things,

having ascended to heaven and thence descending with the gifts

communicated to the Church. He is here, therefore, called 6

TrXr)poi /j.evo&amp;lt;;
TO. Trai Ta.

This He is able to do by virtue of His being the head over

all. How this is to be understood is suggested by Rom. xiii. 9 sq.,

where that by which the law is fulfilled, namely, dyaTTT/, is also

that in which the law with all its parts avaKe^uAatourat. If we
transfer this to the present passage, it gives the result that the

fact that TO. TTtu/Ta are filled by Christ coincides with this
;
but ra

Travra
dj/aK-&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;aAaio{)Tai

in Christ, ch. i. io. And this expression

corresponds with the conception that the Church, whose function

is to be the means of this irXrjpovo-Oai, is so because Christ is given
to her as Head.

If Christ is to fill all things through the medium of the Church,
He must first fill the Church. And with this the figure of o-w^a

agrees, since in a man the head fills the body with its thoughts
and purposes, so that each member is determined by it and filled

by it, and that the more, the maturer the man is : comp. iv.

13, 1 6, where the vX^pw^a rov Xp. is attained in proportion as

the o-oj/xa is, so to speak, full grown. In this view TrA^pio/m TOU

Xp. is understood to mean that which is filled with Christ, and
with some modifications this is the view adopted by most moderns.

The difficulty is in the genitive relation, ir\. rov Xp. The word

TrXijpa)(j.a. has been very fully discussed, from a lexical point of

view, by Fritzsche (Rom. vii. p. 469), to whom later com
mentators are indebted for their references

;
also by Lightfoot in

an excursus on Col., and by others. The verb TrA^pdw means
either to fill or to fulfil, complete. The meanings of the sub
stantive have been generally derived from the former signification,
but it is important to keep the latter in mind. Like all verbals

in -pa, the substantive has a passive signification. There are,

indeed, one or two passages cited by Fritzsche and the lexicons

as examples of an active sense, e.g. Eur. Troad. 824, Z^vos ex ts

KvXtKuiv K\rjp^p.a. KaAAtcrrav AarpeiW, i.e. filling the cups of Zeus,
and Philo, de Abr. (ii. p. 39), TTIO-TIS rj irpos TOV eoV, Traprjyoprjfjia.

/3iov, 7rX-&amp;gt;)p(j}fj.a xprycrruii cATrtlW = bonae spei ad eventum adductio

(for faith is not the fulfilment of hope). These are not admitted

by Lightfoot, but they are cited as examples of what would
be properly called an &quot;

active
&quot;

sense of 7rA7/pw//,a. That which is

usually so called is really passive ;
for since the action of the verb

has an indirect as well as a direct object, the substantive may
mean either, &quot;id quo res impletur s. impleta est,&quot;

or &quot;id quod
completur.&quot; vavs -n-Xfjpovv is a familiar phrase for

&quot;

to man
ships,&quot;

and hence TO TrAvypw/xa and ra n-X-rjpwp.a.Ta. of ships are the

full complement of their crews or fighters, or both, cf. Xen.
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Hell. 1. 6. 16, K TToAAwv TrXr/pwfjidTw K\e\^9aL TOUS dpifrrovs

epeVas. It is also used of the cargo, as by Philo, de vita Mosis

(ii. 144), who speaks of TO TrA. of the ark. Suidas, too, gives

TrAr/pw/xaTo. 6 TWV vrjwv ^opros. The passive force in these cases

wUl be more clear if we compare Xen. Hell. vi. 2. 14, where

Iphicrates TO.? vaus fTrXrjpov. The action was that of Iphicrates,
but neither he nor his action was TrA??pw/xa. The word is also

used of the ship itself, as in Lucian, Ver. Hist. ii. 37, a-n-o 8vo

TrXr)pw/j.dT&amp;lt;av e/xa^oi TO ; 38, vreWe yap et^ov TrAr/pw/xara, a usage
explained by Fritzsche from the sense &quot;id quod completur,&quot;

but more simply as a figure of the same kind as that by which
in naval histories the admiral s ship is called

&quot; the admiral.&quot;

But we want to know the meaning of TrA. with a genitive.
There appears to be no example of a ship being called TrA.

7TL/3ar(av or the like. TrAr/pw/xa T?y9 TroAews occurs pretty often, of

the full population of the city, or of a combination of artisans, etc.

complete enough to form a city (Arist. Pol. iv. 4, p. 1291, ravra

TrdvTa, i.e. all these workmen, yt rerai TrAr/puyxa rrjs TrptoT)/? TroAecos.

Iii the Sept. we have TrA. T?ys y^s, 1-775 OaXdcra-qs, etc., and in

Eccles. iv. 6, -n-X. Spaxds, a handful. In the N.T., still in the same

sense, Mk. viii. 20, o-TruptSwv TrA^pw/xara. The sense &quot;abundance,&quot;

often found, does not concern us here. The only example quoted
to justify the interpretation of TrA. with a genitive, as = TreTrA^pw-

/xeVov, is from Philo, De Praem. et Poen.
(ii. p. 418), &quot;The soul

by these three excellent things, nature, learning, exercise, yevo/xeV??

7rA?7pw/xa dperwv, leaving in itself no empty space for the entry of

other things.&quot;
But the plural dperan here prevents our accepting

the passage as a satisfactory parallel to TrA. Xpurrou (or eou).

The article also forms an objection to this interpretation. Since

Christ, in the same sentence, is said to fill all things, how can the

Church be defined as TO TrAr/pw/xa,
&quot;

that which is filled by Him
&quot;

?

Moreover, there is on this view no such parallelism between o-w/xa

and ?rA. as the supposition would lead us to expect. The idea of

the head filling the body is too remote from common notions to

be left to the reader to supply.
Fritzsche suggests two alternatives, either

&quot; those who are filled

by Christ, namely, with blessings,&quot; or taking TrA. = &quot;

multitude,&quot;

&quot;plenum Christi agmen,&quot; the paronomasia in the latter case being
verbal. Eadie and Ellicott as well as some others do not seem to

distinguish the two notions &quot;filled with&quot; and &quot;filled
by,&quot; calling

the Church &quot; the filled-up receptacle of spiritual blessing from

Him &quot;

(Eadie, adopted by Ell.). If this is their view it is irrele

vant to quote TrA. dperwi/ or, as Fritzsche, TrXrjpovcrOaL eou (from

Pollux). If they understand &quot;filled with Christ s presence or

life
&quot;

(as we surely must if this signification of -n-X. is adopted), the

words just quoted are inadequate.
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Lightfoot s view is that &quot;

all the divine graces which reside in

Him are imparted to her; His fulness is communicated to her
;

and thus she may be said to be His pleroma.&quot; But this thought
is not suggested by the connexion, and, besides, the interpretation
makes o-w/na and 7rA;/pw/za convey quite heterogeneous ideas.

There is, however, another meaning of TrAr/pw/xa which would

give an excellent sense, and which has been adopted by Chrysostom,
Oecumenius, Thomas Aquinas, and many others, namely,

&quot; com

plement
&quot;

in the second sense of that word, viz. that which makes

complete. This appears to be the signification in which the word
occurs in Matt. ix. 16, Mark ii. 21, where TO e7ri/3Ar//xa, the patch

put on the old garment, is called TO TrAT/puj/m (although Lightfoot

interprets the word otherwise). This agrees with the use of the

verb in connexion with xpe6av
= to supply (Thucyd.). The ex

pression is then seen to be easy and natural
;
the Church as the

body of Christ is the
7rA?/pa&amp;gt;/&amp;gt;ia

or complement of Him, its Head.
&quot;He says TrArypw/ia,&quot; observes Chrysostom, &quot;just

as the head is com

pleted by the body, for the body is composed of all the parts and
has need of each one. See how he brings Him in as needing all.

For unless we be many, and one a hand, another a foot, and
another some other part, the whole body is not completed. By
all then is His body completed. Then the head is completed,
then the body becomes perfect when we are all joined and united

together.&quot; To this it is objected that it supposes that Christ without

the Church would be deficient, since TrA^pw/xa implies a previous

r;TT7/yu.a. The objection leaves the figure out of account. When
Christ is called Head, the figure implies that however complete He
is in Himself, yet as Head He is not complete without His body.
As Beza well remarks, &quot;Such is Christ s love for the Church, that

He, as it were, regards Himself as incomplete unless He has the

Church united to Him as a body
&quot;

;
to which the apostle then adds,

ToD TU TTUVTU, K.T.A., to express that Christ does not of Himself
need this complement, but that, on the contrary, all our complete
ness is from Him. There is here no inconsistency in thought,

although a superficial inconsistency in words, in fact an oxymoron.
Amongst recent expositors this view is adopted by Barry.

Oltraniare ably maintains the signification &quot;perfection&quot;
for Tr\-fipu/n.a. rb

TrX^pw/xd. TLVOS means &quot;

that by which a person or thing is
filled,&quot; and hence,

in speaking of persons, he says it signifies that by which a person is filled,

perfected. John i. 16, K TOV Tr\i)pw/j.a.Tos ai roO eXdpopev, i.e. of that with

which he is filled, an allusion to TrXijpijs xdpiros KOA. d\rj6eiay, ver. 14.

Usually it refers to qualities with which a person is filled, and which render

him perfect, from irXrjpovv, to render perfect (things),&quot; as in Phil. ii. 2,

irXrjpwffart /JLOV TT]V xa.pdv : Kph. iv. lo, iva. TrXr/pilxTr) rd irdvra. : 2 Thess. i. II,
iva. . . . 6 Gcos ij/j.2v . . .

TT\r)pii&amp;gt;ffr)
Trdaav evdo/&amp;lt;iav dyadwffvvijs. So ir\-qpova-

6ai, John iii. 29, 17 xa P&quot;* &quot;h ^^ 7rf7r\7jpwra( : xv. ii, iva ... 17 XaP& v^&v
irXrjpuBfi : 2 Cor. x. 6, lirav irXrjpuOfi vfj.^&amp;gt;v i] inraKori : cf. Eph. iii. 19, v. 18 ;

Col. i. 9. Hence
Treir\7ipu/j.ii&amp;gt;os t made complete, perfect,&quot; John xvi. 24,
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xvii. 13; Phil. i. II, TreTrX. Kapirbv diKaiocrvvr]s, &quot;perfect as regards the

fruit,&quot; etc.
,
not as in Rec. KapirCiv, &quot;filled with&quot;; Col. ii. 10, ears tv avr

ireir\7]pwfj.^voL : Apoc. iii. 2, ov yap evpr]Kd crov TO. Zpya TreTrXypw/jL^va, K.T.\.

Hence ir\r)pu/j.a,
&quot;

perfection,&quot;
*
Eph. iii. 19, iva TrXijpco^re els irav TO irX.

TOU Qeov : Col. i. 19, irav TO ir\r)pu[ji.a : ii. 9, TTO.V TO ir\. Trjs debr-rjTOS : Eph.
iv. 13, TO rX. TOV XpiffTov. Hence Oltramare renders here &quot;the perfection

(objectively,
= the perfect work) of Him who makes all

perfect.&quot;
The

difficulty in this interpretation is just in the equation
&quot;

perfection = perfect
work.&quot; This requires further justification.

We must decidedly reject the exposition which makes Tr\rjpufj.a to be in

apposition with O.VTOV. This would make iJTts effTiv TO crtS/xa atroO a useless

insertion, and worse than useless, as serving only to separate TrX. from HduKev.

Moreover, if the words were to mean &quot;even Him who is,&quot; etc., they should

come after avrbv as they stand they could only depend on ai/Tov
&quot;

gave Him to be TrX.,&quot; which does not yield a possible sense.

not passive, as Chrys. (see above) and Vulg.

(adimpletur), which would make TO. TTUJ TU Iv -rracn a solecism, but

middle. We might interpret the middle here as = &quot;for Himself,&quot;

but the instance quoted above from Xen. Hell. vi. 2. 14, shows
that the middle may be used simply in an active signification.
The participle refers not to God, as Theodoret suggests, saying TOU

ftev Xpicrrcn) o-oi/x-a, TOV Se TraTpos TrA^pw/xa, but to Christ, as the

parallelism shows as well as iv. 12, where Iva. TrXrjpwo-rj ra TTO-VTO. is

said of Christ, iv TTUO-L
&quot;

in all
&quot;

rather than &quot; with all.&quot;

II. 1-10. This exhibition of Gods power has not stopped there.

He has made us partakers of Chrisfs resurrection and exaltation,

having given us life when we were dead through our sins. Not for
any merit ofour own, but ofHis own free grace, for it was ivhen

we were dead in our sins that he thus loved us. But though our

salvation was not on account of any works of ours, it was Gods

purpose in His neiv creation of us that we should walk in the path
of holiness which He designed.

1. KCU ujj.ds from its position means &quot;and you, too.&quot; Resumed
in ver. 5, where first the verb o-we^cooTrotT/o-e is expressed. Some
commentators, indeed, have closely connected this with the pre

ceding verse, so as to make v/Aas depend on TrAT/potyxeVou. But
the relation between ve/cpou? and o-we. is decisive against this.

Lachmann, while taking i/xas to be dependent on o-we., puts only
a comma after i. 23, so as to co-ordinate KOL (o-we.) u/tas with

O.VTOV loWe. But in this case we should certainly expect r;/u.as

here, since the apostle would be passing from what God has done
with respect to Christ, to what He has done to Christians

;
cf.

i. 19, eis 7?/uas rows TTUTT. Moreover, i. 23 has the character of a

solemn close, not of a parenthetical insertion ; while the exposi
tion which begins in ii. i is too important to be regarded as a

1
Compare Plutarch, De Plac. Phil. i. 7. 9, TJTOI fi&amp;gt;t\enrev et s ev8aifj.ovl.ai&amp;gt; 7)

f7Tfir\TfipuTo ev fj.aKaptoTT]Ti, either he lacked something for happiness, or he was

complete in happiness.
&quot;



II. 1] JEWS AND GENTILES DEAD IN SIN 39

mere appendage to the foregoing. Hence, also, it is not a mere

exemplification of the general act of grace referred to in i. 23.
Rather are we to understand that the apostle, having spoken of

the exceeding power of God towards those that believe, which

might be recognised by reflection on what He had done in raising
and exalting Christ, now, applying this to his readers, reminds
them that in them also God had shown that exceeding power
(Meyer). The grammatical structure is interrupted before the

subject or the verb is expressed. It is taken up again with St in

ver. 4, where the subject is expressed, and in ver. 5 the object is

repeated, which, however, is now changed to the first person in

consequence of the *at ^p-els introduced in ver. 3.

orras keKpous TOI? irapaTrTiofAao-ic KCU TCUS dfiapriais up,aic. V/AWV
is added with s B D G, Syr. (both) Vulg., Theodoret, etc. It is

omitted by K L, most cursives, Chrys. Oec. A has lavrwv ovras v.,
&quot; dead as ye were through your trespasses and sins.&quot; Many
attempts have been made to distinguish between dp-api-tai and

Ti-apaTTTiap-ara. Tittmann, following Augustine s distinction (ad Lev.

qu. 20), supposes the former to be deliberate sins, the latter sins

of thoughtlessness. Augustine himself in the same place suggests
a different view, viz. that rr. meant &quot;

desertio boni,&quot; and d/z.. &quot;per-

petratio mali.&quot; He seems then to have been guessing. Certainly
these distinctions are both untenable. Jerome takes Trap, to refer

to the beginnings of sin in thought, d/x. to the actual deeds, which
is not admissible. Many understand dp.., which is the more

general term, as meant to include the sinful disposition, Trap, being

only concrete acts. However reasonable this may be with the

singular dp-apriu, it can hardly be maintained of the plural. Ety
mology gives no help, for TrapaTrurTw means to fall or go aside from,
to miss, e.g. TT}S oSov, Polyb. iii. 54. 5 ; TT/S dAr^etas, ib. xii. 7. 2,

also without a genitive, to err. So that etymologically Trap, is the

same as d/Aa/ma. St. Paul appears to use the words as synonymous,
see Rom. V. 20, &amp;lt;W TrAeovacrr/ TO 7rapa7rrojp.a ; ov 8t eVAeoVacrev 77

dpapria, K.r.A. Comp. also Rom. iv. 25 with i Cor. xv. 3.

NeKpou s is here taken by Meyer to mean liable to eternal death.

That vfKpoi may be used proleptically appears from Rom. viii. 10.

In that case the dative is instrumental. But this is hard to re

concile with the tense of o-we^cooTrotTjcre. And surely it is very

improbable that the apostle in speaking of the working of God s

power towards them, would mention only their future deliverance

from death, and not their actual deliverance from spiritual death.

Nor could the readers fail to think of spiritual death. This sense
is sufficiently indicated by rots Trap. K.T.A., as well as by the follow

ing verse. So Chrysostom, cts Icr^arov KUKIUS r)Xatrare (rovro yap
tori

v(Kpu&amp;gt;6?)vai). This figure of spiritual (or moral) death is fre

quent amongst the ancients. Clement of Alexandra says that iv
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TT) /3ap/3dpov cf&amp;gt;i\ocro&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;La re/cpous KaXoucrt TOUS e/&amp;lt;7reo-ovTas TWV Soy/xaroiv
Kat Ka$u7TOTaai Tas TOV vouv TOIS TrdOfcn rots i/ar^i/cot?. The Jewish
Rabbis have similar expressions. But Christianity has given a

much deeper meaning to
&quot; death

&quot;

in this connexion. We have
the same phrase in Col. ii. 13, where lv is not part of the genuine
text, and TT; aKpo/Bva-ria TT}S crap/cos V/JLWV is against the mere in

strumental sense of the dative. It expresses that in which the

death consisted.

2. ei&amp;gt; als refers to both substantives, though agreeing in gender
with the nearer. TrepiTrareu/ in this sense is a Hebraism. The

figure has disappeared, so that we are not to press the preposition
as if marking

&quot;

the walk which they trod
&quot;

;
see Rom. xiii. 1 3,

TreptTraTr/o-w/xev, ^.T) Kw//,oi9 KOI fj.e0a.is, K.T.A., and the parallel use of

7ropev(rOai, Acts ix. 31, TT. TW
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;o(3&amp;lt;a

TOU icvpiov. It is of frequent
occurrence in St. Paul and St. John, but is not found in St. James
or St. Peter, who use avaa-Tpefao-Oai (a classical word, though not

before Polybius) ;
cf. i Pet. i. 17.

Kara TOV alwa. TOU KOO-U.OU TOUTOU.
&quot; In accordance with the

course of this world.&quot; This combination of anav and KOCT/AOS creates

some difficulty. Elsewhere we have 6 atwi/ OUTO? (i Cor. i. 20,
ii. 6, iii. 18, etc.), or 6 KOO-/AOS OUTOS, i Cor. iii. 19. rj cro^ta TOV K.

TOUTOU in the latter passage being synonymous with
f) o-o^ia TOU ai.

TOUTOU in i Cor. ii. 6. But the two substantives are not syn

onymous ;
alwv means a period of time

; KoV/tos, the world existing
in that period. Thus Antoninus (ii. 12) says that all things

quickly vanish, TW
fjikv KOO-/AU) avra TO. (TOJ/ZUTU, TW 6e alwvi ai

fjivr)/J.ai

auTcov. The signification &quot;life,&quot; frequent in classical Greek, especi

ally in the tragic poets, is never found in the N.T. As a para

phrase, however,
&quot;

spirit of the age
&quot;

fairly represents the sense,

except that
&quot;age&quot;

refers to the whole period of this KOO-/XOS.

Comp. Tacitus, &quot;corrumpere et corrumpi saeculum vocatur&quot; (Germ.
i. 9). cuwv being a technical word with the Gnostics, it was to be

expected that some expositors would adopt a similar meaning here.

Accordingly, this has been done by Michaelis, who supposes the

words atojv TOU K. r. to mean &quot; the devil,&quot; with a polemic reference

to the Gnostic aeons
;
and by Baur, who regards the expression

itself as Gnostic, and equivalent to Koo-//,oKpuTtop, vi. 12, meaning
&quot;the devil.&quot; Holtzmann regards it as representing a transition

stage between Paulinism and Gnosticism. As the ordinary signifi

cation of aiwv yields a perfectly good and Pauline sense, there is

no ground for such hypotheses. If the devil were intended to be

designated here as ruler of this world, we might expect some such

expression as 6 $os TOU atwi/os TOUTOU, as in 2 Cor. iv. 4.

Kara r6f apxo^Ta rfjs ou(n as TOU aepos. Most expositors take

e. here collectively
= cu eouo-tai, understanding TOU aepos as ex

pressing the sphere of their existence. Such words as
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for crvfjL/jLa^oi,
oovXtia for SoOAoi, Trpecrfifia. for TrpeVr/Jei?, etc., ex

emplify this collective use of abstract for concrete terms. So

occasionally in English, as
&quot;

embassy,&quot;
&quot;

flight
&quot;

(of arrows). The

present case, however, is not quite parallel, since the distribution

for which e. is supposed to stand is the plural of this word itself,

viz. at lov(riai. This implies that the singular might be used of

one of the eoi&amp;gt;o-u
;

cf. Rom. xiii. 2, 3, where, however, r/ ef. does

not mean a ruling person. To use it collectively for al e . is,

therefore, very different from using 17 cru/xju.a^(
a for ol

&amp;lt;TV^/LO.\OL.

Besides, we must not assume that the word can be treated apart
from the following genitive. 6 an-^wv is defined, not by rf/s *., but

by TJJS ef. rov depos. For this reason, too, we cannot take r. e. as

a genitive of apposition =&quot; princeps potentissimus.&quot; Now, the

genitive following l^ova-ia is elsewhere either subjective, as
-fj
l.

TOV 0-arava, Acts xxvi. 1 8
;
TOV ryye/xo^o?, Lk. XX. 2O

; vfj.wv, I Cor.

viii. 9 ;
or objective, TTCIO-T/S &amp;lt;rap/&amp;lt;os, John xvii. 2

; irvev/tarcin ,
Matt.

x. i
; vfMi ,

i Cor. ix. 12. It is possible, therefore, to understand

the words as meaning
&quot; the ruler to whom belongs the power over

the region of the air
&quot;

;
but this would create a difficulty in con

nexion with TriW/AdTos. It is therefore perhaps best to take

?; ef. TOV d. as the power whose seat is in the air. Some com
mentators take

&amp;lt;IT;/&amp;gt;

here as = O-KOTOS
;
and if this were possible we

should have obvious parallels in vi. 12, Kocr/AOKpoVopas rov O-KOTOVS

TOUTOV, and Col. i. 13, rr/s eow/as TOV CT/COTOU?. But although atjp

is used in Homer and elsewhere of &quot;thick air&quot; in contrast to

aWtjf&amp;gt;,
as in Plutarch (of the first creation), ert /xev ovpavov Zupv-n-Tfr

ayf) (De esu earn. Or. I. 2), it does not appear that it can be used

simply for O-KOTOS, nor again that if so used figuratively, it could

by another figure be used of spiritual darkness. What, then, does

the expression mean ? Oecumenius view is that as the rule of

Satan is under heaven, not above, it must be either in the earth or

the air
; but, being a spirit, it must be in the air, &amp;lt;J

&amp;lt;T&amp;lt;.? yap TO??

Trvevfjiaaiv r) evaepio? 8iarpiySr/ ;
and this is adopted by Harless and

others. The air being understood to mean, not merely the region
of the atmosphere, but &quot;

all that supra-terrestrial, but sub-celestial,

region, which seems to be, if not the abode, yet the haunt of evil

spirits,&quot; Ellicott, who compares Job i. 7 LXX, e/iweptTraTTyo-av T//V

VTT ovpavov, which surely is not to be appealed to as giving any
light. Eadie ingeniously suggests that

&quot; the titjp and Kooyto?
must correspond in relation. As there is an atmosphere round
the physical globe, so air, dijp, envelops this spiritual KOO-/XO?,&quot; an

atmosphere
&quot;

in which it breathes and moves.&quot; Compare our own

phrases in which &quot;atmosphere&quot; is used figuratively, &quot;an atmo

sphere of flattery,&quot;
etc. But if such a figure were intended, some

word must be added which would indicate the figure, such as the

words &quot; breathes and moves &quot;

in Eadie s explanation. Indeed, he
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admits that it is perhaps too ingenious to be true, and falls back
on the alternative that either the apostle used current language,
which did not convey error, as Satan is called Beelzebub, without

reference to the meaning of the term &quot; Lord of
flies,&quot;

or that he
means to convey the idea of &quot; near propinquity,&quot; or alludes

to what he had more fully explained during his residence at

Ephesus. That the notion of the air being the dwelling-place of

spirits, and specially of evil spirits, was current, appears to be

beyond doubt. Thus Pythagoras held eTveu irdvTa rov depa i/a^aJi/

(Diog. L. viii. 32). Philo says, oi)s dAAot
(fnXocro&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;oL

dyyeAovs Mwcrr}? etto$ev oi/oyu.uetv ij/v^al 8 eurt Kara TOV

TreTo/zevai. In the Test. XII. Pair, it is said of 6 Seirrepos

that it has fire, snow, ice ready for the day of the Lord s

command, eV avrw etcrt TroLvra TO. Trveu/Ltara TWV
7raya&amp;gt;ya&amp;gt;v

ets

eVSiK^o-tv TMV arofjuav (Levi, #/. Fabric. Cod. Apoc. V.T. p. 547),
and in Test. Benj. p. 729, BeAidp is called TO deptov TrveC/xa.

Drusius cites from the commentary on Aboth,
&quot;

sciendum, a

terra usque ad expansum omnia plena esse turmis et praefectis et

infra plurimas essa creaturas credentes et accusantes, omnesque
stare ac volitare m acre . . . quorum alii ad bonum, alii ad
malum incitant.&quot; There is no difficulty in supposing that St.

Paul is here alluding to such current notions. Nor are we to

suppose that he is conveying any special revelation about the

matter. Harless objection, that according to the views referred

to, the air was inhabited by good spirits as well as bad, is by no
means fatal, since it is on the bad spirits that men s thoughts
would chiefly dwell, and to them would be referred evil sugges
tions and desires.

TOU irv eufiaTos is understood by some (including Riickert and
De Wette) as in apposition with TOV dp^ovTa. Winer, while

rejecting this view, admits that in this case the apostle might most

easily have wandered from the right construction, namely, on
account of the preceding genitives. It is, however, unnecessary to

suppose this, although it must be conceded that the only admis
sible alternative, viz. that TTV. depends on dp^ovTa, is more harsh

as to sense, although the harshness is lessened by the distance

from dpxovra. Adopting this, the sense is, &quot;the ruler of the

spirit,&quot;
etc. Here 7n/ei)

y

ua is not to be understood collectively,
which it cannot be : it is what in i Cor. ii. 12 is called TO Tn/eu/xa

TOV K0(rp.ov, the spiritual influence which works in the disobedient.

It seems to be a sort of explanation of the preceding cov&amp;lt;rta.

vuv. Not &quot;even now,&quot; which would require KI vw, but in

contrast to irore
,
when this spirit operated in the readers also.

eV TOIS ulols TTIS dire Seia^. A Hebrew form of expression. We
have &quot;son of misery,&quot; Prov. xxxi. 5; &quot;sons of iniquity,&quot;

2 Sam.
vii. 10

j
&quot;sons of Belial (

---^

worthlessness).&quot; Compare ch. v. 6;
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Col. iii. 6; i Thess. v. 5 (&quot;sons of
light&quot;); 2 Thess. ii. 3 (&quot;son

of perdition &quot;).
Greek authors used the expression TratSts wypa &amp;lt;/;o&amp;gt;i/

and the like, but not with abstracts. The opposite to viol air. is

TfKva
vTra.Kor]&amp;lt;&amp;gt;,

i Pet. i. 14. uTTfttlfLa is not unbelief, but disobedi

ence
; compare Rom. xi. 30, Kat vfjuls TTOTC TyTret^craTt rai &amp;lt;T.

Chrysostom very curiously says, opus on ov ftia ov&f -rvpavvi&i dAAu
TTfL&ol Trpocrayerat ; U7ra$tai&amp;gt; yap flirfv, &amp;lt;Ls aV TIS eiTrot, aTTary MU
TTfiOol TOUS TrdVras ecpeA/cerai. But on Col. iii. 6 he Says, SCIKVVS &amp;lt;m

Trupa TO
//.?) TTfujQrjvai. ev TOVTOIS eto-ir. The former remark looks

more like a rhetorical play on words than a serious comment.
3. lv ols ical ridels.

Kai r/^ei?,
&quot; we also, we too.&quot; Having

spoken specially of the Gentiles in the preceding verses, the

apostle now passes to the Jews. The Tracts is certainly no objec
tion to this.

&quot; Even amongst us (the chosen people) there was no

exception.&quot; What more natural than to say &quot;all of us also.&quot; If

Travres included both Jews and Gentiles, T/^et? would be quite

superfluous ;
and the emphatic Kat ^//eis would be unintelligible if

it included v/xets of vv. i and 2. fv ols is connected by Stier with

TrapaTj-Tco/xao-iv (which he thinks appropriate to Jews, as u/Aaprtats to

Gentiles). His reasons are, first, that as viol
r&amp;gt;}s

UTT. are the

heathen, not all the unbelieving, it would not be suitable to reckon

the Jews amongst them
; secondly, that the harshness of supposing

that ev just now used with cvepyowros is immediately used with the

same object in a different signification ;
and thirdly, that the

parallelism of 2 and 3 compels us to take eV at? and tv ots as

parallel. With the reading V/JLWV adopted above in ver. i it is

impossible thus to separate Trap, from dp. It might more plausibly
be maintained that ols refers to both substantives, the feminine

having been adopted only because d/x. was the nearest substantive,
and the neuter being used where that reason does not exist. But
we cannot well avoid referring the relative to the nearest ante

cedent when that gives a suitable sense, and the change of verb

from Trf.pLTrarf.lv to wao-Tpe^eo-^ai, which is more suitable if of? be

persons, is in favour of this; &quot;amongst whom we also,&quot; belonging
to the same class of the disobedient.

avearpa4&amp;gt;T]^i
.

&quot;

Versabamur,&quot; &quot;lived our
life&quot;; &quot;speciosius

quam ambulare,&quot; Bengel, but rather perhaps adopted because

TTepi7Ta.Tf.lv lv TOIS niois could not be said.

eV TCUS e-m6ufjucus TTJS crapes. crap, though primarily signifying
the matter of the body, and hence the appetites arising from the

body, is not to be limited to these, but includes the whole of the

lower or psychical nature. In Rom. vii. it appears in the natural

man as opposed to vovs or eyw in the higher sense
;

in Rom. viii.

in the regenerate it is opposed to Tri/ew/xa. Amongst the works of

o-upf are
&quot;strifes,&quot; etc., Gal. v. 19, 22. Compare Col. ii. 18,

&quot;

puffed up by the vovs of his
o-ap.&quot;

The eVifliyuai of the flesh
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are therefore not merely the bodily appetites, but in general what

Butler calls
&quot;

particular propensions.&quot; So here it includes oa&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

proper and Stui/oiat.

TToioun-es TO. 0e\T)(jLaTa, K.T.\., expresses the result in act of the

eirtOvfiiai ;
there is no tautology. Atavotai is not found elsewhere

with a bad signification. In classical authors Siai/ota means the

understanding, or a thought or purpose. In Aristotle virtue is

TT/joatpecris /aera Xoyov /cat Siai tnas. The plural also is used by
Plutarch in a good sense. In the N.T. it occurs frequently in a

good sense, i Pet. i. 13, &quot;girding up the loins of your 8.&quot;
;

2 Pet.

iii. i, &quot;I stir up your pure 8.&quot;;
i John v. 20, &quot;hath given us a

8.&quot;;
cf. also ch. i. 18. Harless conjectures that the plural here

is used in the sense common in Greek writers, viz. purpose, the

plural suggesting vacillation
;
and he compares the use of cro^tai in

Aristoph. Ran., and &quot;

sapientiae
&quot;

in Cic. Tnsc. iii. 1 8. But this is

too refined. It deserves notice that in ch. iv. 18 and Col. i. 20,

St. Paul speaks of his readers having been &quot; darkened in their

Siai
oia,&quot;

and &quot;enemies in their 8.&quot; Here, while by no means

admitting a hendiadys,
&quot;

cogitationes carnales,&quot; we must at least

allow that 8tavotwc acquires its bad significance from the preceding

CTH./JKOS, so that it nearly =
&quot; the cmp and its Siavoiat.&quot;

KOU T]jj.e0a reKca
&amp;lt;^uo-ei opy-r^s. This order, which is that of

the Text. Rec., is established by X B K etc., Chrys. Lachmann

adopted &amp;lt;vcret TCKVO, with A U G L P, Vulg. Syr-Harcl.
The change from the participle to the finite verb need occasion

no difficulty ;
it is, in fact, required by the sense. Had orre? been

written it would be co-ordinate with Trotoui/re? and subordinate to

avf(Trpd&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;-&amp;gt;i/j.ev,
and explanatory of it,

&quot;

doing the desires . . . and

being the children ...&quot; Whatever view is taken of the latter

clause, these two are not co-ordinate. Not merely, therefore, for

emphasis, but because the latter is a distinct predication, co-ordinate

with Zv ots aveorp., or, more exactly, expressing a consequence of

that, the verb is in the indicative, &quot;and so we were.&quot;

reWa opyTJs is understood by many as = actual objects of God s

wrath, TfKva being used as suitable to Israel, and then by a sort of

irony is added, not &quot;of Abraham&quot; or &quot;of God,&quot; but
&quot;by

nature

of wrath.&quot; There could he no objection to such an interpretation
if it corresponded with the context

;
but here, if the actual wrath of

God were intended, we should expect it to be defined by eov or

the article, or otherwise. But how strange, if not impossible, would
be the expression

&quot; children of God s wrath &quot;

;
and especially so

here, where in the same breath they are described as at the same
time objects of God s love, without anything to soften the apparent

opposition ! Nor can it be said that this is at all implied in the

word Te/vi/a. On the contrary, we have several instances in the

Old Testament in which &quot;son of&quot; followed by a word denoting
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punishment cannot reasonably be given any other meaning than

either &quot;worthy of,&quot;
or &quot;in danger of.&quot; Thus Deut. xxv. 2, &quot;If

the wicked man be a son of stripes, the judge shall . . . cause him
to be beaten before his face,&quot; etc.; rightly rendered in the Sept. ear

dfios 17 7rA7;ywi . i Sam. xxvi. 1 6 (David to Abner), &quot;Ye are sons

of death, because ye have not kept watch over your lord.&quot; 2 Sam.
xii. 5 (David to Nathan), &quot;The man that hath done this is a son of

death.&quot; In these two passages the RV. has correctly &quot;worthy to

die,&quot;
and in the former no other interpretation is possible. In

r Sam. xx. 31, RV. has in the text (with AV.) &quot;shall surely die,&quot;

but in the margin &quot;is worthy to die.&quot; In Ps. Ixxix. ii and cii. 20,
&quot; sons of death

&quot;

are
&quot; those who are in danger of death.&quot;

These instances, together with the indefiniteness oLepy^?, justify
us in understanding the words to/ mean &quot;

objects, i.e. fit objects of

wrath,&quot; &quot;deserving of wrath.&quot; /And so they are interpreted by
Chrysostom,

&quot; We have -provoked God to wrath, Tourecmi
,

opy?/ jjp.f.v
KCU ovSei/ eYepov

&quot;

(explaining that he who is ai
Op(!&amp;gt;Trov

TtKi ov is avOpwiros).
&quot;

Trai Tts eVpdrTO/xev ata
opyr^s.&quot; Similarly

Oecumenius,
&quot; As those who do things worthy of perdition or of

hell are called reV-ra aTrwA.tiW KCU yeeVyi;? {e.g. 2 Thess. ii. 3 ;

Matt, xxiii. 15] OUTO&amp;gt; KCH rtwa opyr}? 01 ata
opyrjs.&quot;

Why is &amp;lt;u crei inserted ? This question does not seem hard to

answer. It must first be remarked that &amp;lt;ro-is is opposed some
times to vo/Aos, sometimes to $ecris, dvay/o/, etc., but does not

necessarily mean
&quot;by

birth.&quot; Rom. ii. 14, the Gentiles do
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;uo-et

TU TO? i oyu.ou ;
i Cor. xi. 14, rj (j&amp;gt;vcri&amp;lt;;

teaches that if a man have long
hair it is a shame. Josephus says of David that he was &amp;lt;vo-et

&LKO.LOS KOL $oo-/3T/s (Ant. vii.
&quot;j

. i
), and of the Pharisees

&amp;lt;jtaVei

7rtei/cws I^ODcrtv (xiii. IO. 6). Wr

e have &amp;lt;u&amp;lt;Ti

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;&amp;lt;Aoyeo)pyoTaTOS
in

Xen. Occ. xx. 25. Compare also Philo, De Conf, Ling. p. 327 E,
dAA oi /cjlvTiAoyt/coi yeyoVao-iv ocroi TT^S 7TtcTT^/x7js KOI dptTT/s ^TyXov

to-^ov. ^Tt is, in fact, used like our word
&quot;4jaturall&amp;gt; .y

Here the

opposition suggested might be to x (Vtrt
&amp;gt;

DU t: as the Jews are in

question, it is more probably to 6eVei, their covenant position as

the people of God, by which they were holy branches of a holy
root, to whom belonged the vio&e&amp;lt;ria. (Rom. xi. 16, 21). &quot;We

Jews, too, just as the heathen, were, apart from the covenant,

From the time of Augustine these words have been supposed by many to

contain a direct assertion of original sin. Thus Calvin,
&quot;

Patilus nos cum
peccato gigni testatur, quemadmodum serpentes suum venenum ex utero
afferunt.

&quot;

Hut, first, this gives a very great emphasis to
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;vcrei,

which its position
forbids. Secondly, it supposes /cai ijfj.e6a. to refer to, or at least include, a
time prior to 4v ols di&amp;gt;.

,
which seems not possible. Thirdly, it does not

harmonise with the context. That treats of actual sin (including, of course,

character), and the immediate context of the Jews only. It would be natural
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and intelligible that this description should be followed by mention of the

wrath thereby incurred ; it would also be intelligible, though less natural,
that it should be followed by a statement that in addition to this we inherited

a sinful and guilty nature. The interpretation in question supposes that

neither of these is mentioned ; the wrath incurred by actual sin is omitted,
while that incurred by birth sin is mentioned without mention of its cause,
which is left to be inferred. And fourthly, even this is stated expressly only
of the Jews ; it is assumed as self-evident of the Gentiles, ol \onrol. The
reader has to fill up the sentence somewhat in this way, &quot;We fulfilled the

desires of the flesh [and thus became objects of God s wrath ; and, in

addition to this, we were even before committing any actual sin inheritors of a

sinful nature, and so] already by nature objects of His wrath.&quot;

It is true, indeed, that men are born with a sinful and corrupt nature ; but

to say this is not to say that the infant who has committed no actual sin is an
actual object of God s wrath ; still less does it prove that the apostle s words
here imply it. Chrysostom has no trace of such an interpretation ; in fact he

seems even to regard these words as guarding against a similar interpretation
of deXri/jiaTa. &amp;lt;ra/&amp;gt;/o6s.

&quot; That is [he says], ov8evirvevfjLa.Ti.Kbv tppovovvres. But
that he may not be suspected of saying this in disparagement of the flesh,

and lest one should think the offence not great, see how he guards himself.

Fulfilling the desires, etc.; he (the apostle) says, we provoked God&quot;; adding
what has been quoted above. Jerome gives as alternatives, Vel propter

corpus humilitatis corpusque mortis et quod ab adolescentia mens hominum

apposita sit ad malum.&quot; &quot;Vel quod ex eo -tempore quo possumus habere

notitiam Dei, et ad pubertatem venimus, omnes aut opere aut lingua aut

cogitatione peccemus.&quot; He mentions some who took tpvcrei here to mean

prorsus
&quot;

; cf. a\rj9ws or yvya-ius, Oecum. ; but the word never has this

meaning.

ol Xonroi, the heathen, cf. i Thess. iv. 13.

4. 6 8e 0e6s resumes from ver. i after the interruption, and now
with the subject ;

ovv is more usual in such a resumption ;
but

Se is more suitable here, on account of the contrast of what is

now to be said with what precedes. Jerome s comment is charac

teristic,
&quot;

Conjunctionem causalem in eo loco in quo ait : Deus
autem etc. arbitramur aut ab indoctis scriptoribus additum et

vitium inolevisse paulatim, aut ab ipso Paulo, qui erat imperitus
sermone et non scientia, superflue usurpatum.&quot; Erasmus remark

is more correct,
&quot;

Hyperbati longioris ambitum ipse correxit

Apostolus.&quot;

-n-Xouo-ios w^ Iv eXeei,
&quot;

being as He is
&quot;

(the participle assigning
the reason), not simply eAer///.wi ,

but &quot;rich in mercy&quot; (Chrys.).

Compare Rom. ix. 23, &quot;make known the riches of His glory on

O-KCW/ eAeoug.&quot; In classical writers TrAovcnos is construed with

a genitive of the thing, but in the N.T. with eV, see Jas. ii. 5, iv

Trio-ret
;
and similarly the verbs TrAovreu/, 7rAoi&amp;gt;Tiecr(9at (i Cor. i. 5).

Compare the correspondence of eAeos and a-TretOeta in Rom. xi. 31.

ayd-n-rj is not a particular form of eAeos, but is the cause from

which, or by reason of which, eAeos was exercised.

Sid TT]C TT-O\XT)I/ dyciTrrn , &quot;propter,&quot; Vulg. &quot;for His great love
&quot;

;

cf. Philem. 8, &quot;for love s sake.&quot; rfv, cognate accusative, a very
common usage, both in classical and N.T. Greek. Here the
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addition rjv rjy. ^a?, being not necessary to the sense, gives

great emphasis to the expression of the Divine love. Nor is

HVTOV to be neglected,
&quot; His love

&quot;

marking more distinctly that

it is from Him alone and His attitude of love that this mercy
proceeds.

Tjfxds now includes both the v/xets of ver. i and the r^u-as of ver. 3,

and includes therefore both Jews and Gentiles.

5. KCU ota-cis rjfAas keicpous. The KCU does not signify &quot;us also

altogether,&quot; which is forbidden by the position of T//XU? (not /cat

r/^as), and for the same reason it does not resume the KCU of ver. i.

It is best taken as
&quot;

Even,&quot;
&quot; Even when we were dead,&quot; etc.

It is objected, indeed, that it is only the dead who can be

&quot;brought to
life,&quot;

and for this reason Meyer takes KCU as the

copula, &quot;on account of His great love, and when we were dead&quot;;

but these two ideas are not co-ordinate. Soden, for the same

reason, joins the words with the preceding,
&quot; loved us even when,&quot;

etc. This, no doubt, gives a good sense, although the antithesis

between &quot;loved &quot;and &quot;when dead&quot; is not very natural, whereas

that between ve*pous and e^woTroo/o-e is striking. Besides, the

proposed construction would require 7//xas to be expressed with

avve. not with oVras, since rjydirrja-fv already has its object ex

pressed. But the objection is hypercritical. The answer to it is,

not that VIK. is qualified by rots irapairT. which has no emphasis,
nor that o-we. is defined by lv Xpia-rw. The true answer is

found in the position of the verb.
&quot; Gave life even to the dead &quot;

would not be a natural mode of expression, but &quot; Even the dead
He restored to life

&quot;

is perfectly natural. The KUI (Was, K.T.A.,

attracts the reader s attention to some striking instance of God s

love about to be mentioned. Comp. Col. ii. 13, where the

connexion is unambiguous. Indeed, it is not quite true that

wo7roieiV can be only of the dead. See John vi. 63 compared
with ver. 54 ;

also i Cor. xv. 36 ;
2 Cor. iii. 6.

rots TrapaTrroifAciaiy
= our trespasses, the trespasses already men

tioned in ver. i.

TU&amp;gt; XptOTW.

B adds lv after the verb with 17 Arm. and some other authorities, a

reading admitted to the margin by Westcott and Hort, and in brackets by
Lachmann. It might, with equal ease, be omitted or inserted accidentally.
There could be no reason for intentional omission, but it might be added

intentionally from the construction being mistaken. It is observable that

B, Arm. also insert iv after veKpois, if, indeed, a version can be safely cited

in such a case. Internal evidence is against t&amp;gt;,

as we get a better sense by
taking X/n&amp;lt;rr

as dependent on aw.

Meyer, having understood venous to refer to future eternal

death, of course understands o-we. as referring to the eternal life

which begins with the resurrection. This view he regards as alone
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consistent with the context in which the translation into heaven is

expressed, and again in ver. 7 the times after the Parousia are

referred to. His view then is, that God has made believers alive

with Christ
;
that is, that by virtue of the dynamic connexion of

Christ with His believers as the Head wilh&quot;Tts~~body, tHelF re

vivification is objectively included in His
;

&quot;

quum autem fides

suscipitur ea omnia a Deo applicantur homini et ab homine rata

habentur,&quot; Bengal. The apostle therefore views this as having

already taken place, although the subjective individual participa
tion remains future, and he might have used the future as in

i Cor. xv. 22. The peculiar use of the aorist here he refers to

the principle thus stated by Fritzsche (on Rom. viii. 30, ii. p. 206),
&quot; Ponitur Aoristus de re, quae, quamvis futura sit, tamen pro

peracta recte censeatur, quum vel alia re jam facta contineatur,
ut h. 1., vel a conditione suspensa cogitetur, quam jam obtinuisse

finxeris, v. Horn. //. iv. 161
; John xv. 6.&quot; This usage was first ex

plained by Hermann,
&quot; De emend, ratione graecae gr.&quot; pp. 190 ff.,

but, as stated by him, does not apply here.

Of the two passages to which Fritzsche after Hermann refers,

that from Homer is, says Hermann, the only instance known to

me in which it may be reasonably questioned whether the aorist

has not the signification of the future, viz. Horn. //. iv. 160-162.

It is as follows :

enrep yap re Kal O.VTIK OXvuTrios OVK ereXeotrev,

CK re Kal ov^e reAet, crvv re yueyaXa) aTreVicrav,

/cc^aA-Tjcri yvvai^L Tf. Kai Te/ceecrcriv.

Here the poet throws himself forward into the time of the verb

reAei, and sees the instantaneous carrying out of this vindication

of oaths
;

as if he said,
&quot;

And, lo ! at once they have paid the

penalty.&quot;

&quot; Rem futuram non ut futuram sed ut praeteritam
narrat : nimirum post quam Troianos punierit luppiter turn illi

poenas dederunt &quot;

(Hermann). The other example is from John
XV. 6, lav

/J.TJ
TIC

fj-ftrrj tv e/W, Ifi^r/Or} ew ws TO K\r//j.a, Kal f^rj/idvOr).

Here also a condition is expressed from which the consequence
necessarily follows. Similarly Epictetus, cap. 59, av vTrep 8vvap.iv

TI TrpoVojTrov, Kal Iv Toirro&amp;gt;
rj&amp;lt;T^r]fJioyr]cra&amp;lt;;)

Kal o rj&m acro

t, TrapeXtTres (see Jelf, 403). In the present passage, if

&amp;lt;rwe. is referred to the future, there is no resemblance to these

instances. We have already seen, however, that ve/cpovs includes

present spiritual death, and that indeed as its primary notion,

although it cannot be limited to that, since the consequence,
natural and eternal death, is necessarily suggested with it. Accord

ingly, the vivification, though primarily spiritual, includes in it our

share in the resurrection and exaltation of Christ. In i. 20, 21

the writer has pointed to the resurrection and exaltation of Christ
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as an exhibition of Divine power ;
here he declares that by virtue

of our union with Him as of members with the head, v\e participate
in the same. &quot;

Quamvis salus nostra in spe sit adhuc abscondita

quantum ad nos special : in Christo nihilominus beatam im-

mortalitatem possidemus,&quot; Calvin. Col. ii. 13 is closely parallel.

The fact that baptism is there referred to as the means by which

the individual entered subjectively into fellowship with Christ, and
is not mentioned here, does not justify the adoption of a different

meaning for o-we. here, such as that of Harless, whose view is

that the risen life and glorification of Christ are here spoken of as

ours, because they are the glory of &quot; our &quot; Redeemer.

Chrysostom s comment is : ei
T/ aVap^r/ (,fj,

KOI r//xis e
&amp;lt;oo7roiV/o-

KaKfivov KO.I ?}p,as, to which Theophylact adds : tKtlvov evepyeta,

r;/xas 8wa/u,i i w, fJ.T oAiyoy Se /cat eVepyeia. aw- clearly
&quot; with

Christ,&quot; Col. ii. 13.

Xapiri core aeo-wajjieVoi.
&quot;

It is by grace that ye have been

saved,&quot; a lively parenthetical reminder suggested by the preced

ing words, and vindicating the expression &quot;vivified when dead.&quot;

Being dead, ye could do nothing of yourselves, so that it must
needs be all by grace, i.e. simply by God s free gift. We are so

accustomed to use &quot;

grace
&quot;

in a technical theological sense, that

we are prone to think of that sense where it does not really come
in. This technical sense of &quot;

grace
&quot;

as something conferred is

not in question here, and any reference to the distinction between

prevenient and co-operating grace, etc., is out of place. The
word is used just as in royal letters the words

&quot;by
our special

grace and mere motion.&quot;

D G, Vulg. al. prefix oC (D oO TTJ) t

The perfect la-re crecrwo-^tVot here is in striking contrast with

the aorist Ia-w0r]fj.fv in Rom. viii. 24, rrj yap eATrtSi la: But the

perfect is as suitable here as it would have been unsuitable there,

where it would contradict eATrt Si. Then, what was to be said had
reference to the definite moment of the readers introduction into

the Christian Church, and the point was that the o-wrr/pta obtained
at that definite moment was in part a matter of hope. Here it is

not a past moment that is in question, as if x^/315 was over ar&amp;gt;d done

with, but the readers present condition as the continuing result of

their conversion. In one sense their wrr/pia was complete, viz.

regarded with respect to that from which they were delivered
;

in another incomplete, viz. with respect to that which was
reserved for them. So to persons rescued from a wreck, but not

yet arrived in port, we might say either la-wdrjre or trecrwcr/xeVot eVre.

6. crunfyeipe is nearly synonymous with crwc^woTroi^o-f, but sug
gests more distinctly physical resurrection. In Col. iii. i, as here,
the lyfpBfjvai a-vv Xpio-rw is treated as past, and is made the motive

4
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for seeking those things which are above, &quot;... for ye died, and

your life is hid with Christ in God.&quot; The present passage ex

presses this more vividly and strikingly, crwtKtiOia-tv ev rot? eVov-

paviots.
&quot; Non dicit in dextra

;
Christo sua manet excellentia,&quot;

Bengel (and so Estius less tersely). eV rots ETT. denotes the true or

ideal locality of the Church as the &quot;kingdom of heaven.&quot; Comp.
Heb. xii. 22, TrpofreA^Av^are . . . TrdAci eou ^WVTOS, lepowaAr///,

ev XpioTw after &amp;lt;rvv- has caused some perplexity, and led some
commentators to understand the vw- in ver. 6 (not in ver. 5) as

joining i^eis and 17/^61? together. But it seems better to under
stand eV X. as completing and defining with more precision what was
intended by o-vv, for it is not simply together with Christ that this

vivification and exaltation takes place, but also in Him, by virtue

of union with Him as the Head.
7. Iva. eVSei^TjTcu. The middle does not mean &quot;for His own

glory,&quot;
nor does the language of the verse suggest the idea of

showing as a sample or specimen. The verb seldom occurs in

the active voice except as a legal expression, never in N.T. The
middle involves no more than is already contained in avrov, as the

instances show: Rom. ii. 15, &quot;show the work of the law written

in their hearts&quot;; 2 Cor. viii. 24, &quot;showing the erSei^is of your
love and of our boasting&quot; ;

2 Tim. iv. 14,
&quot; Alexander the copper

smith 77-oAAa fjLM KO.KO. ej eSa ^uTo.&quot; See also Tit. ii. 10, iii. 2
;
Heb.

vi. 10, ii. These instances also show that the word means, not
&quot; make known,&quot; but &quot;

exhibit in fact or act.&quot;

iv TOLS aiwcn TOIS eirepxofJieVois.
&quot; In the coming ages.&quot;

It

seems more suitable to the context, as well as to the use of

parallel expressions, to understand this of the future life, 6 alwv

6 /xeAAwv, in which the state described in the preceding words will

be actually realised and made manifest. The present participle is

not against this, for in Mark x. 30 we have 6 alwv 6 e/^o/xevos in this

sense. The plural may at first sight seem against it, but is not

really so
;

it only indicates that the apostle viewed the future age
as involving stages of development in which the exceeding riches

of God s grace will be more and more clearly manifested, and that

becomes actual, the knowledge of which is mentioned as the

object of desire in i. 18. Compare the frequent expression et? TOV?

atwca? TUIV atwvwv, also Jude 25, ets Trayras rows atwvas
;
and the

remarkable expression, i Tim. i. 17, TW
/3ao-&amp;lt;Aet

TWV alwrwv. These
au3/es may be regarded as constituting a whole in contrast to the

present life, and so be named in the singular 6 al. 6 /AfXAwr.
TO uirepj3d\\ov irXouros TTJS x^P lT S &amp;lt;XUTOU. The neuter TrAoCros

is best supported here. In modern Greek the word is indifferently
masculine or neuter.

e
4&amp;gt; Tjp.as. These words are to be so connected,
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not v7rep/3dAAov &amp;lt; T^p-as. To exhibit x VHS m x/ 7
?

&quot;

7
&quot;

7
?
5 would be

tautological. Nor is the absence of the article any objection, for

Xpr](TTOTr]s implies, not merely an inherent quality, but one which

involves in its idea exercise towards another, so that it requires
to be completely defined by the expression of this object.

eV XpurTui ITJO-OU. The ground of this kindness shown towards

us is in Christ, not in us. As Calvin remarks,
&quot; Notanda repetitio

nominis Christi quia nihil gratiae neque amoris a Deo sperari

vult, nisi ipso intercedente.&quot;

8. TTJ yap x^P tTl
5
K -T-^- How justly I say

&quot;

the exceeding riches

of His
grace,&quot; for, etc. The apostle now speaks in more detail

about the truth of which his mind was so full.
x&amp;lt;*P
m nas tne

article, because it is the grace already mentioned.

Sia iriffTfws without the article, X A B D* G P 17, Chrys. Rec. has the

article, with Dc K L and most cursives.

This is the subjective condition, the &quot;causa apprehendens,&quot; the necessary
medium on the side of man, &quot;the living capacity for receiving the powers of

the higher world,&quot; Olshausen. The whole emphasis is on rrj xdptri. The
article before Trtcrrews would imply that its possession was presupposed :

&quot;your
faith.&quot;

KCU TOUTO,
&quot; and that

&quot;

(for which Kal TO.VTO. is more frequent in

classical writers), is referred by the Fathers, Chrysostom, Theodoret,
and Jerome, to &quot;faith.&quot; Thus Chrysostom says: ovSe

77 TTIO-TIS e

TJfjiwr, el yap OVK rjXOev, et yap /AT)
eVaAeo

e, TTWS rjovvdfjifda Tricrrevfrai ;

TTOJS yap, &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;7^(rt,

TTto Tevo ovcn.v lav
fj/rj

(iKOvcrcocriv. He proceeds to

interpret the words eov TO Swpov as applying, not to faith, but to

the grant of salvation on condition of faith, eVe! TTWS o-u&amp;gt;et T/ TTIO-TIS,

etTTC
fjioi,

avev Ipyco^ ; TOVTO avro eov Swpov ICTTLV. This is not

very different from what Theophylact says : ou TT)V TTLCTTLV Xeyet

Swpov eov, ciXXa. TO 8ta TrtarTCws cr&amp;lt;a6f)vai,
TOVTO SwpoV CO-TI 6eov.

Modern commentators (Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, etc.) who have

adopted the view that TOVTO refers to TTIO-TIS, understand the mean

ing to be that the power or exercise of faith (faith subjectively

considered) is the gift of God (as Phil. i. 29), in which case Kal

TOVTO to
8&amp;lt;jjpov

must be parenthetical, since to say that faith is not

Ipywv would be trivial in the extreme.

The gender of TOUTO is not fatal to the reference to TTIO-TI?, but

to separate ef v/u.wi/ in this way from e Ipywi/ does violence to the

connexion. The latter is a nearer definition of the former.

Recent commentators refer /ecu TOVTO to o-eo-cocr/jicVoi eo-Te, or, better,

to the whole clause
;
for after xaP LT &amp;lt;- had been expressed with o-eo-.,

the emphatic Kal TOVTO would be out of place. In fact, the apostle

emphasises and defines T$ x- more closely by denying the

opposites ; first, of the objective source x^Pts by OVK e V/AWV ; and,

secondly, of the subjective element by OVK e epywv (Meyer).
06oG TO

8d&amp;gt;poy.
God s is the gift

= eov Swpov TO owpov eori,
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v being placed first for the sake of the emphatic contrast with

9. OUK c Ipywc. He does not say epywv vopov, because not writ

ing to Jewish believers. De Wette (who does not accept the Pauline

authorship) thinks the opposition in OVK e epywv has no meaning,
since the writer is not thinking of Jews, and heathen believers did

not need to be warned against taking pride in the righteousness of

works, especially after what had preceded in w. i and 5. But the

OVK &amp;lt; Ipywv was such an essential principle of St. Paul s teaching
that no doubt he must have often repeated it amongst both Jews and
Gentiles

;
nor is there any force in the reference to the past condition

of the readers. Might not Gentile converts be tempted to regard
their salvation as secured by their new holiness of life ? and not

the less because their former sins were when they were in darkness.

Iva
p-?i TIS KauxrjcrrjTai. Some commentators insist on giving

&amp;lt;W its full final force,
&quot;

in order that
&quot;

;
so that to prevent boasting

was God s purpose, or one of His purposes, in appointing that men
should not be justified by works. Are we then to say that, in

order that men should not boast, He has refused to allow salvation

or justification by works ? Nay ;
but no man can be justified by

his works, and &quot;when they have been betrayed by these,&quot; God
appointed that He should save them ^apm 8ca TRO-TCWS. So
in substance Chrysostom and Theophylact, whose words are : TO

yap Iva OVK amoA-oyiKov eari, dAA. e/c rrys a.7ro/:?acre(o? TOV Trpay/xaros.

Yet the clause is not to be reduced to a mere statement of result,

since it is a result inseparable from God s purpose. Stier suggests
that tva, K.T.A., may be viewed as the expression of the writer s

purpose :

&quot; This I say in order that,&quot;
etc. This cannot fairly be

called unnatural, but it would require the verb to be present.
10. aurou yap ecrjjt.ei iroiT]p.a KTiaSeWes ec Xpicrra! em epyois dyaOoIs.

Proof of the foregoing clauses from OVK e V/JLWV, not of Iva ns . . .

only, which is only a secondary thought. If we are God s work

manship, our salvation is not our own work, but the gift of God
;

and if we are created in Christ for good works, there could be no
works preceding this creation from which any merit could arise.

The argument turns on avrov, which is emphatic,
&quot; His workman

ship we
are,&quot;

and on Kxto-^eVres
;
and the following words still more

distinctly express the impossibility of any merit preceding this

KTICTIS.

TT-oiTjfjia,
found again only Rom. i. 20 of the works of creation.

Here, too, it is referred by Tert. Greg. Naz. and Basil to physical
creation. This is refuted by the nearer definition given in

KTto-fleVres, K.T.X. Pelagius includes both the physical and the

spiritual,
&quot;

quod vivimus, quod spiramus, quod intelligimus, quod
credere possumus, ipsius est, quia ipse conditor nostri est.&quot; The
word can hardly of itself be used simply of the new or spiritual
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creation
;

it may perhaps be chosen to suggest strongly the analogy
of this to the first creation, the nature of this Troirjfia being left to

be denned by the following words. Perhaps we may better say
that the apostle s mind was so full of the idea of the &quot;new man,&quot;

that he writes as if this new creation might be regarded as the

first
&quot;

making
&quot;

of us.

KTio-6e cres.
&quot; Created

&quot;

;
for if anyone is in Christ, he is KCUVT)

KTIO-IS, 2 Cor. v. 17; compare also Gal. vi. 15. KTI&LV is appro

priately used of the Kau/o? avOpwiros, the coming into being of

which is called TraAtyyeveo-ta, Tit. iii. 5. We are not, then, to

weaken it into &quot;efficere.&quot;

eV Xpioru I. Cf. ver. 15 and 2 Cor. v. 17, above. lv expresses
the fellowship in which that new creation takes place.

em Ipyois dyaOois. eVt, with the dative, is used to express the

condition upon which a thing happens or is done
;
for instance,

the conditions of a treaty eV urois, eVi iraa-i SIKCUOI?, CTJ-I pr/Tois, eV

apyvpiw, eVt rrj rov dv8po? ij/vxf) (Plato, Rep. ix. p. 590 A) ;
8avfieiv

7Ti viroO^K-r] (Dem. p. 908, 21). Hence the expression &amp;lt; wre.

Many, if not most, of the instances adduced in support of the
_

meaning,
&quot; with a view to such and such an end,&quot; are better

explained by this usage, e.g. Swpw ITTI /xeyaAw in Horn. //. x. 304,
T/S iv

/J.OL
roSe Ipyov vTroo&quot;^(&amp;gt;fJ.fi

o&amp;lt;; reXecreiev Sojpcp
tiri

/z,., certainly not

&quot;with a view
to,&quot;

but &quot;on the terms of receiving&quot;; //. ix. 482,

fiovvov, rrjXvyfTov, TroAAouriv CTTI KreartcrCTiv
\
and V.

I54&amp;gt;
&quot;he begat

no other son,&quot;
evl KTeareo-on AiTreV^at, the possessions being an

accompanying condition of the sonship. So also in such phrases
as tVi evm Se^ecr^at or /caAetv

; ^xicrKOVTes CTT eAev^epta Trpoccrravai
TOJV EAA^vwv (Dem. p. 66l, 16); CTT fXevOepLa (TIVO? Ka.ra.riOf.vai

Xpjjp.ara) (il&amp;gt;. p. 1355, 1 8). KCU
l(f&amp;gt;

w ev KoptV^w fj.rj Ipyd^fa-Oai.
Where the condition is (as in the last instance, not in that preced

ing) that something be granted, the meaning amounts to the same
as &quot; with a view to

&quot;

;
but this does not seem to be contained in the

preposition. Indeed, the following words, KOL Ifi w, K.T.A., appear
to decide the signification of em here.

Similarly in Gal. v. 13, eV IXevOepia tVAi^fyre means, not

that freedom was the end or object, but the condition of their

calling, the terms on which they were called, viz. so as to be free.

Again, 1 Thess. iv. 7, ou yap eVaAeo-ei T;/xas 6 eos eVi aKaOapcria.
Not on such terms were we called, not so that we should be

impure. In the following words, dAAa eV aytacr/Aa), eV appears to

be preferred, because dytuo-/x,ds did not express any outward con
dition. 2 Tim. ii. 14, ITTL Karao-rpoc^rj TCUV aKovorruiv &quot;with a view

to,&quot;
would be clearly out of place :

&quot;

to the subverting&quot; gives the

sense correctly. It is the inevitable concomitant. Here epya

dya9ti are not the object of the new creation, but are involved in

it as an inseparable condition.
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ols TrpoTjToifiaorev 6 60S i^o, ec auTOis TrepuraTTJcrcojJieK. The
construction here is much disputed. The most obvious explana
tion is that ots is in the dative by attraction,

&quot; which God before

prepared.&quot; Then we ask in what sense can works be said to have

been prepared, since they have no existence previous to their being
done. An easy answer appears to be, that they are appointed,
and so, though not realised in fact, are realised in the divine

thought or purpose. This is the view taken after Augustine by
Harless, who thinks this the only possible sense here, since the

apostle expressly adds that the actual realisation is expected from

the believers. Thus St. Paul uses TrpoeToi/xa^ttv here of things, in

the same sense as he had used Trpoopc^etv in i. u of persons. I)e

Wette and Braune, etc., agree. The difficulty in this view is that

fTOL/j.deiv is not = opt^civ.
&quot; Aliud est &mm,parare troi/xa^eiv, aliud

definire 6pie&amp;lt;.v&quot; (Fritzsche, Rom. iii. 339). The instance which

Harless cites from Matt. xxv. 34,
&quot; the kingdom prepared,&quot; is not

parallel, nor Gen. xxiv. 14.

For this reason Ellicott, Eadie, Meyer, etc., reject this view,
but fail to give a satisfactory interpretation.

&quot; God (says Ellicott)
made ready for us, prearranged, prepared a sphere of moral action,

or (to use the simile of Chrys.) a road, with the intent that we
should walk in it and not leave it : this sphere, this road, was

Ipya ayaOd.&quot; Similarly Eadie, who suggests that 7rpoopieiv marks
the destination, TrpocTot/u.. the means :

&quot;

they have been prescribed,

denned, adapted to
us,&quot;

&quot;

by prearranging the works in their

sphere, character, and suitability, and also by preordaining the

law which commands, the inducement or appliances which impel,
and the creation in Christ which qualifies and empowers us,&quot;

etc.

But he does not explain how things non-existent can be arranged

except by ordaining. These interpretations do not essentially
differ from the first.

The similes of a sphere or a road (used by Chrysostom for

homiletical purposes) are inappropriate. A road exists objectively
before one walks in it. A truer simile would be a path through
the seas. Perhaps we might say that the word -n-poer. is chosen, not

as being logically accurate, but in order to express in the most

striking manner the truth that the good works do not proceed
from ourselves

; they are, as it were, received from the Creator as

out of a treasure, which is thus figuratively conceived as being

prepared before. But this hardly meets the difficulty. Olshausen

understands that the circumstances and conditions under which it

becomes possible to do good works are ordered by God, Trpoer.

differing from 7rpoop/etv only as relating more to details (compare
Eadie, above).

Stier suggests taking the verb intransitively, ols being the

dative of refeience.
&quot; For which God made previous prepara-
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tion.&quot; The simple verb
eroiyu.ue&amp;lt;.i/

is used intransitively in Luke
ix. 5 ?, wcrr erot/xdcrai avrw. This, however, is not entirely

parallel. The object to be understood there is readily supplied,

&quot;parare paranda
&quot;

; just as in English we may say &quot;prepare,&quot;
&quot; make ready,&quot;

viz.
&quot;

things.&quot;
But here we should have to ask,

Prepare what? The answer would perhaps be &quot;us.&quot; And as

Fritzsche points out, this i^zas as the object did not require to be

expressed, since it is sufficiently indicated by the following words,
Iva eV O.VTOLS TreptTraT^crw/xev. This seems, after all, the most un

objectionable interpretation, and is adopted by Reuss, v. Soden,

Oltramare, etc. Eadie also expresses himself as inclined to adopt
it, if it could be fully justified, but he does not refer to the sug

gestion of
rj/j.a&amp;lt;;

contained in the following words. This interpreta
tion cannot fairly be charged with making Iva. eV aurots TrepiTraTT;-

o-&amp;lt;afjifv
a mere tautology. These words strongly accentuate the

moral purpose of the preparation. The supposition of a Hebraism,
as if ot? . . . ev avTols were eV ots, is inadmissible.

Trpo has its proper force, not, however, as if it meant before the

KTIO-IS, as IT. expresses an act, not a purpose ; and, of course, not

after, because of Trpo-, therefore at the time of the KTIO-IS, so that

CTOi/taeiv repeats KTL^LV erri ep. dy., only with the addition of Trpo

to express that the new creation is the primary thing but has this

end in view, the works being only a result. It must be observed

that epyo. a.ya.0d is general ;
not TOIS dy. Ipyois, the definite good

works, etc.

There is no ground for saying that the weight here assigned
to good works goes beyond what is elsewhere expressed by St.

Paul, as Baur insists, or that the importance of faith is lessened.

Here, as elsewhere, works have their ground in faith. Bengel
well says :

&quot;

ut ambularemus, non salvaremur, aut viveremus.&quot;

11-22. Ye Gentiles wereformerly aliensfrom the commonwealth

of Israel, and had no share in the covenants of promise ; but Christ

by His death has cast down the barrier which separated you from
the City of God, and has reconciledyou both to God.

N&amp;lt;&amp;gt;w,
there

fore, all alike have access to Him, the Father, and all alike form
part of the holy temple which He inhabits.

11. Ai6 fjunqfioi/eueTe.
These blessings should move them to

think more of their former state, so that they should be the more
thankful. &quot;Talis recordatio gratum animum acuit, et fidem

roborat.&quot; Aio is best taken as referring to the whole section,

vv. i to 10.

OTI -n-ore Uriels in this order S* A B U* Vulg. Rec. has v/j-t ts

7roT&amp;lt;f,
with Xc D G (prefixes oi to -irore), Syr. Hard. But Syr. Pesh.

Boh. and some other versions have TTOTC after e6vrj. on is resumed

by on, ver. 12, and Trore by TW /catpw cV. Hence we need not

supply either oVres or r/re, but ra Wvr] is in simple apposition to v/
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TOI cflnrj, with the article as indicating a class. Since Wvt] eV

crapxi expresses one single idea, the article does not require re

petition before V. cv crap/a must have the same sense here as in

the following clause, since the former is explained by ol A.eyo/zevot

aKpoftvo-TLa, and this has its antithesis in TT}S A.ey. TreptTo//,???. It

therefore refers to their uncircumcision, not to their former carnal

state, nor to their descent. Chrysostom and other Fathers take

ev o-apKi as opposed to ev Trvtvpari. Thus Jerome :

&quot;

Ephesios in

came vocans ostendit in spiritu esse non
gentes.&quot; This contra

dicts TTOTC. and ver. 12. The apostle is not exalting them, but

calling attention to their previous inferiority to the Jews.
&quot; Remember that formerly ye Gentiles in the flesh called (in

contempt) Uncircumcision by the so-called Circumcision in the

flesh, a circumcision merely physical, made with hands.&quot; He
reminds them of the ignominy which in the mind of the Jews
attached to the name of heathen and of the uncircumcised. This

contempt is already predicated in the words ol Aeyo//.evot d*p. ;
and

the lowness of their condition is further shown by the following

description of those who so despised them, those, namely, who
prided themselves on a mere fleshly distinction made with hands.

Why, in fact, does he say AeyojaeVr/s Treptro/z.?}?, and why xfLP !rOL
&amp;gt;l-

TOV ? There was no need to give the readers information on the

name or the fact. The latter word is clearly depreciatory,
&quot; a

merely external and artificial
thing-&quot;

But he is far from depreciat

ing circumcision, in its true significance, as the sign of member
ship of the commonwealth of the people of God. Hence the use

of Aeyo/xevT/s, which by its adjectival connexion with Trepn-o^s gets
the signification

&quot;

so called.&quot; This is readily explained from the

apostle s use of TrepiTo/^ elsewhere in a spiritual, as contrasted

with a merely physical sense, as in Rom. ii. 28, 29, &quot;Neither is

that circumcision which is outward in the flesh . . . circumcision
is that of the heart, in the spirit, not in the letter.&quot; Phil. ii. 2,

he calls the physical circumcision Kararo/A^, a term more con

temptuous than x lP07rot7
/
TOU here : adding in ver. 3,

&quot; We are the

circumcision, who worship by the Spirit of God and glory in Christ

Jesus, and have no confidence in the
flesh&quot;; and in Col. ii. ii,

which is strikingly illustrative of the present passage,
&quot;

in whom
ye were circumcised with a circumcision not made with hands.&quot;

Soden thinks that x LP n 0i iTOV here is superfluous, because there

is no reference (as in Col.) to a spiritual circumcision, and ev 0-ap/a

sufficiently emphasises the merely external character of the sign ;

and hence he thinks the word introduced out of imitation of Col.

ii. 1 1 . But it seems, on the contrary, to give emphasis and com

pleteness to the thought, and would naturally occur to the writer

who about the same time wrote axft-po-n-oL^Tov in Col.

Although
&quot; circumcision

&quot;

is not used figuratively in the O.T..
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&quot;uncircumcision
&quot;

is. Even in Lev. xxvi. 41 we have &quot;their un-

circumcised heart.&quot; Jeremiah speaks of the uncircumcised ear of

those who will not hearken (vi. i o), and calls the house of Israel

&quot;uncircumcised in heart&quot; (ix. 26). Comp. Ezek. xliv. 7, &quot;un

circumcised in heart and uncircumcised in
flesh,&quot; and Acts

vii. 51.
12. cm TJT6 TO) Kcupoi K6tyu&amp;gt; x^P^5 XpioTou. Rec. has lv before

TW Kcupol It is omitted by X A B D G.

on resumes the former cm. &quot;

Remember, I say, that.&quot;

Xwpls Xpiorou is taken by De Wette and Bleek as, not a

predicate, but a circumstantial addition,
&quot;

being at that time with

out Christ.&quot; It would thus correspond with eV Xpto-Tui, ver. 13,

and would give the reason of their alienation from the common
wealth of Israel. But, considering the position of the words, this

is a harsh construction, and would deprive the words of the

emphasis which belongs to them as the opposite of the frequent
tv Xp. in this Epistle. xw P&quot;

ts -^p. is, as Meyer says, the first tragic

predicate. x^P 5 ig distinguished from avev by Tittmann as

follows:
&quot;x

wP t/s ac* subjectum quod ab objecto sejunctum est

refertur, avv ad objectum quod a subjecto abesse cogitandum
est.&quot; According to this, xwP 1 ^ Xp. would mean &quot;

ye were far from

Christ&quot;; avtv Xp. would be &quot;Christ was not with
you.&quot;

But this

must be received with hesitation, seeing that x^P^ occurs in the

N.T. forty times, and aveu only thrice (Ellicott), viz. Matt. x. 29;
i Pet. iii. i, iv. 9. In the last quoted passage avev yoyyuoytou is

equivalent to x^P^ yoyyvcr^v, Phil. ii. 14.

Schwegler sees here a concession to Judaism which is unlike

St. Paul
;
but without reason, since the concession only relates to

pre-Christian times, and the advantage possessed by the Jews in this

respect is, as it must be, fully admitted by St. Paul (Rom. iii. i ff.).

What is meant by xwp^s Xpto-roi) is explained in the following
words :

dTrt]XXoTpiafJieVoi rf]s TroXireios TOU icrparjX. The verb aTraAAo-

Tpiow occurs also in iv. 18, air. r^s w??s TOU eov, and Col. i. 21,
without a genitive. In Ezek. xiv. 5, 7 we have UTT. UTT epov ;

in

3 Mace. i. 4, TOJV TrarpiW Soy/Attrajv. The active verb occurs in

Eccles. xi. 34, O.TT. &amp;lt;re TWV iStW crou.

The verb always means to estrange ;
here therefore &quot;

estranged
from

&quot;

as opposed to
&quot;

being at home in.&quot;

TroAiTtta was interpreted by the ancients in the sense &quot; manner
of

life,&quot;

&quot;

conversatio, Vulg., a meaning which the word frequently
has in Christian writers, and not in these alone; see Athen. i. p. 19 A.

But to take it so here would be contrary to ver. 19, where the

opposite of UTT. K.T.X. is o-u/ATroAtTcu. It may mean either citizen

ship, or state, commonwealth. Many commentators have taken
it in the former sense. It is questionable whether it could be so
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used with a genitive of the nation or city. Nor does the verb

(ITTT/XX. suggest such a meaning. Besides, the Greek and Roman
conception of citizenship would not be appropriate here, and,

further, we should have to explain the exclusion from citizenship
as arising from exclusion from the commonwealth. Naturally it

is the theocratic constitution from which they were excluded
;
and

the name Israel implies this, since this was the name of the people
in their theocratic relation. Yet Chrysostom refers the words to

the exclusion of the Gentiles from the temporal glories of Israel,

fLTTf TTfpl rait/ ovpavitav Trpay/AUTtov, Xeyei /cat ?repi TWV ETTI TT}? y*}?&amp;gt;

cTretS^ fjiydXr]v 8oav eT^ov Trepi avrwv ol louSuioi, in which he was
followed by some moderns (as by Grotius). As if any Roman
citizen or subject could regard as a misfortune the exclusion from
a State which was an object of contempt !

Many commentators suppose that uTrryXX. implies a previous

unity. Thus Bengel :

&quot;

Abalienati, non alieni
; participia praesup-

ponunt gentes ante defectionem suam a fide patrum imo potius
ante lapsum Adami fuisse participes lucis et vitae.&quot; However
attractive this view may be in itself, the conception is too new and

important to be introduced here on so slight a ground. If it had
been in the apostle s mind, he would doubtless have referred to it

more explicitly in some part of his writings. It is not hinted at

in ver. 14, where we might have expected &quot;again
made&quot; or the

like. For an instance of the verb being used without reference to

a previous state, see Ps. Ivii. (Iviii.) 3, dirr]XXoTpiM9r](rav ol u/AaprioXoi

0.71-6 //.T/Tpa?. Olshausen s view is that the exclusion referred to

is that which resulted from God s restriction of His peculiar

operations of grace to Israel. As far as alienation from God is

referred to, however, it is true that men are regarded as originally,

and from an ideal point of view, at one with God.
Kal eVoi Toil/ 8ia0T]KU)C rqs iira.yye\ia.&amp;lt;s.

A further specification
of what is meant by the preceding clause. ecos is followed

by a genitive, not of &quot;the point of view&quot; (&quot;extraneos quod ad

pactorum promissiones attinet,&quot; Beza), but simply of separation
or privation. So Soph. Oed. R. 219, eVos Xoyov Tov8

tepu&amp;gt;,

evos 8e TOU Trpa^^eVros. Plato, ApoL i., ^eVtos (l^etv) TT}S IvBabt

The covenants of the promise.&quot; lirayy. is connected with

not with eXTrtSa, as the position of the word shows. The
covenants were characterised by the promise of the Messiah (cf.

Acts xiii. 32). The plural is used with reference to the covenants

with the patriarchs, but the Mosaic covenant is not excluded,

although it was primarily vo/jtoOfa-ia.

eXiriSa
jit] IXOVTCS. The absence of the article shows that it is

not the definite hope of the Messiah that is meant, but hope in

the widest sense, so that the expression is so much the stronger,
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&quot;having
no hope.&quot; p.rf is used, not because the thought is

dependent on what precedes, but because it is their own con
sciousness that is referred to. ovx e^ovres would express only
the writer s judgment of their state. Cf. OVK fZSores edv, Gal.

iv. 8.

KCU a0eoi. &quot;The deepest stage of heathen
misery,&quot; Meyer. The

word afoos is not found in the Sept. or Apocrypha, and only here

in the N.T. In Greek writers it occurs in three senses, &quot;not

believing in God, atheist&quot; (Plato, Apol. p. 26 C). Secondly,

&quot;impious, godless&quot; (Plato, Legg. p. 966 E), or &quot;without God,
without God s

help,&quot; Soph. Ocd. R., evrei a$09
a&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;iAos

o rt 7rv/x.uTOv

oXotfiav. To understand it here as &quot;forsaken by God&quot; would be

to introduce a conception not warranted by the expressions in the

text. They were truly
&quot; without God,&quot; as not knowing Him.

Notwithstanding their many gods, they had no conception of a

Creator and Governor to be loved and trusted. So far as their

consciousness was concerned, they had no God. But God had
not left Himself without a witness amongst them. The description
is general, of the class to which the readers belonged. This was
not the occasion for referring to the noble exceptions to the moral

degradation of heathenism. It was, indeed, in Asia Minor that

this degradation was lowest, so that the Romans traced to it the

corruption which spread to the whole empire.
Iv TCU Kocrfiw, to be joined both with eA7n Sa

/MT) e^. and with

aOfoi,
&quot;

in the world,&quot; with all its troubles, trials, and uncertainties,

ye were without Divine help ; generally understood as contrasted

with TroAiTeia.

13. vuvi 8e iv Xpiorw |TJ&amp;lt;TOU, ujiels ot irore o^res iiaKpay eyeinrjOTjTe

eyyus. vuvi Opposed to TO) KaipaJ e/mi co. ev Xp. I. Opposed to

XW/HS XP/.O-TO?. We are not to supply either tore or ovre?. Since

the being in Christ was not prior to the being brought near, the

interpretation,
&quot;

postquam in Christo estis
recepti&quot; (Calvin, Har-

less), is not admissible. Nor can we understand &quot; cum in Christo

sitis recepti,&quot;
which would not only make these words a superfluous

addition, but would be hard to reconcile with the aorist.

ITJCTOU is suitably added to Xpicrrw here, and indeed was
almost necessary to the distinct expression of the thought. In

ver. 12 it could not have been added, since that included times

preceding the incarnation, and xwP s Xp. I. would imply the

existence of the historical Jesus then
;
whereas here, not only the

Messiah as such is referred to, but the personal Jesus as the Christ

and the Saviour.

TTOTC oires fia/cpay corresponds to the expressions uTrr/XXorpiw-

/j.fvoi, K.T.X. fj.a.Kpdi and tyy1 5
? then, have reference both to the

TroAireta TOU Icr. with its SuiOiJKai, and to the eAvrts with God
Himself. Accordingly in the following verses we have two points
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of view combined, viz. the reconciliation of the Gentiles to God,
and their admission to the TroXireta of Israel, namely, the true

Israel the Christian Church.

The terms p.o.Kpav and lyyu? were suggested by Isa. Ivii. 19,

&quot;Peace, peace to him that is far off, and to him that is
nigh.&quot; There,

indeed, as in Acts ii. 39, the words have a local meaning, and
have no reference to the admission of Gentiles to the theocracy ;

but they easily lend themselves to this conception, and, in fact,

were frequently used by Rabbinic writers with reference to pro

selytes, who were said to be &quot;

brought near.&quot; Many passages may
be seen in Schoettgen and Wetstein. One may be quoted.

&quot; A
woman came to R. Eliezer confessing certain gross sins, and asked

to be made a proselyte, saying, Rabbi, propinquam me fac
;
on

hearing her sin he rejected her. She went to R. Joshua, who re

ceived her. His disciples said, R. Eliezer illam removit, tu vero

earn propinquam facis ?
&quot;

eyyus yivftrQai, frequent in classical writers, but not found else

where in the N.T.

The order tyevriOTjTe tyyvs is that of X A E, 17. Rec. has yy. tyev., with

DGKLP. Ellicott thinks the Rec. genuine, the order here adopted being
due to a mistaken correction of the emphatic juxtaposition of /jLaKpdv and

tyyijs. Harless is of the same opinion. But why should copyists correct

this emphatic juxtaposition ? It is just what would strike an ordinary reader.

Looking closer, we see that the opposition is not merely between these two,
but between ovres fj.a,Kpdv and tyevr]6r]Te tyyvs, and that the verb is properly

placed in the most emphatic position.

lv TW ai/iari TOU Xpurrou more particularly defines the instru

mentality. It is not possible to draw any satisfactory distinction

between this and Sta rov at. i. 7.

14. auras yap Icrnv
-f] ctprjnf) ^fAwc,

&quot; He Himself is our peace
&quot;

;

He has not brought about peace by a mere external action or

arrangement ;
it is in His own person that He gives it.

&quot; Non
modo pacificator nam sui impensa pacem peperit et ipse vinculum
est utrorumque,&quot; Bengel. The context shows that what is primarily
intended is the union of Jews and Gentiles

;
but as it was not this

union of itself that was of importance, but the essential basis of

it, as the union of both in one body of Christ, it is manifest that

the idea of peace with God could not be absent from the mind of

the apostle in writing -fj elp^rr) rjfjiwv. Comp. ver. 17.

Schoettgen quotes a Rabbinic writer who calls the Messiah
&quot;

Peace,&quot; in allusion to Isa. ix. 6.

6
-n-oirjaras.

&quot;

Quippe qui.&quot;

TO, dfi^orepa Zv. Both, i.e. both Jews and Gentiles. There is

no ellipsis (as of yV?7, tOv-fj, or the like). It is simply an instance

of the neuter being used of persons in a general sense; cf. Heb.
vii. 7, TO lAaxTov VTTO TOV K/jetVrovos euAoyetTcu ;

I Cor. i. 27, 28,
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TO. fj.Mpa TOV
KO&amp;lt;T/J.OV

... TO acrQtvr) (opposed to ver. 26, 01
trotftoC).

So in classical Greek, e.g. Xen. Anab. vii. 3. n, TU favyovr

eV. Comp. Gal. ill. 28, waKTes v/Aet? tVre V Xptcrrw Ir/trov.

Not, says Chrysostom, that He has brought us to that nobility of

theirs, but both us and them to a greater; as if one should melt

down a statue of silver and one of lead, and the two should

come out gold.

KCU, exegetical
= inasmuch as, He, TO neo-oToixoy TOU ^payfiou

Xucms,
&quot; brake down the partition wall of the fence.&quot;

fj.eo-oroixoi is a rare word, found, besides the Fathers, only in

Eratosth. ap. Athen. vii. 281 D (masc.), and Hesychius. The

genitive has been variously explained, as of quality
= &quot;

the separating

partition
&quot;

(against which is the fact that this adjectival notion

belongs to ^(TOTOL^V itself) ;
or of possession,

&quot;

the wall which

belonged to the fence
&quot;

;
or better, of apposition,

&quot; the partition
which consisted in the fence.&quot; ^/aay/xos means a fence, hedge, or

enclosure, not a separation.
It seems probable that the figure was suggested by the partition

which separated the Court of the Gentiles from the temple proper,
and on which there was an inscription threatening death to any
alien who passed it. That the Ephesian readers can hardly be

supposed to be familiar with the arrangements of the temple, is no

proof that these may not have been in the apostle s mind. But
it is worth noticing that it was an Ephesian, Trophimus, that

St. Paul wras charged with bringing into the temple. A more
serious objection seems to be, that when the Epistle was written

the wall referred to was still standing. But the apostle is not

speaking of the literal wall, but using it as an illustration. Any
reference to the vail which was rent at the time of the crucifixion

would be out of harmony with the context. That vail did not

separate Jews and Gentiles.

Xucms is suitable to the figure; cf. John ii. 19, Xvcrare TOV vaov

TOVTOV. It is equally suitable to the following e^^av, since \veiv

t^Opav is of frequent occurrence in classical writers.

Here it is questioned whether l-^&pav is to be connected with

the words preceding or those following, and if with the preceding,
whether lv rfj &amp;lt;rapt

avrov is to be taken with Xvo-as or with

Kardpy^cras. Another alternative will be mentioned presently.
We have to choose, then, between the following renderings :

Having done away with the middle wall, namely, the enmity ;

having in His flesh annulled the law.

Having in His flesh done away with the middle wall, namely,
the enmity, etc.

Having done away with the middle wall, having in His flesh

annulled the enmity, namely, the law, etc.
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The view which connects li&amp;gt;

TIJ crap/a O.UTOV with (\6pav as =
the enmity in his flesh, whether &quot;his flesh&quot; be understood to mean

humanity in general (Chrys.) or the Jews (cf. Rom. xi. 14), must
he set aside as inconsistent with the absence of the article before

i-i&amp;gt; rfi a-a/)KL. The first-mentioned interpretation gives an awkward
isolation to t^9par, and adds the harshness of making the specifica
tion of manner, lv

r-rj a., precede the object and its verb.

The third construction is objectionable, first, because the law

cannot itself be called e^pa (the designation of it as Swa/us T^
dpxtprias, i Cor. xv. 56, is not analogous) ; and, secondly, because

the position of lv rfj cr. avruv would be inexplicable, coming, as it

does on that supposition, between the two nouns in apposition,

although it has no relation to either. Indeed, it may be added
that Ka-rupyr/crus is not a verb appropriate to e^pav ;

it dees not

properly mean to destroy, but &quot;

to make of none effect,&quot;

&quot;

to

deprive of power
&quot;

;
of the faith of God, Rom. iii. 3 ;

of the law,

Rom. iii. 31 ;
the promise, iv. 14 ; persons from the law, vii. 2, 6.

It is, indeed, used of things coming to an end, as knowledge
and prophecy, but coming to an end by being superseded.

The second construction mentioned above seems to have the

advantage of these two, although it must be admitted that it is not

without difficulty. For the enmity was not the wall of partition.
It was not the law only, although that was the ultimate cause,
but the separation, religious, moral, and social, which forbade fellow

ship between Jew and Gentile. This partition was broken down

by the annulling of the law.

V. Soden has proposed a view of the passage which, if admis

sible, would meet the difficulties. It is that T^V e^Opav is the

beginning of the participial clause, which, having been interrupted

by the statement of the process by which the effect was produced,
is taken up again in ver. 1 6, where e^Opav is repeated. If the text

had run thus, rrfv f^Opav, TUV j O/xov T&amp;lt;JJV IVT. lv Soy. K6iTapy?7&amp;lt;Ttt9,

uTreVrave, there would have been nothing harsh in the order of the

words. As it is, the parenthesis is enlarged, as in the manner of

this Epistle, ii. i and 4, 11 and 12, iii. i and 12, and the inter

rupted thought is resumed in ver. 16. The two participles,

Karapy^cras, aTroKTttVas, in their relation to one another, correspond
exactly with the two in ver. 14. Soden connects lv r-fj a-, avrov

with the following clause. The parenthetic digressions, however,
with which Soden compares this, are not quite parallel. In each

of them, while the train of thought is interrupted, it is easy to

account for the interruption by the influence of some particular
word

; they are, in fact, instances of what Paley well calls St.

Paul s habit of &quot;going off at a word.&quot; Thus in ii. i he goes off at

d/Ltaprtats, lv als
;
in ii. 1 1 at edvr] lv crapxt ;

in iii. I at inrlp
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The verbal connexion is in each instance easy. But here

there is no similar connexion between the words which precede
the digression and TOV vd/xov, K.T.A.

The x#pa is obviously that of Jews and Gentiles. This natur

ally loomed much larger in the apostle s eyes than it does in ours,

or than it did in those of Chrysostom and his successors. With
us as with them, the more pressing thought is of the enmity of

both Jew and Gentile to God. So Oecumenius : ^.eo-oroi^ov

(f&amp;gt;payfj.ov &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;rjcn TT)V l\6pav rr/v Trpos coV, rj/Jiwv Tf. KCU lovScucov, T/TIS e/c

TWV 17/xeTepwv TrapaTrTw/mTwv. And so Chrysostom interprets T?;I

l)(6pa.v iv rrj o~upKi as being the /LAecroToixovr &amp;lt;5 KOLVOV e?vat
8&amp;lt;.a(payp.u

a fov Siaret^t^ov rjfj-a.^ rejecting the interpretation which makes
the law the lx^Pa - But even though -f) f-x^P - *s n t = vo/aos, it

is the annulling of the law that removes the
&amp;lt;-xP

a
i
and the law is

characterised in terms which exclude the natural law. Moreover,
the reconciling of both to God is stated as a further object of the

removal of the enmity and the creating of both into one new man.
TOV VQ\LQV Toiv trroXwc eV SoyjAacru KarapyTjcras. TOV v. TWV CVT. (.v

8. belong together ;

&quot; the law of commandments expressed in

decrees.&quot; The law consisted of evroXat, and the definite form in

which these were expressed was that of Soy/xara, authoritative

decrees (&quot;legem imperiosam,&quot; Erasm.). This connexion does not

require the article to be repeated after evroAwj/. For we might
with propriety say ivroX^v 8t8oi/at eV Soyyucm, and therefore ei -roAr/

iv 8. may form a single conception. So Winer in his later editions.

Compare TOV v/tojv ,f)\ov vVep e/xo{i, 2 Cor. vii. 7. In fact, TWV

tvr. TWV eV 8. would denote the eVroAai as a particular class,
&quot; com

mandments, even those expressed in decrees.&quot;

Aoy/xa in classical Greek means, first, an opinion or resolution.

In the plural it is used of the &quot;placita philosophorum,&quot; whence
the use of the word in Christian writers in the sense of

&quot;dogma.&quot;

But it also means a decree (Xen. Demosth. Plato), and this is the

meaning which alone it has in the N.T. We have i&]\@f Soy/xa

Trapa KatVapos, Luke ii. I
; 8oy/Aara KaiVapo?, Acts xvii. 7 ;

ra 8.

KfKpifMfva viro TWV a7rocrT., ib, xvi. 4. The word occurs also in

Lachmann s text, Heb. xi. 23, 8. TOV /foo-iAe tos. The remaining
passages are the present and Col. ii. 14. Chrysostom does not

seem to have contemplated this meaning. He suggests that what
is meant is either faith, 8oy/u.a avr^v /caAwv, for by faith alone

He saved us, or the precept rrjv Trapayye/VtW, as Christ said,

tyw 8e Aeyw v/juv. He is followed by Theophylact, Theodoret

(8oyp,aTa rrjv emyytAiKT/v 8i8acr/&amp;lt;aAtai e/caAfcrcv), and Oecumenius.
Theodore Mops, also connects the word with /can/py^o-as, but

interprets differently, understanding 8oy/Aara of the facts and

hopes of the Gospel,
&quot;

8ia TWV i8iwv
8oyfJLO.T&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;v

Iva
ciir-r], Trjs

ui/ucrrucrea)?, TT}S a.&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;6ap&amp;lt;rui.&amp;lt;;) TT}? d^aracrtas 8i-y/xuru KaAetra? TaiTa ws



64 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS [II. 15

Iv Trpay/xacrtv orra, the Divine grace working in us so that we do
not need commandments and precepts.&quot; This interpretation, as

well as Chrysostom s, would clearly require rots Soy/xucru avrov or

the like. Against Chrysostom s view, indeed, it is decisive that it

was not by doctrines or precepts that Christ annulled the law.

Theodore s view avoids this error, but gives 8oy;u,a an impossible
sense. Of course, when once these commentators connected eV. 8.

with the following, taking eV as instrumental, they were driven to

some such interpretation.
Harless also connects ev 8. with

Kara.pyr](Ta&amp;lt;;, thinking that the

absence of the article forbids the connexion with eiToAooi . But

his interpretation is that Christ annulled the law only in respect of

Soyjuara, comparing Cic. Phil. i. 7,
&quot; In maximis vero rebus, id est

legibus, acta Caesaris dissolvi ferendum non
puto,&quot;

and such phrases
as lv Tfj Trum a&amp;gt;i/ei8io-e (Arrian, Exp. iii. 30 ; Bernhardy, p. 2 1 2).

St. Paul has already indicated by TWV err. that he is not speaking
of the law so far as it belonged to the covenants of promise, and

now, to avoid all misconception, he adds iv Soy/Aao-t. Olshausen

follows Harless, who had, indeed, been preceded in this interpreta
tion by Crellius. But this would require the article before Soy-

/uacrtv. Moreover, while it is true that the law as (TKLO. rwi yueAAoi
-

TUT or as TTaiSaytoyos ets Xptcrrov was not annulled, it was superseded.
Such a limitation of the statement as to the abolition of the law

would be out of place here, and would require more explicit state

ment, since it is not elsewhere referred to. The Mosaic law as

such, not merely in certain aspects of it, has come to an end in

Christ. He is the &quot;end of the law,&quot; Rom. x. 4. Faith having
come, we are no longer VTTO TratSaywyov (Gal. iii. 25).

If lv 8. be connected with /carapyr/cras, then, considering the

absence of the article, the only grammatical interpretation seems
to be Hofmann s, viz. that Christ deprived the O.T. law of validity,

by putting an end to all precepts, &quot;Satzungen.&quot;
He compares

the Construction in I Cor. ii. 7, \a\ovjj.ev cro^nav eov ev /Avo-r^pta),

i.e. AaAoiWes
o-ocf&amp;gt;iai AaAoS^ev /Avorr/ptoi/. But surely the N.T. con

tains many specific precepts which may be properly called

Comp. also TOV VO/JLOV TOV X/HO-TOI), Gal. vi. 2
; eWoynoj

i Cor. ix. 2 1
;
and the parallel to the present passage in Col. ii. 1 4.

As Meyer observes, the Soy/^ara of Christianity are the true ad

Trapovra. Soy/mara, Plato, Theaet. p. i
-

8 D. Had the intention

been what Hofmann supposes, St. Paul would doubtless have

added some qualification, such as &amp;lt;fv 86^/j.acn SouAetas. VO/AOS here

is not to be limited to the ceremonial law
;
there is nothing in the

connexion to show such a limitation, which, on the contrary,
would make the statement very weak. No reader would fail to

see that, as Theodoret says, OVK dvelXe TO ov /xot^euo-ei?, K.T.A.

The moral law retains its obligation, not, however, because the
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Jewish law is only partially annulled, but because its obligation was

independent of the law and universal (Rom. ii. 14). If a Moham
medan becomes a Christian, we do not say that the Koran retains

its obligation for him in its moral part, although he still acknow

ledges the obligation of many moral precepts contained in it.

The Christian now fulfils the moral law, not because of external

precepts, but because conformity with it is the natural fruit of the

Spirit. Hence the contrast between the expressions, &quot;works of

the law,&quot;

&quot;

fruits of the
Spirit.&quot;

Iva TOUS 8uo KTUTT] eV aura) eis evo, naivov aVOpanrot . The neuter

was used in ver. 14 to express the general characteristics of the

two classes
;
but here, where the Jews and Gentiles are conceived

as concrete persons, the masculine was necessary.
Kaivov is necessary because the one is neither Jew nor Greek.

Both have put off their former religious condition, and have received

the same new nature. Chrysostom says : 6p5s ov%i TOV &quot;EXXrjva

yevo//.evov lovSalov, dXXa KGU TOVTOV Ka/mvov fls erepav K.a.Tao~Tacnv

^/covras. ov^ Iva TOVTOV eYepov epyacr^Tcu TOV VO/MOV KO.Trjp-yTjo fv, dAA.

Iva TOVS Svo KTio-rj. K.T.\. On KTI^CIV, cf. ver. 10. It is specially

appropriate here with KCUVOS av6. OVK C^TTC, MeTa/?aA^, Iva 8et
r;
TO

eVepye? TOV ycvo/McVou, says Chrysostom.
cv avrw. Rec. has

lavT&amp;lt;3,
with Nc D G K L and most cursives,

Chrys. Jerome. avr&amp;lt;a is the reading of N A B P, 17. Lachmann,
Tischendorf, and Tregelles write aww, but Westcott and Hort
avT&amp;lt;3. The sense here is certainly reflexive.

&quot; In Himself.&quot; Not 6Y eairrou, as Chrys., but, Christ is Him
self the principle and ground of the unity; &quot;ne alibi quam in

Christo unitatem quaerant,&quot; Calv. Cf. Gal. iii. 28, TravTes //,tis els

e &amp;lt;rre cv Xpio-Tw lyo-ov. Chrysostom, indeed, gives another inter

pretation, as if it were only a development of the former. &quot;

Fusing
both this and that, he produced one, an admirable one, Himself

having first become this
;
which is a greater thing than the former

creation. For this is the meaning of eV eauTw, Himself first

affording the type and
pattern.&quot;

Oecumenius states the two inter

pretations as alternatives, explaining the first as ou oY dyyeAwv rj

aAXwv TIVWV oWa/xecuv.

iToiwk eiprjn^, present participle, &quot;making peace,&quot;
i.e. so that by

this new creation He makes (not
&quot; made

&quot;) peace. The words

explain avro? eo-Ttv
17 dp-f)VT) T//AWV of ver. 14. The peace is, from

the context, that between Jews and Gentiles ;
but as the basis of

that is peace with God, the latter thought underlies the former, and
to it the apostle now turns.

16. Kal dTroKaraXXd^T]. The KO.L is not the mere copula, but
indicates a logical sequence, &quot;and consequently reconcile both,
now one body, to God by the Cross, having on it slain the enmity
previously existing between them.&quot;

5
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is found only here and Col. i. 20. It seems
to be only an intensified form of the usual Greek word dAAdo-o-eiv.

0.77-0 in composition frequently has this intensive meaning; cf.

OLTreKBe^farOai, a-n-OKapaSoKelv, to await patiently ;
SO airoOappeLV, airo-

$av/u,aeiv, a7ro$a&amp;lt;r$ai, etc. In a few instances, indeed, it seems to

be equivalent to re- and to mean
&quot;again,&quot;

as in
u7roSi8o&amp;gt;/Ai,

U.TTO-

Xafji(3dv(a, a.Troi&amp;lt;a0L(TTr)/jii, a.TroKa.Top96w. In the first two of these the

idea is rather to give or take what belongs of right to the receiver,

as arroS. x^Ptv
&amp;gt; i&quot;roo&quot;x

ecrtl/ Here it is the idea of remotion from,
that explains the meaning of the verb. In the other two examples
also this local idea is involved

In any case, as this use of d-rro- is much less common than the

intensive use, we are not justified in assuming it in a compound
that does not elsewhere occur.

eV e/i CTWfxaTi is interpreted by Chrysostom as referring to the

human body of Christ. So Bengel :

&quot;

in uno corpore cruci affixo.&quot;

But in that case we should expect
&quot; His body.&quot;

Nor is it easy to

see why that should be designated ev o-w//.a. The order of the

words indicates the correct interpretation, &quot;both now united in

one body.&quot; The ev o-w/m is the els /catvos av$pw7ros. So most
commentators. It is not the Church, for it is only as reconciled

that Jews and Greeks belong to the Church. But when reconciled

they become the body of Christ, and so, the Church.
Sid, TOU oraupou is joined by Soden with the following, avrw

being read for auru&amp;gt; (so G, Vulg. and some Latin codices with

other authorities). The connexion with the two notions, d-n-o-

KreiVas and ^x&po., gives it a subtle point.
&quot;

By His death He was
slain

; by death on the Cross, in which the tx@Pa showed itself,

He has overcome the x^Pa -&quot; We have a parallel in Col. i. 20,

only that there, instead of the negative a-n-oKTeu/eiv TT/V e., we have
the positive flp^vo-n-oielv ;

also in connexion with Sto. TOU aravpov.
ev

avr&amp;lt;3, then, as in 15^, echoes with emphasis the fundamental

thought :

&quot; He Himself is our
peace.&quot;

If we read eV ain-w, it

could not be referred to o-oiyu,a, because this o-. was just mentioned
as the medium of reconciliation to God, whereas here it is the

enmity between Jews and Gentiles that is in question.
17. KO.I e\9wi euTjYYeXicraTo ip-?)vr\v. &quot;And He came and

preached good tidings of
peace.&quot; The preceding verses showed

how Christ secured peace; this, how He proclaimed it. This,

therefore, is posterior, and hence cannot refer to His life on earth,

as Harless, following Chrysostom, understands it. Bengel interprets
the &quot;coming and preaching,&quot; as that of Christ personally after the

resurrection,
&quot;

veniens a morte, profectione ad inferos, resurrectione

victor laetus ipse ultro nuntiavit.&quot; But it is muchbetter to understand

the words of Christ preaching by His Spirit in the apostles and other

messengers of His. Not that eu^yy. means
&quot; caused to be preached

&quot;
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(as Harless objects), for what is thus done by Christ s Spirit is

properly said to be done by Him ;
nor is t\dwv superfluous, but,

on the contrary, important as expressing the spiritual coming
referred to in John xiv. 18, ep^o/xat vrpos v/xs, and in Acts xxvi. 23,

(Xpicrros) TrpoJTOs e dvacrracreoos veKpwv &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;a&amp;gt;s /AtAAet KarayyeAAeiv TW

re A.aa5 KCU TOIS fOvfo-i.

iifuv TOIS p.aKpav Kal elp^n^ rolg eyyus. The second elp-qvrjv

has preponderant authority in its favour, N ABDGP, 17, Vulg.
and other versions except Syr. Contra, K L, most cursives, Syr.
The repetition is highly emphatic.

The datives depend on cv^yyeXio-aro. rot? /xa/cpav comes first,

because it is these that are addressed, and are chiefly in view in

the whole passage. This also agrees with the view that it is not

Christ s personal preaching that is intended, since that would
have required TOIS yyvs to come first. The repetition of etp^vT/t/

excludes the interpretation of rots eyyvs as in apposition with

vp.lv, and so = the Jewish Christians in Ephesus.
18. on 81 auTou e^op-ey rrji irpoo-aycuyT]! o!

dp.&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;OTpoi
iv iv\

n^eu /jiaTi Trpos TOV irarepa. &quot;For through Him we both have our
access (or introduction) in one Spirit unto the Father.&quot;

Proof of what precedes. The emphasis, therefore, is not on
8C avrov, but on ol

d/A&amp;lt;.
Iv fvl Hv. Since both have their -n-poa-.

in one Spirit to the Father, it follows that the same good tidings
of peace have been brought to both by Him. on is

&quot;for,&quot;
not

&quot;that,&quot;
as if the verse contained the substance of the passage

which has been already expressed in dprjvr]. And it is not the

common access as such that is in question, but the peace therein

assured (between Jews and Gentiles).

l^o/xev. Compare Rom. V. 2, &quot;Si ov KOL rrjv Trpocraywy^v
^o

&quot;X

7
/
Ka

/
xei/ s T^v X^PLV TavTr)v Iv

rj eor^Ka/Aev. There, the

Trp. is into the present condition, and accordingly the perfect is

suitable
; here, it is the irp. to the Father, which is a present

privilege.

npoo-aywyr; in classical writers is usually transitive, but is also

found fairly frequently in an intransitive sense.

The word is understood transitively here by Ellicott, Eadie,

Meyer, after Chrysostom, OVK fl-n-cv TrpoVoSov oAAa Trpoo-aywy^v, ov

yap a&amp;lt; eatTwv TrpocrrjXOofjifv, dXX I&amp;gt;TT O.VTOV 7rpocryx6r)p.ev , cf.

i Pet. iii. 1 8, Iva. ^as Trpoa-aydyrj TW
ecp, and it is supposed that

there may be an allusion to the Trpocraywyevs at Oriental courts.

Such an allusion would not be in harmony with the context. The
eV TrvevjjiaTL is decidedly against the supposition that the apostle
intended this ceremonial figure. Apart from this, the transitive

sense is not suitable in iii. 12, where the word is used absolutely,
and here also the intransitive agrees better with ex ^61

? especially
as the tense is present. Trpoo-aywy^ is something we possess.
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rrjv Trpoa-.
&quot; Our access.&quot;

ev evt HvevpaTi is understood by Ansclm (and some moderns)
of the human spirit (6/Ao$u/u.aSoV), against the clear reference to

Father, Son, and Spirit, Si avrov, ev tvl II., ?rpos rov Zlarepa.
19. apa GUI OUKCTI core eVoi KCU irdpoiKoi.

&quot; So then ye are

no more strangers and sojourners.&quot; apa ow, a favourite combina
tion with St. Paul, is not found in classical writers except in the

interrogative form, dp ow. eVoi Kat irapoiKoi, equivalent to dTi-r/AAo-

Tpta)//,eVoi, ver. 12. evos is
&quot;foreigner&quot;

in general; Trapouco?, a

foreigner dwelling in a state, and not having rights of citizenship.
In classical Greek, indeed, it seems to be found only in the

sense of neighbour. Rost and Palm name the Pandects (without

reference) as having the word in the sense
&quot;inquilinus.&quot;

In the

Sept. it occurs eleven times as the rendering of &quot;I3

;
which is usually

rendered Trpoo-r/Xtiros. None of these instances are in Leviticus or

Numbers. Ten times it occurs as the rendering of spin,
&quot; a foreign

sojourner.&quot; Of this it is the usual rendering. The verb TrapoiKew
occurs in Philo with the corresponding verbal meaning ;

see on
Luke xxiv. 18. The noun seems to be equivalent to /u,eVoiKos,

which the Sept. have only once (Jer. xx. 3). In i Pet. ii. 1 1 it

is used of Christians in the world, and so 7rapoi/aa, ib. i. 17.

The meaning
&quot;

proselyte
&quot;

(Anselm, Whitby) is clearly excluded

by the context, vv. 1 1 to 13; the other sense is pressed thus by
Estius :

&quot;

accolas fuisse dicit Gentiles quatenus multi ex illis

morabantur inter Judaeos . . . non tamen iisdem legibus aut

moribus aut religione utentes.&quot; But such a reference to local

settlement would be too trivial, and quite out of place in writing to

Ephesians. Nor had the Gentiles in a figurative sense been

sojourners in the commonwealth of Israel. The word is simply
used as contrasted with TroXtrai. Bengel, followed by Harless,

Eadie, a!., supposed Trapoi/coi here to be specially opposed to

otKeiot, and evoi to o-u/xTroAtTat, the metaphors being respectively
from the house and the State. O-U/ATT., says Harless, is sufficient

to show in what sense ^eVos is used, so that 7rapoi*cos is not required
as a nearer definition. Accordingly, he interprets the word here

by Lev. xxii. 10, where the Trap, of the priest is mentioned, i.e.

&quot; the guest in the priest s house,&quot; and thinks there may be even
an allusion to that passage where the Trapotxos of the priest is not

allowed to eat of the holy things, but the oi/coyevei? avrov are

permitted. But this passage is quite insufficient to establish such
an otherwise unknown sense of the Hebrew, and still less of the

Greek word. The TrnpoiKos of the priest is simply the TT. who
dwells in his house. Nor would the figure be suitable, for the

Gentiles could not be called guests in the house of God.
dXXd core cruprroXiTcu TUV dyiwc Kal oUeioi TOU Geou.

&quot; But
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ye are fellow-citizens of the saints, and of the household of God.&quot;

The second tare is added on preponderant authority. It gives

greater independence to the clause, an independence befitting

its importance. Cf. Rom. viii. 1 5.

Si yitTroXiTTjs is condemned by Fhrynichus, and said by grammarians to be a

word of later Greek (Josephus, Aelian). It seems strange that they over

looked its occurrence in Euripides (Herad. 826), now noted in the Lexicons.

(In Aesch. Sept. c. Thet. 601, the true reading is vv TroXtrcus. )

run dyiui . The clear reference to the TroXireta of Israel shows

decisively that the dyioi are those who constitute the people of

God. Such formerly had been the Jews, but now are all Christians.

These are now the Israel of God, Gal. vi. 16, the true seed of

Abraham, ib. iii. 7, 16
;
Rom. iv. 16.

The dytot, then, are not the Jews, nor specially the patriarchs or

Old Testament saints, TOIV irfpl A/?paa/Aa Kai ManJcn}? /cat H/Viav, as

Chrysostom says, nor the angels, as some other commentators.

Nor, again, does the word mean
&quot;holy

men of all times and

places.&quot;
The word does not refer to personal holiness, but to

membership of the spiritual commonwealth to which Jewish and
Gentile Christians alike belong. Hence in ch. i. i the apostle
addresses his readers as uytoi.

OIKEIOI TOU 0eou,
&quot;

belonging to the oT/co? or household of God,&quot;

the theocracy regarded as a family ;
cf. i Tim. iii. 15,

&quot;

to conduct

thyself V ot/cw eou, ^ris ea-rlv fKK\rj(TLa ou t!Wos
&quot;

; Heb. X. 20
;

i Pet. iv. 17. In Gal. vi. 10 we have the adjective as here, Trpo?

TOus olKfiovs T-^? TTIO-TCW?,
&quot; those that are of the household of

faith.&quot; But as OIKCIOS was common with such words as (iA.oo-o&amp;lt;tas,

&amp;lt;,a9, etc., the reference to an OIKOS cannot be pressed there.

Harless, while supposing the word to be specially contrasted

with irdpoLKoi, remarks that the house is itself nothing but the

community of the faithful, they being themselves the stones of

which is built the house in which God dwells. They are OIKCIOI as

eVoiK-oSo/r^eWes. But this would be to confound two figures
founded on two different senses of O?KO?. It is, however, safe

to say that the idea of oT/cos in one sense suggested to the apostle
the kindred figure. This is quite in accordance with St. Paul s

mobility of thought.
20. iroiKo8ofAri0VT9. The aorist refers to the time when they

became Christians. The further building of which they were the

subjects is referred to in ver. 22. The compound verb does
not stand merely for the simple, but expresses

&quot;

superaedificati.&quot;

Comp. Col. ii. 7 and i Cor. iii. 10. As regards the use of the

dative case, CTTI ro3 Oe/j.., it is easy to see why the accusative is

not used, as that would suggest the idea of motion towards
; cf.

i Cor. iii. 12, Rom. xv. 20. It is less easy to give a reason for

the preference of the dative to the genitive. It can hardly be
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maintained that the genitive expresses separable superposition

(Kllicott), for in Luke iv. 29 we have the genitive used of the

building of a city on a hill, &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;

ov
-f}

TroAis avrwv wKoSo/xryro. \Yhat

that passage suggests is that em with the genitive expresses locality ;

cf. Matt. x. 27, 7ri, TWJ/ Sw/xarwv ;
xxi. 19, eVi T. 6Sov

;
xxiv. 30,

/3Xo//.i/ov 7rt T. ve^cAwv ;
hence it is used loosely of proximity, like

our &quot;on the river,&quot;
orl T. flaAacrcrr/s, either

&quot; on the sea&quot; or &quot;on

the seashore.&quot; Yet the dative is similarly used, eVt ST^V/AOVI

(Herod, vii. 75). But, in general, the dative seems to imply more
close and exact superposition.

T&\&amp;gt; d.-n-ooToXoji KCU Trpo^TjTwc. The genitive has been understood
in four ways : first, as the genitive of possession,

&quot; the foundation

on which the apostles and prophets have built
&quot;

; secondly, as the

genitive auctoris,
&quot; the foundation they laid

&quot;

; thirdly, as genitive
of apposition,

&quot; the foundation which consists of the apostles and

prophets
&quot;

; fourthly,
&quot; the foundation on which they themselves

have been built.&quot;

The first view is adopted by Anselm and Beza. Beza s para

phrase is, &quot;Supra Christum qui est apostolicae et propheticae
structurae fundamentum.&quot; But this interpretation mixes up the

0f/j.eXio&amp;lt;;
and the d/cpoywv. Christ here is spoken of as the corner

stone, not the foundation. The same objection applies to the

fourth view (Bucer, Alford). The second view is very generally

adopted, and is supported by reference to i Cor. iii. 10. In

Bengel s words :

&quot; Testimonium apostolorum et prophetarum
substructum est fidei credentium omnium.&quot; Eadie interprets
the foundation as dpyvr), not so much Christ in person as Christ
&quot; our peace

&quot;

;
others more generally of the doctrine preached by

the apostles and prophets.
But nowhere is the gospel or any doctrine called the foundation

of the Church. Moreover, it would be rather incongruous to

assume as the foundation the system of teaching about Christ,

and as the corner-stone, Christ s person. If, in order to preserve
the congruity of the figure, we identify

&quot;

Christ preached
&quot; with

&quot; the preaching about Christ,&quot; we identify the corner-stone with

the foundation. Moreover, the building consists of persons. In

i Cor. iii. 10 the figure is different
;
the building there is of

doctrine, and naturally the foundation is doctrinal,
&quot;

Christ,&quot; i.e.

teaching about Christ. Still further, if this view be adopted, the

point that is brought out is an incidental one, quite unessential to

the connexion. The important point was that the Gentiles were

now along with Jewish believers members of one and the same

theocracy, or, adopting the apostle s figure, were stones in the same

building as the dytoi. This would by no means be expressed by

saying that they were built on a foundation laid by the apostles
and prophets.
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Hence the interpretation of Chrysostom, Oecumenius, etc., is

preferable, viz. that the apostles and prophets are themselves the

foundation. It is true that elsewhere, with the exception of Rev.

xxi. 14, Christ is the foundation, not the apostles ;
but here Christ

is the corner-stone, and the passage in Rev., although not precisely

parallel, quite justifies our interpretation here. The fact that the

words there are taken from a vision is surely no objection to this.

What seems a graver objection is that Christ seems thus to be
named only as

&quot;

primus inter
pares.&quot;

The answer to this is that

by Orientals the corner-stone was reckoned of greater importance
than the foundation, and as connecting and concentrating on
itself the weight of the building. Hence the expression in Isa.

xxviii. 1 6, alluded to here, and 2 Pet. ii. 6
;

cf. Ps. cxviii. 22; Acts

iv. ii
;
Matt. xxi. 42.

Amongst recent commentators, Soden and Macpherson have

adopted this view. The latter further defends the reference to the

apostles as the foundation by 2 Tim. ii. 19, &quot;The firm founda
tion of God standeth,&quot;

&quot; where undoubtedly the true elect of God
are intended, who resist all temptations to unfaithfulness.&quot; He
adds,

&quot; In the building up a special rank is given to those who
have been by immediate Divine calling and inspiration His wit

nesses unto all besides. They, in fellowship with Christ, as form

ing the first layer, are called the foundation.&quot;

OKTOS aKpoyumcuou aurou XpioroG MTJCTOU. Showing, as Chry-
sostom says, that it is Christ that holds the whole together ;

for

the corner-stone holds together both the walls and the founda
tions.

&quot;

Participium OVTOS initio commatis hujus, valde demonstrat
in praesenti tempore,&quot; Bengel. d/cpoy. (\t6ov understood, which is

added in D* G). The figure of the corner-stone as uniting the

two walls is pressed by Theodoret as referring to the union of

Jews and Gentiles
;
and many expositors have followed him.

But this is not only to press the figure unduly, it is also unsuitable.

For the point is that Jews and Gentiles now indifferently are built

into the one building, not as if the Jews were one wall and the

Gentiles another.

avrov is referred to 0e/AeAio? by Bengel, Soden, Macpherson.

Bengel urges the absence of the article before Xptcn-ov I^o-ov.

But, in fact, the article would imply the previous mention of

Christ Jesus, and the sense would be &quot; He Himself, even Christ

Jesus
&quot;

;
see Fritzsche on Matt. iii. 4, where avros Be 6 Iwaw?;?

and avro&amp;lt;s IwawTjs (as in D) are equally possible. Similarly John
iv. 44, where the best texts have avros I^o-oSs ;

but the article (as
inserted in R, 69, a/.) is admissible. Also Luke xx. 42, avro?

Aava8. It is better to connect O.VTOV with Xp. I., since it is more
to the purpose that Christ should be called the corner-stone of

the building than of the foundation
;
and in this connexion the
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emphatic pronoun is by no means superfluous, but fittingly dis

tinguishes Christ from the apostles and prophets.
Who are these apostles and prophets? According to Chry-

sostom they are the Old Testament prophets. The absence of

the article before Trpo^rwv is against this, though not decisive,
since the O.T. prophets and the apostles might possibly be regarded
as constituting one class, though this would hardly be natural. The
order of the words is also against it, and is not satisfactorily
accounted for by the superior dignity of the apostles as having
seen and heard Christ (Estius). Again, we have the analogy of

iii. 5 and iv. n, in both of which passages apostles and prophets
are named together, and the prophets are New Testament prophets.
These passages also disprove the suggestion that the apostles
themselves are here called prophets. The absence of the article

before Trpo^Twi/ is natural, since the apostles and prophets
formed one class as teachers of the Church. The objection, that

the prophets themselves were built on the foundation of the

apostles (in whichever sense we take the genitive), loses all force

when we consider, first, the high value which St. Paul sets on the

gift of prophesying (i Cor. xiv. i
ff.) ; and, secondly, that with him

&quot;

apostles
&quot; does not mean the Twelve only (see hereafter on

iv. n). Nor does there appear any reason here why the apostles
should be called by this additional title.

21. Ic w, i.e. Iv Xp. lya-ov, not d/cpoycovtatw, as Theophylact,

Beza, aI.

ircura oiKo8op,i]. Rec. Tracra.
rj OIK.

The reading is difficult.

iraa-a oiKoSofj,ri, N* B D G K L and most others, Chrys. (Comment.),
Theodoret.

iraffa i] olKodo/j.^, Nc A C P, Arm., Chrys. (text ; but this is probably a

copyist s error or correction). Thus the balance of documentary evidence is

strongly against the insertion of the article. Before deciding in favour of this

reading, we must consider the comparative likelihood of the article being
either omitted or inserted in error. Reiche, for instance, thinks it probable
that copyists either neglected the article from lack of exact knowledge of

Greek,
&quot;

quod in codicibus, qui articulo hie carent, saepe observatur,&quot; or

misinterpreted the words of the apostle as referring to individual churches,
or (as Chrysostom) to the various parts of each edifice {Comment. Crit. in

loc.). He thinks
&amp;gt;) might more easily be omitted because of the homoeo-

teleuton otVoSojU??, and because in iv. 12, 16 the same word is without the

article. But this is not a case of possible omission from homoeoteleuton ; if

the scribe s eye leaped from t\ to i], oiKodofj.r] would be the word omitted.

Itacism would be a more plausible explanation. In fact, the accidental

omission of the article in cases where it is grammatically required is extremely
rare, even in single MSS. Even where homoeoteleuton or other sources of

parablepsy might have been expected to cause omission in one or two MSS.,
we find no variation, as in Matt. xxv. 7, Tracrtu at, or 6 before words beginning
with o, as iras 6 6x^ s

&amp;gt;

Matt. xiii. 2 ; Luke vi. 19. Intentional variation in the

addition or omission of the article is pretty frequent, especially with such

words as 6e6s, Xpiffr6s, irlans. That the variation is intentional appears



II. 21] THE GENTILES NOW BROUGHT NIGH 73

further from the grouping of the MSS. on each side, those to which the

preference is given by recent critics being usually on the side of omission

(not Rom. xv. 14 or Col. iii. 16). Nor does any reason appear for the

intentional omission of the article in these cases. Where the article was
omitted by the first scribe of N and D (Epp. ), it is generally supplied by
a corrector. A remarkable instance of (probably) erroneous omission is in

Eph. vi. 16, rd before ireirvpu^va (om. B D* G). On the other hand, a

striking example of the article (probably) added erroneously after iras occurs

Rom. xv. 14, ird&amp;lt;rr)s T??S yvu&amp;lt;rtws (K B P, but om. ACD and most). In

Matt. iii. 5, iraffa 77 lovdaia, rj is om. by M T A and about twenty others,
It is unnecessary before the proper name. In the present case, intentional

addition is much more likely than intentional omission, since with the

article the meaning is obvious, and without it there is a difficulty. Such
a consideration as Reiche suggests does not seem sufficiently obtrusive to

influence the scribes.

The word oiKoSo/^ belongs to later Greek, and is condemned by
Phrynichus. It is used both for oiVoSo/Aiy/xa and ot/coSo/^crts. For
the former see i Chron. xxix. i

;
for the latter, Ezek. xvi. 61,

xvii. r 7, where it represents the Hebrew infinitive. In the N.T.
it seems to have a sort of intermediate sense, like the English

&quot;building.&quot;
Thus in i Cor. iii. 9, &quot;ye

are God s husbandry

(yewpyioi/), ye are God s building (oiKoSo/zrj),&quot;
the word is not

equivalent either to oLKo$6/j-r)/j.a or to
ot/co8o//,7/&amp;lt;rt9.

As yetopytov
there is that which is cultivated by God, so OIK. is that which is

builded up by God. In Matt. xxiv. i and Mark xiii. i, 2, it is

used of the buildings of the temple : TTOTO.TTOI Ai$ot KOI TroraTrai

oiKoSoyitat . . . /3A.7reis rai ra? ra? jueyaAa.9 oiKoSo//.as. Here it does

not appear to mean &quot;

edifices,&quot; for the temple could not properly
be said to consist of several edifices. The separate \Ct)oi were
not oiKoScyW, but every combination of them might be called an
OIK. Just so we might say, &quot;what carvings,&quot; &quot;what outlines,&quot; or

of a picture,
&quot; what harmonies.&quot; The Vulgate has in Matt. xxiv. i

and Mk. xiii. 2,
&quot; aedificationes

&quot;

;
in Mk. xiii. i, &quot;structurae.&quot;

In 2 Cor. v. i, &quot;we have a building from God,&quot; the word is nearly

equivalent to
&quot;

structure,&quot; yet it is plain that otKo8o/x7//xa would not
have been so suitable. It is &quot;a house that God builds,&quot; not &quot;has

built.&quot; The English words &quot;

building, construction, structure
&quot;

all have a similar ambiguity. The most common meaning of the

word in the N.T. is the figurative one,
&quot;

edification
&quot;

;
that sense it

has in this Ep., iv. 12, 16. The meaning in iv. 29 is analogous.
Now let us turn to the text

;
and first, if the reading with the

article is adopted, there is no obvious difficulty,
&quot; the whole

building,&quot; that is, the whole organised body of believers. When
we look closer, indeed, we find something strange in the expres
sions. o-wap/AoAoym;//.e i

T/
is present. It seems strange that the

whole building should be spoken of thus as in course of being
framed together. Still more unexpected is avci. The whole

building is growing into a temple. The ambiguity of the English
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&quot;

building
&quot;

disguises this strangeness, which is apparent when we
substitute

&quot;

edifice.&quot;
&quot; The whole edifice is growing into a temple.&quot;

The words,
&quot; the whole building or edifice,&quot; express the conception

of a thing completed. If the reading were well established, we

might explain this as due to a want of precision in the metaphor ;

but, as we have seen, this reading is not so well supported as the

other, to which we now turn.

Many expositors, including Eadie, Ellicott (more doubtfully),

Barry, Moule, Meyrick, not Findlay, Macpherson, nor the Revisers,
hold that rracra oiKoSo/xr/ may be rendered as if it were Traa-a

-f) OIK.,

and they refer especially to Luke iv. 13, Wi/ra -n-etpaor/xoV : Acts

ii. 36, Tras OIKOS Icrpar^A : vii. 22, Tracra crcx^ia AiyuTrTtcov : Homer,
//. xxiv. 407, Truo-av aXrjOfLrjv. None of these passages bear out

the assertion. Travra TrnpaoyioV is not &quot;all the temptation,&quot; but
&quot;

every temptation,&quot; as RV., i.e.
&quot;

every form of temptation.&quot; See
on Luke iv. 13. So in Acts vii. 22, although the English version

sufficiently expresses the sense, what is meant is not the totality
of the wisdom of Egypt, but the wisdom in all its branches. In

Horn. II. xxiv. 407, aye 8r/ /J.OL TraVav aXrjOeirjv KaraA.eov, the

meaning clearly is :

&quot;

Come, tell me the exact truth, nothing but

the truth.&quot; The article here would not be appropriate. Similarly
in Josephus, Antiq. iv. 5. I, Trora/u-os 8ia Trao-^s eprjfJ.ov pecov is a
river flowing through a country which is all desert.

oT/cos lo-paT/A. in Acts ii. 36 is an expression borrowed from
the O.T., where it occurs with TT&amp;lt;S in Jer. ix. 26, Ezek. xxxvi. 10,
xxxvii. ii, and is treated as a proper name, as it is without TTOS in

xxxix. 12, 22, 23, etc. So, too, oucos Kvpiov. So in classical writers

777,
for example, is treated as a proper name. The general rule is

that a word cannot be used with Tras without the article when the

sense is
&quot; the whole,&quot; unless it is such that without Tras it can be

employed definitely, or does not require the article to give it

definiteness. A somewhat similar rule holds good in English,
where we can say, not only

&quot;

all England,&quot; but &quot;

all town,&quot;
&quot;

all

school,&quot;
&quot;

all college,&quot;

&quot;

all parliament
&quot;

;
but by no means &quot;

all

house.&quot; It is, no doubt, immemorial use that has enabled such
words to dispense with the article, when the thing meant, though
only one of many, is marked out by its familiarity. We can also say
&quot;

all night,
&quot;

all
day,&quot;

as the Greeks did. Nor does it appear that

TT. OIK. would, to a reader of St. Paul s time, be any more likely to

suggest
&quot; the whole building

&quot; than would &quot;

all building
&quot;

to an

English reader. We must therefore acquiesce in some such

rendering as &quot;every building,&quot; or &quot;each several building,&quot; RV.,
modified, perhaps, as will be presently mentioned.

But what is meant by
&quot;

every building
&quot;

? Hardly
&quot;

every
church &quot;

;
for to speak of the several local churches, or of the Jews

and Gentiles as so many several buildings, would not be in accord-
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ance with the figure in ver. 20, or with St. Paul s language else

where. Moreover, he has just used a forcible figure to express
the unity of the whole Church, and it would be strange if he now
weakened it by speaking of several buildings. The individual

believer, again, is spoken of in i Cor. iii. 16 as raos eo; but there

the figure is explained by the context, as founded on the conception
of the indwelling of the Spirit. This is very different from calling
each believer an otKoSo/^. The passages above referred to in

Matthew and Mark suggest that what is intended is &quot;everything that

from time to time is builded
in,&quot;

&quot;

every constituent element of the

building.&quot; The English words &quot;

all the building
&quot; would admit of

being understood in this way, but are ambiguous. The image is that

of an extensive pile of buildings in process of construction at differ

ent points on a common plan. The several parts are adjusted to

each other so as to preserve the unity of design. So Findlay, who
remarks that an author of the second century, writing in the

interests of Catholic unity, would scarcely have omitted the article.

Hofmann compares uo^s KTIO-CW?, Col. i. 15, which he says
does not mean &quot;the whole creation,&quot; nor

&quot;every creature,&quot; but
&quot;all that is created,&quot; as -n-acra &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;ia /cat

&amp;lt;pov?7o-&amp;lt;.s
in i. 8 is &quot;all

that is wisdom&quot;; TTO.V OeXrj/jia. roB eov, Col. iv. 12, &quot;all God s

will,&quot;
to which we may add iracra

-ypa&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ij,

2 Tim. iii. 1 6
;

TT.

dvaar-pofoi,
i Pet. i. 15. Soclen s view is similar. Comp. iv. 16.

o-umpfioXoyoufieVir], &quot;fitly joined together,&quot; present participle,
because this harmonious framing together is a process still going on.

The compound verb occurs only here and iv. 16. The simple
verb up/AoAoyew seems to be equally rare. The classical word is

o-wap/xow. None of these is found in the Sept.

auei,
&quot;

groweth,&quot; the present, as in the former word, indicating
the perpetual growth. The verb is neither rare nor poetical, as is

sometimes stated
;
on the contrary, it is more frequent than avdVw

in the best Attic prose (Thuc. Xen. Plato), but the use of the

active in an intransitive sense is later (Aristot. Polyb. Diod.). It

occurs also in Col. ii. 19.

els vaoc aytok e c Kupiw.
&quot; Unto a holy temple (or sanctuary) in

the Lord.&quot; Ki pios, according to the Pauline usage, must be
Christ. eV K. seems best connected with dyios, &quot;holy

in the

Lord &quot;

;
to join it with av alone would be a tautology.

22. eV w takes up the eV &amp;lt;S of ver. 21
;

cf. ch. i. 1 1 and 1 2.

KCU
ufj.els, &quot;ye also&quot;; cf. ver. 13.

auyoiKoSofAeicrOe, not imperative, as Calvin :

&quot;

Ephesios hortatur

ut crescant in fide Christi magis et magis postquam in ea semel
fuerunt fundati,&quot; but indicative, as is proved by vv. 19, 20, in which
the apostle describes what the readers are, not what they ought to

be. Note the present tense, because the building is still going on;
cf. i Pet. ii. 5,

&quot;

are being builded in together,&quot; i.e. together with



76 THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS [ill. 1

the others
;

&amp;lt;rw- as in
&amp;lt;rvp.TToXi.Tai.

The Trda-a before OIK. looks

forward to this /ecu v/xets O-WOIK., and this is a fitting conclusion to

the paragraph which commenced with &quot;

ye are no more strangers
and foreigners.&quot; Meyer and Ellicott understand the aw- differ

ently, viz. as referring to the putting together the single parts of

the building; Meyer quoting Philo, De Proem. 20, p. 928 E
(ed. Mang. ii. p. 427), OIKIOLV tv &amp;lt;ji&amp;gt;i (jKoSoyu.?7/xev?7v KOL

trwijpfj.o(r^i.evrjv.

But the whole context favours the interpretation &quot;you together
with others,&quot; and there is no reason to give any other sense to the

aw- in crwap/AoA.oyouyu.ei 77.

eis KdToiKTjTripioi TOO 0eou. KaTOLKfjTr/pLov only in Rev. xviii. 2 in

N.T., but freq. in the Sept.
&quot; Into a habitation of God,&quot; the same

which was expressed by vao? uyios, only further specifying the

essential nature of this vaos. Harless, who reads -rraaa
r/ OIK., sup

poses KCLTOIK. here to be used of each individual Christian in whom
God dwells, the whole forming a raos ayios. Griesbach places eV u!

KOLL v/xets awoLK. in a parenthesis, which is awkward and unnecessary.
ef Tn/eu

fj.cn-1,
&quot;in the

Spirit.&quot;
It is interpreted by Chrysostom

as = spiritually, O KOS Trveu/xart/cos, and so Theophyl. Oecum.
Olshausen also thinks there is a glance at the vaos ^et/ioTrotr/ro?.

But there is no suggestion of this in the context
;
and as the whole

is so distinctly figurative, it would be worse than superfluous to add
this definition. Moreover, it does not appear that ev Tr^ei /xari

could be used with a substantive as = spiritual, except so far as the

substantive involves a verbal notion, as Trepn-o//.?) iv TTV. = TO Trepi-

TfJ.Vf.aOa.i
fv TTV., Sor/uos iv Xpiorw = &amp;lt;5eSe/x,ei/os

fv Xp.
But ev here is not merely instrumental, as if= Sta. The Spirit

is not the means or instrument only, but the medium by virtue of

which God dwells in the Church. The eV refers to the act of

KaTouoyo-ts. He by or in His Spirit dwells in this temple. The
article is not required, as TrvcC^ia is frequently treated as a proper
name where no ambiguity is caused thereby.

III. 1-7. This truth, that the Gentiles are fellow-heirs with the

Jews, was hidden from former generations, but has now been revealed

to the apostles andprophets ; and unworthy though I am, yet to me
has been given the privilege of making it known, and of preaching
Christ to the Gentiles.

1. TOUTOU X^P ll/ ^Y^ riaGXos 6 Sea-fjuos TOU Xptorou lr](rou uirep

ufiwf TW^ tbv&v. (Tischendorf omits 1770-0?, with N* D* G.) &quot;For

this reason, I Paul, the prisoner of Christ Jesus in behalf of you
Gentiles.&quot; &quot;For this reason,&quot; &quot;hujus rei

gratia,&quot; Vulg., i.e., as

Theodoret says,
&quot;

Knowing well both what ye were and how ye
were called and on what conditions, I pray God to establish you in

the faith.&quot;

Chrysostom supplies C
/AI.

I am the prisoner of Christ Jesus,
etc. So the Peshitto and many moderns, including Beza, Meyer,
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Macpherson, &quot;in order that ye may be built up to the habitation

of God in this behoof, that your Christian development may
advance to that

goal.&quot;
But this is to give too great prominence to

the assertion of his imprisonment, as if it were a main point in the

discourse, instead of being incidental. Besides, we should expect
in that case 8eo-yu.tos without the article. St. Paul was not likely
thus to designate himself as &quot; the prisoner of Christ

Jesus,&quot;
even

with the addition
&quot;

for you Gentiles.&quot; The notoriety of the fact

does not explain this. Moreover, this view makes TOVTOV x^Plv

and virlp vfjiuiv rather tautologous. The analogy of ch. iv. i is in

favour of taking 6 8. in apposition with cyw IlavAos.

Calvin s &quot;legatione fungor&quot; is a rendering of Trpea-fievM, the

reading of I) (from vi. 20). Three cursives add KfKavxrjfj-ai.

Origen ( Catena) supposes a solecism
; that, in fact, what St. Paul

ought to have written was T. xap- fyvwpio-a TO P.VCTT. Jerome
also, following Origen, declares that after diligent search he could

not find the continuation of the sense. But the true key was given

by Theodore Mops., followed by Theodoret, viz. that w. 2-13 is a

parenthesis. ravra. TTOVTO. Iv yu,ecru) re^eiKws uvoAayu./3avei rov Trepl

Tr/jocrcir^T/s Aoyov, Theodoret. The apostle having described him
self as a prisoner for the Gentiles, is quite characteristically drawn
off into a digression on the grace granted to him in connexion with

this ministry to the Gentiles. Oecumenius regards the sentence as

resumed in ver. 8 with the change of the nominative to the dative,

a change not without parallels, as he observes, in Thucydides and
Demosthenes. On that view TOVTOV

x&quot;P
tl/ would mean &quot;for this

purpose,&quot; as in Tit. i. 5. But then 6 SeV/xtos would have no point,

and, besides, ver. 8 is closely connected with 6 and 7. It is much
more satisfactory to assume, with Theodore and Theodoret, that the

sense is resumed with the same words, TOVTOV xa.piv, in ver. 14.

The supposition of a resumption in ch. iv. i, adopted in the AV.,
rests apparently only on the repetition of 6 SeV/Aios, and unneces

sarily lengthens the parenthesis.
&quot;The prisoner of Christ

Jesus,&quot;
so he calls himself in 2 Tim.

i. 8 and Philem. 9, and in this Ep. iv. i, &quot;prisoner in the Lord.&quot;

He looks on his imprisonment, not merely as suffered in the service

of the Lord, but as part of the lot assigned to him by Christ, so

that he was Christ s prisoner. Somewhat similarly in ch. vi. 20,

inrlp ov
7rp(T/3evu&amp;gt;

iv oAixrei.
&quot; In behalf of you Gentiles.&quot; Since it was his preaching the

free admission of the Gentiles that led to his persecution at the

hands of the Jews and to his present imprisonment, Acts xxi. 21,

28, xxii. 22.

2. eiye TjKoucraTe TTJK oiitoi Ofuai .

&quot;

If, indeed, ye have heard of

the dispensation.&quot; This seems decisive against the supposition
that the Epistle was addressed to a Church which had been
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personally instructed by the writer. The utmost force that can
be claimed for eiye is that, in Hermann s words, it is used &quot; de re

quae jure sumpta creditur,&quot;
&quot;

if, as I take for granted,&quot; being less

hypothetical than eiVep. According to Lightfoot on Gal. iii. 4, this

rule requires modification when applied to the N.T., where etye is

less directly affirmative than ei?rep.

Eadie says it is &quot;undeniable&quot; that eiye is used in the N.T. of

things that are certain, quoting iv. 21 and Col. i. 23. The former

passage is in the same case with the present ;
in the latter, hope

only is expressed, not certainty. The only other places where eiye

occurs in the N.T. are Gal. iii. 4 and in the Received Text 2 Cor.

v. 3 (eiTrep, B I)). It is found also in Rom. v. 6 in B. But

allowing that the particle implies certainty as strongly as Her
mann s rule asserts, it could not be used of a fact in the writer s

own experience. A preacher addressing a strange congregation

might say &quot;I am sure,&quot; or even &quot;I know that you have been

taught so and
so,&quot;

but no preacher addressing those whom he
himself had taught would ordinarily express himself in this way.

1

It is said, indeed, that this argument proves too much, since
&quot; what was known of Paul in the Ephesian Church would practi

cally be known of him throughout the missions of Asia &quot;

(Moule).
But this is just the kind of case in which the particle may be

properly used, viz. where the writer may be
&quot;practically&quot; certain,

but doubt is conceivable. Besides, the details which follow might
be but imperfectly known to those who had not heard them from

St. Paul s own lips. And again, would he, in writing to the

Ephesians, refer them to what he has just now written, that they

may appreciate his knowledge in the mystery of Christ? Had
they not had much more full proof of this during his long ministry?

Every other attempt to evade this conclusion is equally unsuc
cessful. Thus rjKovo-aTt has been rendered &quot;

intellexistis
&quot;

(Anselm,

Grotius), a meaning which the verb can have only when &quot;

hearing
&quot;

is included; or, again, &quot;hearing&quot;
the Epistle read (alluding to earlier

passages in this Epistle) ;
but cf. dvayivwo-Kovres, ver. 4. Calvin

says :

&quot;

Credibile est, quum ageret Ephesi, eum tacuisse de his

rebus.&quot; Ellicott reasons in a circle,
&quot; There could be no real

doubt
; neque enim ignorare quod hie dicitur poterant Ephesii

quibus Paulus ipse evangelium plusquam biennio praedicaverat,
Estius. . . . No argument, then, can be fairly deduced,&quot; etc. He
supposes the apostle to convey the hope that his words had not

been forgotten. Similarly Eadie, Alford, Macpherson, Meyer,

(contra, W. Schmidt in last ed. of Meyer). But the words are not
&quot;

if ye remember,&quot; or &quot;

if ye know &quot;

;
but &quot;

if ye have heard &quot;

;
and

that, if written to the Ephesians, would be = &quot;

if I told
you.&quot;

1 On eiye and eiirep compare Sanday and Headlam, Comm. on Romans,
iii. 30, with the quotation there from Monro s Homeric Grammar.
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TTJS )(dplTOS TOU QeOV TTJS 8o9lCTT]9 JJ.OI CIS UjJ.aS.
&quot; The dispensation of the grace of God, the grace given me to you-
ward.&quot;

As the explanation which follows is
&quot;

that by revelation,&quot;

etc., it is best to understand T. xaptT s as the genitive of the object,
viz. the dispensation or plan or arrangement (namely, God s

arrangement) with respect to the
grace,&quot;

etc. Chrysostom,
followed by Oecum., takes the genitive as that of the subject.
OIK. \ap. TYfV CLTTOKOiXvif/LV &amp;lt;j)r]O~LV)

OTL Oil TTdpO. dvOpWTTOV ffJLdOtV, ttAA

OvrciK ifKOVQfLiprfV rj X&amp;lt;*P
ts wore

/J.OL
e ovpavov a.7roKO.\v(j)6riva.i, Oec.

But this does not agree so well with the following words, which
define the x*Pls as V ooOtlcra eis u/ms. Alford, understanding the

genitive as objective, takes OIK. as = &quot; munus dispensandi.&quot; But
it is not easy to see in what sense St. Paul could dispense the

grace given to him. Many commentators suppose So^eio-?;? to be

attracted into the genitive by x LP LTO&amp;lt;
&amp;gt;i

either understanding that it

is in and with the grace that the OIK. is entrusted to him (for which
reason the participle has the case of

x-&amp;gt;

v. Soden), or taking r. OLK.

T. xp. as = the gospel dispensation. But, while St. Paul might
speak of the gospel dispensation as entrusted to him (oiKovo^iav

TTf.TTLa-Tf.vp.ai, i Cor. ix. 17), he could hardly speak of it as
&quot;given

to him.&quot; Nor does this interpretation agree with the circum
stance that the following words take the form of an explanation.
The explanation of OLK., as the apostolic office or stewardship, is

also not consistent with the explanation, in which it is the act of

God that is spoken of, not any conduct of the apostle. It is

tempting to suppose, with some expositors, that the writer, in

using the word otKovo^ta, has in his mind the building just re

ferred to. But although OIKOS might suggest the idea of an

OIKOVO//.OS, oLKooofj.-^ and oLKrjTrjpLov do not
;
and the figurative use

of oiKovoLLLa was so common, that if the apostle had intended such

an allusion, he would have made it more distinct.

3. on Kara diroKaXuij/ii eywpivQr] JJUH TO fj.uorrjptoi .

&quot; That it

was by way of revelation that the mystery was made known to

me.&quot; Explanation of ver. 2
;
hence the emphasis is on Kara air.,

which is not really different from OL a-n-oKaXvil/tw^, Gal. i. 12. In

the latter passage, Kara could not have been used on account of

Irjcrov Xpto-Tov following.

lyi wpio-Or) is the reading of N ABCD*GP, Vulg. Boh. Arm.,

Chrys. The Rec. has eyvwpio-e, with Dc K L, Theoph. Oec.
For TO fj-vo-T^piov see on ch. i. 9. Here, not the

&quot;mystery&quot;
of

redemption in general is meant, but the particular
&quot;

mystery
&quot;

of

the inclusion of the heathen, for it is thus explained in ver. 6.

Ka0dis irpoeypavj/a ey oXiyu. &quot;As I have just written in brief.&quot;

irpo- is local, not temporal (cf. Gal. iii. i, Trpoeypd^), and the

reference is to the present Epistle, not to an earlier one, as supposed
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by Chrysostom, Calvin, a/., contrary to the present participle

dvayivwo-Koi Tes. Theodoret and Theophylact have the right view.

Comp. I Cor. V. 9, lypai//a lr rfj fTrio-ToXrj and I Pet. V. 1 2,

t-ypcul/a
6Y o/VtyciH . The reference is doubtless to the whole pre

ceding exposition about the Gentiles.

eV oAtyw, equivalent to lv ftpa^, used by Demosthenes.

Theodoret, indeed, and some moderns connect this with the -n-po-

in 7Tpoeypa\j/a, as if it meant &quot;paulo ante,&quot; which would be irpo

oXiyov. ev 6A.. in a temporal sense would mean, &quot;in a short

time&quot; (Acts xxvi. 28). Wetstein correctly,&quot; pauca tantum attigi

cum multa dici possent.&quot; Oecumenius gives a peculiar turn, OVK

typaipfv ocra fx.P*lv AAA* ocra e^uipovv voetV, as if the following

Trpos o were = &quot;

prout,&quot;
which would make dvaytvwo-KovTes un

meaning.
4. irpos o is, &quot;according to which, or looking to which,&quot; namely,

to what I have said. Comp. &quot;Trpos
a Zirpa&v&quot; 2 Cor. v. 10;

Trpos TT/V aXrjdeiav TOV ewayy., Gal. ii. 14; Trpos TO Of\r]fj.a avrov,

Luke xii. 47. But the usage is quite classical.

dyayicwcTKorres, present, because it is &quot;while reading,&quot; or &quot;as

ye read.&quot;

poTjcnu. Where it is indifferent whether the aorist or present
infinitive is used, the aorist is more frequent (Winer, 44. 7),

especially after such verbs as SiW/Aat, 0eAa&amp;gt;,
etc. Hort thinks this

avay. refers to reading the O.T. prophecies, comparing Matt. xxiv.

15. But there the passage &quot;read&quot; is distinctly specified, and

although in Mark xiii. 14 Daniel is not named
5
he is quoted.

TTJI oweaii p,ou lv TU&amp;gt; p.uorr]pLw TOU Xpiorou.
&quot; My understanding

in the mystery of Christ.&quot; The article is not required before eV

T(3
fji., because o-uvtevat ev is a frequent expression (Josh. i. 7 ;

2 Chron. xxxiv. 12).

/JLWT. TOV Xp. We have the same expression in Col. iv. 3,

where it clearly means the doctrine of the free admission of the

Gentiles (8Y o KCU SeSe/xat). It is the same here, as explained in

ver. 6. Similarly, in Col. i. 27 we have TOV p.. TOVTOV o eo-ru Xpio-Tos
ei V/MV. That passage has been used (by Alford, Ellicott, Meyer)
to prove that the genitive here is one of apposition or identity ;

but it fails in this, since there it is not Xpio-Tos, but Xpto-Tos tv vfuv,

that constitutes the p. It is better, therefore, to understand &quot; the

mystery (or doctrine) relating to the Christ
&quot;

;
the genitive being

that of the object.
Critics who question the genuineness of the Epistle regard this

verse as the expression of a boastfulness not in accordance with

the dignity of an apostle, and only a clumsy imitation of 2 Cor.

xi. 5, 6, where St. Paul is merely claiming for himself that in which
his opponents claim to surpass him. But there is no self-laudation

in this assertion of o-weo-ts (see, on the contrary, ver. 8) ;
nor even.
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as high a claim to exceptional knowledge as is involved in Kara

a7roKaAui/w, which it only serves to illustrate. Is it not quite
natural that in writing to Churches where he was not personally

known, and where there were teachers whose teaching was of a

corrupt and paganising tendency (v. 11-14), and threatened to

cause a schism between the Jewish and the Gentile members of

the Church, the apostle, who was, in fact, combating these errors,

and expounding the true nature of the privileges to which the

Gentiles were admitted, should remind them in some such way
that the subject was one on which he could speak with authority,
and thus guard against objections which might possibly be urged

by these unsound teachers ? From this point of view it will be

seen that this indirect and delicate way of meeting possible opposi
tion is thoroughly Pauline. On the other hand, a writer who

merely assumed the name of Paul, especially one of such power as

the writer of this Epistle, would hardly put into his mouth an

expression of such seeming self-complacency, without any hint of

opposition. Still less would such a writer forthwith add so strik

ing an expression of self-depreciation as is contained in ver. 8.

5. o eTepcus vekecus OUK evyuipicrOT] TOIS uiois TUV dyGpojirwi .

&quot; Which in other ages was not made known to the sons of men.&quot;

ev, which in the Received Text precedes erepai?, rests on slight

authority, but it expresses the right construction of er. yev. Meyer,
in his earlier editions, adopted the view that the meaning was &quot;

to

other generations,&quot; rots viols, K.T.X., being epexegetical. (So also

v. Soden.) But the usual interpretation is simpler, and corre

sponds better with the antithetical vvv. For yevea in this sense, cf.

Acts xiv. 1 6, ev rats Trapwx^eVai? y. ;
and for the dative of time,

ii. 1 2, erepai?, i.e. other than the present.
&quot;The sons of men,&quot; an expression frequent in the O.T. and

simply =
&quot;

men.&quot; Comp. Mark iii. 28 (the only N.T. parallel)
with Matt. xii. 31. It is needless, therefore, to adopt Bengel s

remark,
&quot; latissima appellatio, causam exprimens ignorantiae, ortum

naturalem cui opponitur Spiritus.&quot; Bengel, indeed, thinks that the

prophets are especially referred to, because Ezekiel, who writes

largely of the temple, as St. Paul does here, calls himself the son
of man

;
but this is peculiar to him. It seems equally erroneous

to find in the words a marked contrast with &quot; His holy apostles,&quot;

namely, because these were eoD dv$pw7roi (2 Pet. i. 21) (Ellicott).
This is far-fetched. The apostles and prophets were not the less

sons of men
;
and we might, with as much reason, follow Jerome,

who would exclude the O.T. patriarchs and prophets because they
were &quot;sons of God.&quot;

S vuv
d7reKO.Xu&amp;lt;|&amp;gt;(K| TOIS

a.yioi&amp;lt;s
aTrooroXois aurou KCU

irpo&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;i]Tats
er

rVeuficiTi. &quot;As it has now been revealed to His holy apostles and

prophets in the
Spirit.&quot;

6
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ws is comparative, with such clearness as now. ourws d/cpi/3ois

OVK ffifio-av ot 7raAatol TO /Aucrrr/ptov, Theoph. ;

&quot;

fuit illis hoc mys-
terium quasi procul et cum involucris ostensum,&quot; Beza.

a.TTfKakv&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;9rj,
not now eyvwpto-^, because the special manner in

which the knowledge was given is to be brought out.
&quot; His holy apostles.&quot; How can the writer, if himself an

apostle, use such an expression ? Some critics answer unhesitat

ingly that it is incredible that an apostle should do so, and that

the expression betrays the view which belonged to a later age.
Baur thinks the dytots an oversight. And the writer who was so

unskilful as to be guilty of this palpable oversight, is so mindful

of his assumed character that in the same breath he says, e/ioi TU&amp;gt;

cAa^io-Torepo) Travrwv dyuoi/. The difficulty seems to arise from the

use of the word
&quot;holy,&quot;

and the corresponding words in other

modern languages, to express the personal character of &quot;holiness.&quot;

But aytos is used of any thing that is set apart for a sacred pur

pose. So we have &quot;holy prophets,&quot; Luke i. 70 ;
Acts iii. 21. All

Christians are by their calling aytoi, and St. Paul frequently uses

the word where he himself is included (e.g. i Cor. vi. 2 and Col.

i. 26). When he calls all believers aytot, what delicacy should

prevent him from calling the apostles by the same word? A
clergyman is not expected to be prevented, by a feeling of delicacy,
from speaking of his &quot;reverend brethren,&quot; or a bishop of his

&quot;right

reverend brethren.&quot;

Lachmann and Tregelles place a comma after dyt ots, the follow

ing words being in apposition :

&quot;

to the saints, His apostles and

prophets,&quot; or rather &quot;apostles and prophets of His.&quot; But such

a separation of the adjective from the following substantive is

harsh, although it must be admitted that it is suggested by the

parallel in Col. i. 26.

A more considerable difficulty seems to arise from the state

ment that the mystery of the free admission of the Gentiles had
been revealed to

&quot; the apostles and prophets,&quot; viz. as a body. For
this is precisely the special doctrine which St. Paul seems else

where, and here in ver. 3, to claim as his own, and which, at least

at first, was not accepted by the other apostles (Gal. ii.).
In ver.

8, also, this is recognised as the distinctive characteristic of St.

Paul s apostleship. For this reason Reuss makes the suggestion
that the second half of ver. 5 is a gloss. In favour of this sug

gestion, it may also be observed that O.VTOV has no expressed

antecedent, unless, indeed, in opposition to most expositors, we
take it to be Xpio-roJ). In the parallel in Col. i. 26, rot? dyiots

O.VTOV, the antecedent eoC occurs just before. But the authority
of the MSS. is too strong for this suggestion to be accepted. B,

indeed, omits cbroo-ToAois (with ps. Ambr.), while D G place the

word after avrov.
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The difficulty, however, is met by the consideration that, not

withstanding the doubts which the other apostles at first enter

tained, they afterwards fully accepted the doctrine as taught by
St. Paul, Acts xv., Gal. ii. 7 ff., and that long before the present

Epistle was written. The &quot;

prophets
&quot;

are manifestly Christian

prophets. lv 7rvf.vfj.an must be joined with the verb, not with -n-po-

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;7/rats,
to which it would be a superfluous addition, or dytots, or

the following emu.
6. etccu TO, eQvTf] &amp;lt;ruyK\T]pov 6|ia.

KCU cruo-aujxa . . . (namely)
&quot;

that

the Gentiles are fellow-heirs (or joint possessors) and fellow-mem

bers of the body.&quot; Epexegetical ; stating, not the purpose, but

the content of the /XVO-TT//HOV. The &quot; should be &quot;

of AV. is not

grammatically tenable. o-vyK\-r]pov6fj.a, fellow-heirs, not with Christ,

as in Rom. viii. 1 7 (and Jerome here), for it is
&quot;

in Christ,&quot; but

with the believing Jews. The word cruy/cA-T/povo/xos is found four

times in the N.T. and once in Philo, but not elsewhere. o-tWw/xa,

incorporated with them into the body of which Christ is the Head.

The word is not found elsewhere (except in the Fathers), and is

supposed to have been perhaps formed by St. Paul. But as

Aristotle has the compound (rDo-o-w/xaTOTroieiv (Zte Mundo, iv. 30),

it is more probable that the adjective was in use.

Kal au(j.fiToxa rfjs eTrayYeXias ev Xpiorw \r\vou.

The Received Text has avrov after iira-yy., with D^GKL, a!.; but the

word is absent from
fc&amp;lt;
A B C D* P 17, al. Xpwnjj of the Text Rec. rests on

nearly the same MS. authority, with the addition of D ; while Xpiffry

IT)&amp;lt;TOV
has the authority of tf A B C P 17.

&quot;And joint-partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus.&quot; The
accumulation of epithets is due to the importance of the matter

;

there is no climax, for cru/x/xer. is not stronger than o-vo-o-w/ta. The
former word is found outside this Epistle only in Josephus, but

the verb o-u/A/zerexw occurs in Xen. and Plato. Jerome renders

the words &quot; cohaeredes et concorporales et comparticipes pro-

missionis,&quot; defending the inelegance of the Latin by the import
ance of correctly representing the Greek. The genitive eVayy.

depends only on crv
fj.fj.er.

The promise is the promise of salva

tion, of a part in the kingdom of the Messiah
;
and to be partakers

of the promise is to be joined with those to whom the promise is

given. There is no need, then, to take 17 liray. as = the thing pro

mised, still less to understand this specially of the Holy Spirit.

In the passages to which Eadie and others refer in support of such

a restriction, the Spirit is expressly named, e.g. Gal. iii. 14; ch.

i. 13.
eV XptoTw Irjcrov and 8m TOV euayyeXiov refer to all three epithets.

&quot; In Christ Jesus through the gospel.&quot;
In Christ, not Sta, for He

was not simply the means
;

it was in His person that this effect
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was produced. Cf. i. 7 ;
and for an analogous distinction between

ev and 8id, even where both substantives are impersonal, i Pet.

i. 5, ev 8vva.fJ.ti f.ov
(j&amp;gt;povpov[jivov&amp;lt;;

8ia Trio-yews, and Heb. X. 10, Iv

w BeXrj/jiaTi ryytacr/xevot ecrre 8ia TT/S 7rpocr&amp;lt;opa?, K.T.A..

7. ou lyevr]Qr)v SidKo^os. &quot;Of which I became a minister&quot;

(tyevjOriv, K A B D* G
;

but tyevo/^v, C D K L). The use of

yeinrjOrjvai instead of the Attic yei/eo-$ai is condemned by Phrynichus,
who calls it Doric

;
but it is frequent in later Greek writers (Poly-

bius, Diodorus, Dion. Hal. etc.), as is shown by Lobeck (ad
Phryn. p. 109). There is no ground, then, for assigning to the

word here a passive shade of meaning, as is done by Oecum., ov8iv

yap eyw epyov e/xov crweifrryveyKa rrj ^aptri ravrrj. Compare, on
the contrary, Col. iv. II, eyei/T^o-dV /xoi Trapryyopta; I Thess. ii. 14,

Suucovos. Harless maintains that 8. denotes the servant in his

activity for that service, while uTr^peYr/s denotes him in his activity

for the Master, apparently on the ground that 8iaKovf.lv TL or TLVL

TI is said, and he compares i Cor. iv. i with Col. i. 7. But

{iTT^ptTetv TLVL TL is also said (Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 46 ; Soph. Phil.

1012), and the distinction cannot be maintained; see 2 Cor.

xi. 23, StaKovoi Xptcrrov eicri; i Tim. iv. 6; and for iiTr^peV?/?, Acts

xxvi. 1 6
;
Luke i. 2.

Kara rr\v Swpeav TTJS x^P tT 5 TO &quot; eou TTJS SoOeiaTjs p.oi Kara TTJK

efepyeiai rf]? Suvctfj-ews aurou. According to the gift of that grace
of God which was given to me &quot;

by virtue of the exercise of His

power.&quot; T??S 8o0ei&amp;lt;rr)s
is the reading of X A B C D* G, Vulg. Boh.

The accusative is read by Dc K L, Syr., Chrys. The genitive is

one of apposition, the gift being the grace given, so that the two

readings do not differ in sense
;
but logically the genitive has the

advantage, as the grace required this further definition more than

the gift.

Kara
ri}\&amp;gt;

eV. aurou. These words, which are to be connected
with

8o6tt&amp;lt;rr)s,
are by no means superfluous, but express the ever-

present consciousness of St. Paul that his mission as an apostle
was not due to anything in himself, it was the grace of God given
with Divine power that alone changed the persecutor into the

apostle. Hence the accumulation Swpea, x^P L^ Sofleicnjs, eVepyeia,

3wa/us, proceeding from the feeling of his own unworthiness,

suggested by ou 6\a/c. cyevr/Orjv. &quot;Nolite respicere quid sim

meritus, quia dominus ultro mihi sua liberalitate hoc contulit ut

sim apostolus gentium ;
non mea dignitate sed ejus gratia. Nolite

etiam respicere qualis fuerim
;
nam domini est homines nihili

extollere. Haec est potentiae ejus efficacia, ex nihilo grande aliquid
efficere.&quot; See Dale, Lect. xiii. p. 235.

8. efxol TW e\a,xioTOTe pa&amp;gt;

irdkTOJc dyiwi eS60Tj r\ X^P 1? aunr). TWV

is added before dytW in the Received Text, against a great pre-
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ponderance of authority. dyiW is used as a substantive. &quot;To

me who am less than the least of all saints
&quot;

(i.e. all Christians)
&quot; was this grace given.&quot; Closely connected in thought with the

preceding, as expressing his own unworthiness in contrast with

God s grace. EXaxioTorepos. Double forms of comparatives and

superlatives are frequent in the poets. Wetstein quotes Eustathius,
who has collected numerous instances. But they also occur in the

later prose writers, e.g. /AeioTepos (Malalas, 490. 9 ; also 3 John 4) ;

eAaxurTorai-os (Sextus Empir. ;
also Matt. iii. 54, ix. 406),

apparently without any increase of meaning. The instances in

earlier prose writers (Xen. Aristot.) seem to be invented by the

respective writers. The present instance is remarkable as a com
bination of superlative and comparative. It has a curiously

parallel form in Aristotle, Metaph. x. 4. 7 (Bekker), ovrc yap TOV

ecrxaYou eo-^arajrepov fir] av TL
;
but there the form is introduced

only as expressing an impossible conception, and is construed as a

comparative ; here, on the contrary, eXa^to-Torepos appears to

express a definite idea, not only least of all saints, but even less

than this implies. It may therefore be considered a unique
formation. The expression can hardly be interpreted, with some
eminent expositors, as referring to his consciousness of enduring
sinfulness, as to which he could not place himself lower than all

saints. True it is, no doubt, that every Christian, when he looks

into his own heart, and is conscious of the sin that still dwells

there, and knows that he cannot see what is in the heart of others,

may be ready to exclaim, eyw eAa^io-rorepos TTUVTWV dyiW ; but this

does not express a deliberate comparison, and whatever such a

one may feel at such moments, he would act unwisely if, when

instructing and exhorting others, he should thus proclaim his own

inferiority to them. Such a confession would be likely to be mis

understood, and either called hypocritical or made the ground of

the retort, Why, then, take upon you to instruct and reprove your
betters ? Certainly St. Paul gives us little reason to think that he
would take such a view. He declares that he has &quot;

lived in all

good conscience toward God&quot;; that if any one might have confi

dence in the flesh, he might, being blameless as touching the

righteousness which is in the law. And as one of the dyioi, he
does not reckon himself amongst the babes in Christ, but the

mature, reAetoi (Phil. iii. 15). He affirms that in nothing is he
behind the vTrcpXtav aTroo-ToAot

; nay, he does not hesitate to call

on his readers to be imitators of him, as he is of Christ. While
never for a moment forgetting his own nothingness, and that it is

only by the grace of God that he was what he was, he likewise

never forgets his true position in Christ s service. And he was too

much taken up with his work in that service to have time for

indulging in that kind of self-examination which consists in analys-
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ing one s state of mind or one s feelings. In Rom. vii. 17, to

which Harless refers, he is describing the state from which he has

been delivered (ib. ver. 25, viii. 2).

His recollection, ever vivid, of his former career as a persecutor
is quite sufficient explanation of the expression here used.

The same writers who hold that the aytot aTroo-roXot, ver. 5,

could proceed only from an imitator who forgot his part, are of

opinion that the expression now before us is an exaggerated imita

tion of i Cor. xv. 9,
&quot;

I am the least of the apostles, that am not

meet to -be called an apostle.&quot;
But there was no occasion there

for any comparison with believers in general ;
he is only speaking

of himself as one of the apostles ;
here he speaks of a grace that

distinguished him above other believers, and,
&quot; now undeservedly,&quot;

is his natural feeling. Indeed, we may with more justice say that

this striking and unique expression could not proceed from calcu

lated imitation
;

it has the stamp of a spontaneous outflow of an

intense feeling of unworthiness. Nor does it really go beyond the

passage in i Cor.; for there he declares himself not only the least of

the apostles, but not meet to be called an apostle ;
here he does

not say that he is not meet to be reckoned amongst the dytot.

For the reader will not fail to note that notwithstanding the depth
of his self-depreciation he still counts himself (or is represented as

counting himself), and that not with hesitation, amongst the aytot,

the very term which when joined with arroa-ToXoi is thought to

be unapostolic. Yet no one supposes that dytwv here is incon

sistent with humility.
rots eOcecric euayYeXicraaOai TO &ve^i\VLa.&amp;lt;nov irXouros TOU Xpiorou.

The Rec. Text has / before rots IB., with D G K L. It is absent

from K A B C P.
&quot; To preach unto the Gentiles the unsearchable riches of

Christ.&quot; This is what 17 x^Pts a^Tr
l consisted in. avrrj refers to

what follows. Harless regards the words as an exposition of Swpeo,

ffj,oi to avTr) being treated as a parenthesis in order to avoid what
he thinks would be unnatural, the close of a period within the

long parenthesis, whose unusual length is only explained by the

uninterrupted flow of thought. In that case avrrj would refer

backward to ver. 7. But it is very awkward to separate euay-

yeXio-acrdai from the immediately preceding 17 x&quot;P
t? aurr/. As to

vv. 2-13, this is not grammatically a parenthesis, for the sentence in

ver. i is completely broken off, and a new sentence begins in

ver. 14.

oVe^i^i iao-rov. Theodoret well remarks : /cat TTWS

f*TTp o TrAoSros dvefixviaoTOS ; rovro yap avro, (f)r)&amp;lt;ri}

OTL dveftxviacrros. The neuter TrXovros, however, is the best

supported reading in the text, being in N*ABCD*G 17

67**, while Nc D c K L P have the masculine,
&quot; the riches of
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Christ
&quot;

; all the inexhaustible blessings contained in Him.

Comp. Rom. xi. 33 (where the same word di/e&x. occurs), and
i Cor. xiii. 9-12, &quot;We know in

part,&quot; etc., and Phil. iii. 10.

9. KO.I
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;Q&amp;gt;Ticrai [irdvras]. The reading is doubtful.

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;url(ra.i
without

irdvTas is read by {&amp;lt;*
A 67

2
, Cyr. Hil. and apparently Jerome, vdvTat is

added by NBCDGKLP, Ital., Vulg. Syr., Chrys. af.; Tisch. Treg.
Westcott and Hort leave out the word. The insertion seems easy to account

for, as the verb seemed to require an accusative, which it usually has in the

N.T. As to the sense, the advantage seems to be on the side of the

omission. The general meaning is, indeed, pretty much the same with either

reading, since the result of bringing the oi /c. to light is that all men are enabled
to see it. But Trdvras would seem to represent this result as attained by
opening the eyes of men, whereas, since it was by revelation that the apostle
learned it, opening men s eyes would not be sufficient ; the mystery itself had
to be brought to light. Besides, the meaning given to

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;urri

crai with the

reading Trdvras, viz. to enlighten by way of instruction, has no parallel in the

N.T., although it is so used in a few passages in the Sept. (Judg. xiii. 8;
2 Kings xii. 2, xvii. 27, 28). Moreover, if iravra.? is read, although it is

not emphatic, it cannot be limited to the Gentiles, and it would hardly be in

St. Paul s manner to claim as his the office of enlightening all men as to the

mystery.

TIS T] OlKOCOfJUd TOU fAUOTTJploU. The RCC. Text haS KOtVOiVlO,

a remarkable variation, but found in few MSS. olKovofjiia is in all

the uncials, most cursives, and the versions and Fathers.
&quot; What is the arrangement, or administration, of the mystery ?

&quot;

The mystery is that indicated in ver. 6, and that which was ordered
or arranged as to the carrying out of this is the ouc. r. /AUOT. This
was entrusted to St. Paul

;
cf. ver. 2. This seems more natural

than to interpret OIK. as the arrangement which consisted in

hitherto concealing the mystery and now revealing it. Comp.
Col. i. 25, Tr)v OIK. TOV fov TT]v SoOticrdv

fjioi cis v/Aas TrX.rjpoxrai

TOV \OJOV TOV 0l&amp;gt; TO pVCmlpLOV TO aTrOKtKpV/J.fJ.ei OV ttTTO TWV
atwvaiv.

TOU diroKCKpufAjjieVou,
&quot; which was hidden &quot; =

crco-iyr/yxeVou, Rom.
XVI. 25. Comp. also I Cor. ii. 7 KaAov/zev tov

o~o&amp;lt;piav
iv

diro Twr alcocwf, equivalent to xpovois cuowoi?, Rom. xvi. 25,
&quot; from the beginning.&quot; The expression occurs only here and Col.

i. 26 in the N.T. CITT* aiwi/os (used also by Longinus) occurs in

Luke i. 70; Acts iii. 21, xv. 18. e/c TOV at., which is used by
St John, ix. 32, is also found in Greek writers. Comp. 71730

TUIV cuojvwv, i Cor. ii. 7.

Iv TW 0ew TW TO, ir-dvTa KTUTCICTI.
&quot; In God who created all

things.&quot; The Rec. Text adds, Sia Iv/orov Xpio-rov, with DC KL,
Chrys. Theodoret, Oec. But the words are omitted by X A B C
D* G P, Vulg. Syr. Pesh. and Hard, (text) and other versions,
Tert. Jerome, Augustine, al.

It is not quite clear what is the point here of the words TU Ta
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IT. KTicravri. When the words 810. I. Xp. were read, a reference to

the spiritual or new creation was naturally thought of
;
but these

words being omitted, such a reference is excluded. But, in fact, it

is remote from the context, and unsuitable to the emphatic and
unrestricted Travra, as well as to the simple KTIO-O.VTI.

It is clear that KTI&IV cannot be applied to the /jLva-rr/piov, which
is not a thing created. The simplest explanation seems to be that

the Creator of all was free to make what arrangement He pleased
as to the concealment and revelation of His purpose. As Bengel
remarks :

&quot; Rerum omnium creatio fundamentum est omnis reliquae
oeconomiae pro potestate Dei universali liberrime dispensatae.&quot;

Harless connects the words with the following :

&quot; Created all

things in order to reveal in the Church His varied wisdom.&quot; But
so important an assertion as this would hardly be made in so

incidental a manner in a subordinate clause, especially as it has no

analogy elsewhere in the N.T. Moreover, vvv in the following
clause is against this view; see on ver. 10.

10-13. It is Gods purpose, that even the angelic powers should

learn through the Church the varied wisdom of God as shown in

His eternalpurpose in Christ.

10. iva yyajpiaSfj vuv TCUS dpxcu? KCU TOILS E^OUCTICUS ev TOIS

eiroupataoig 8ia rfjs KK\T]crias &quot;f\
TroXuiroiKiXos crcxjua TOU 0eou.

&quot; To the end that now might be made known to the princi

palities and the powers in the heavenly places the much varied

wisdom of God.&quot; Iva is supposed by some to be connected with

the whole of the preceding, or specially with eSo$r/, /c.r.X. This

would make St. Paul ascribe to his own preaching a result in

which the other apostles had their share. But as yvwpio-^ is

directly opposed to a-n-oKfKp., and vvv to OLTTO rG&amp;gt;v aluvtav, the most
natural interpretation is that the secret or mystery was concealed

in former times in order that now the wisdom of God might be
manifested in its fulfilment. Braune, however, connects &amp;lt;W with

Tts 17
OIK. TOU /A.

&quot; The arrangement is directed to this end, that

the wisdom of God,&quot; etc.

TCUS dpxcus Kal TCUS eouo-icus. Understood by some of the

older expositors of earthly powers in general, or of Jewish rulers in

particular (so Locke), or again of heathen priests, or of Church
authorities ;

all from unwillingness to admit the sublime thought of

the apostle, that God s wisdom in the scheme of redemption is an

object of contemplation to heavenly intelligences. Comp., on the

contrary, i Pet. i. 12, &quot;which things angels desire to look into.&quot;

V. Soden, comparing Col. ii. 10-15, understands the words of

the angelic powers which ministered the law on the one hand, and
on the other hand the elemental spirits which claimed the venera

tion of the heathen. To both was it now made manifest that the

enmity was at an end.
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ec TOIS eiroupcuaois, local, cf. i. 3, 20. It qualifies the preceding
substantive notwithstanding the absence of the article, which is

not necessary in the case of local definitions. Cf. Demosth. c.

Pantaen, p. 967, TOIS Ipycns iv Mapcwctp: Aeschines, Fals. Leg, 42,

rrjv Tpir-rjv 7rpe&amp;lt;ry8eiav
eVl TO KOLVOV TWV

A/x&amp;lt;&amp;lt;.KTvdvtuv (Bernhardy,

P- 32 2
f.).

8id TT)? KK\r](Tias, / .f. as Theodoret expresses it, Sia TT}S irepl

Tryv KK\Trj(riav oi/n o/x6as. The Church is the phenomenon, which

by its existence is a proof and exhibition of the Divine wisdom as

manifested in a scheme of redemption which is world wide.

TToXuiTciKiXos does not mean
&quot;very wise,&quot; as has been hastily

inferred from the use of TTOI/AOS in Aesch. Prom. Vinct, 315, where,

however, the word means &quot;

crafty.&quot;
TroAwrot/aAos is used by

Eurip. Iph. Taur. 1149, of cloth; by Eubulus, ap. Athen. 15,

p. 679^, of flowers. In a figurative sense, as here, it occurs in

the Orphica (Ixi. 4, of discourse), and in Theophilus. The Latin

here has &quot;multiformis.&quot; The wrord probably refers to the variety
of God s dealings with Jews and Gentiles in former times, which
are now seen to have worked to one end. Gregory of Nyssa
(Horn. viii. in Cant. Cant, followed by Theoph. and Oecum.)
gives a striking interpretation.

&quot; Before the incarnation of our

Saviour the heavenly powers knew the wisdom of God only as

simple and uniform, effecting wonders in a manner consonant
with the nature of each thing. There was nothing 7roi/Aov. But
now by means of the oucovcyua, with reference to the Church
and the human race, the wisdom of God is known no longer
as simple, but as TroAuTroi/aAos, producing contraries by con

traries
; by death, life ; by dishonour, glory ; by sin, righteous

ness
; by a curse, blessing ; by weakness, power. The invisible is

manifested in flesh. He redeems captives, Himself the purchaser,
and Himself the

price.&quot;
The thought is no doubt striking, but the

adjective TroAvTr. does not suggest 7rapuSoov. Perhaps, indeed, the

word has been too much pressed by some expositors, and is only

suggested by the thought of the great apparent difference and
real harmony between the Christian dispensation and that which

preceded it.

11. Kara TrpoOeaiv i&v alwyw. &quot;According to the purpose of the

ages.&quot;
The genitive does not seem to be correctly taken as that of

the object, the purpose concerning the ages, the foreordering of the

ages (Whitby), since the writer is speaking of the one purpose
carried out in Christ. Nor can 7rpd#eo-is be taken as = fore

knowledge (Chrys.). Modern commentators generally take it as

= eternal. Ellicott compares Trpo^ecrtv . . . Trpo xpdi wv cuWiW,
2 Tim. i. 9 ;

but then the latter words are connected with Sofleurav,

not with irpoQ. A better sense is obtained by taking the genitive
as one of possession, &quot;the purpose that runs through the
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ages.&quot; Cf. Tennyson,
&quot;

through the ages one increasing purpose
runs.&quot;

TJC eiroiTjo-ei l\&amp;gt; TW Xpicrrw lT]aou TW Kupiw ^fioii . &quot;Which He
purposed in Christ Jesus our Lord.&quot; It is questioned whether

f-rroLfja-ev means &quot; formed &quot;

or &quot; executed
&quot;

the purpose. The
immediate connexion favours the former view

;
but it is urged by

Meyer, Ellicott, /., that what follows belongs to the execution,
not the formation of the purpose ;

and this has been thought also

to account for Ir/o-ov being added, since it was not the formation

of the purpose, but its accomplishment that took place in the

historical Jesus. For the use of Troieiv in this sense we are referred

to ch. ii. 3; Matt. xxi. 31; John vi. 38, and in the Sept.
i Kings v. 8

;
Isa. xliv. 28. But in all these passages the object

of the verb is 8e\r)fj.a, which primarily means that which is willed,

so that the exact meaning of TT. $eA?7/m is to perform that which

God, e.g., has willed. It could not mean to form a purpose. With

7rpo#eo-ts it is otherwise. This properly means the purpose as an

act, although by a natural figure it may also be used of that

which is purposed. The natural meaning of -n-oiciv np., therefore,

is to form a purpose, and the passages cited do not prove that

any other sense is possible. Meyer also compares iroulv yvw/x-^v,

Rev. xvii. 1 7 ;
but even if this were quite parallel, we cannot

explain St. Paul s Greek by that of the Apocalypse. In any
case, when it is a Trpotfecm TO&amp;gt;V aiwvojv that is in question, iroieiv

would be a very weak verb to use. The addition of I^o-oD is

sufficiently accounted for by this, that the apostle desired to

bring to the mind of his readers the thought that He whom
they know as Jesus their Lord is none other than the Christ in

whom God had from eternity formed His purpose. So likewise

ch. i. 4.

12. e.v &amp;lt;S e^ojuiec rr\

8ia TTJS morecus aurou.

So X A B 1 7 80, Greg-Nyss. The Rec. Text, has rr\v before

with C D c K L P, Ath. Chrys. a!.

D* have ryv Trpoffaywyiiv KO.L rrjv TrappijaLaf.

G : TrpoffayuyTjv els TT\V TrappTja-iav. The article seems more likely to have
been inserted for grammatical reasons than omitted either accidentally or

otherwise.

&quot; In whom we have our boldness and access in confidence

through our faith in Him.&quot; Trapprjcria is primarily freedom of

speech, and is frequently found in that sense in the N.T., as well

as in that of &quot;plainness of speech,&quot; John xvi. 25, 26. It occurs

in the sense of &quot; confidence
&quot;

in the Apocrypha and in Josephus,

e.g. I Mace. iv. 18, A^i//er ra o-KvAa /zero. TT.; Wisd. V. I, (TTija-erai

ev TT. iroXXrj o Sucaios
;
so Phil. i. 20

;
i Tim. iii. 13; Heb. x. 19;

cf. i John ii. 28, iii. 21, iv. 17, v. 14. The transition of
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meaning seems not to be by way of generalisation from confidence

in speaking to confidence generally ;
for the primary meaning is

not &quot;confidence,&quot; but &quot;freedom, openness&quot; of speech. But
freedom of speech (in the active sense) implies the absence of

fear or shame
;
see the passages just referred to in i John ii. 28,

&quot; have TT., and not be ashamed &quot;

;
iv. 1 7,

&quot;

TT. in the day of

judgment.&quot; In John iii. 21 and iv. 12, TT. is connected with

prayer.
On Trpoo-aycoyr; see ii. 18. The intransitive sense is obviously

the more suitable here. If the article is not read we must either

suppose Trapprja-ia and Trprxraywyr/ to form parts of one conception,
or we must connect the following words with the latter only. What
has just been said of irapprjo-ia shows that the former alternative

is quite possible, TrappT/o-io. KOL Trpoo-aywy^ being nearly equivalent
to Trpoo-aywyr/ yuera Trapp^o-ias, and the idea would be the same that

is expressed in Heb. iv. 1 6, 7rpocrepxoJ/u.e$a /Atra Trapp^a-ia? T(p Opovia

rJJs x&quot;P
tros - The other alternative would leave TrnppT/o-ta very

indefinite.

How grandly is this confidence expressed in Rom. viii. 38, 39 !

(Meyer.)
TreW^o-is is a word of the later Greek. It occurs several

times in Josephus, also in Sextus Empiricus and in Philo, but only
once in the Sept. 2 Kings xviii. 19.

Sid TT)S moTeu&amp;gt;9 O.UTOU. The genitive is that of the object, the

TTIOTI? is defined by its object. So in Mark xi. 22, ex Te 7r -

Rom. iii. 22, 26; James ii. I, /u,r;
eV 7rpocroj7roA7y^tai

Trurriv TOV Kupiou ry/x,cor, and elsewhere. The words are to be

connected with ex /*61 *
n t with ire-n-oiO-ijo-ei.

13. Aio aiToG|Jiai (XT] eyKciKeic iv TCUS 0XivJ/eo-t fiou UTrep ujjiciv. Aio,

viz. because I am the minister of so great a matter
; connected, not

with the preceding verse only, but with 8-12. The greater the

office, the less becoming would it be to lose heart.

The following words, however, admit of two interpretations.

Either, I pray that I may not lose heart, or, I entreat you, not to

lose heart. The latter view is adopted by the Syr., Theodoret,

Jerome, Bengel, Harless, Olshausen, Braune. In its favour it is

alleged that it is much more natural to supply the subject of the

infinitive from that of the substantive verb
; and, secondly, that it is

difficult to understand Iv on the other view. But the chief objec
tion to the first-mentioned interpretation, according to Harless, is

from the structure of the whole passage. Either St. Paul resumes
in these words the course of thought begun in ver. i, or he does not.

Now it is the thought of supplication for his readers that separates
the subsequent context from the parenthesis. If, then, he does not

here resume ver. i, how can we suppose that he could express the

same thought in the parenthesis itself without observing that the
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parenthesis was thereby removed? If he does here resume ver. i,

the TOVTOV xa.(nv after 810, instead of /ecu, is inexplicable, or rather

intolerable. The argument assumes that atroC/xai means, I pray

(God), and is set aside by taking that word as = I entreat you.
The difficulties in Theodoret s interpretation are greater. First, if

cuToS/Acu is, I pray God, eov could hardly be omitted. The passages
cited as parallel, viz. Col. i. 9 and Jas. i. 6, are not really so. In

the former, atroL /xevot only expresses the content of the prayer
mentioned in Trpoa-ev^o^voi, which, of course, means prayer to

God. In the latter, airetrto repeats the atTerrw of the previous

verse, which is denned by irapa rov SiSovros eov iracnv. Moreover,
the words ^rts icm So a

vp.u&amp;gt;v supply much more naturally a motive
for the readers than for the apostle. The /JLOV after OXiif/ea-t, too,

would be superfluous if the apostle were praying for himself. And
we may add that the implied apprehension lest he should be
disheartened by persecution is not in harmony with the apostle s

character or with his other utterances. He gloried in tribulation,
and took pleasure in persecution (Rom. v. 3 ;

2 Cor. xii. 10; Col.

i. 24). Compare also the passage just referred to in Rom. viii. 38,

39. But he might have reason to fear that some of the Gentile

converts might be tempted to lose heart when they saw the per
secution to which the apostle was subjected just because of his

proclaiming the doctrine, here insisted on, of the free and equal

participation of the Gentiles in the blessings of the Messiah s

kingdom.
ec TCUS 0\tij/(Ti fiou uirep u/j.ui

.

&quot; In my tribulations on your
behalf.&quot; Namely, those which came upon him by reason of his

being the Apostle of the Gentiles. Compare his touching words,
I hil. ii. 17, &quot;Even if I am offered on the sacrifice of your faith, I

rejoice.&quot;
eV denotes the circumstances in which, etc.; virlp {I/AWV is

clearly to be joined to ^Au^eo-i /xov, not to atrou/xat (as Harless).
The article is not required, since #Ai/3ecr$cu v-n-ep TIVOS is possible

(2 Cor. i. 6) ;
cf. Gal. iv. 14.

TJTIS eon 86a
UJJLWC. T/TIS introduces a reason

;
it is not simply

equivalent to
r),

but implies that what is predicated belongs to the

nature of the thing,
&quot;

quippe qui,&quot;
&quot;inasmuch as this.&quot; It is

referred to // ey*aKiV by Theodoret, followed by Harless,

Olshausen, Braune, al. This, of course, supposes the preceding

prayer to be for the apostle himself. On this view it would be his

personal fortitude that is the glory of the Ephesians, which would
be a strange expression. If it be asked how his afflictions could

1 be their glory, Chrysostom replies,
&quot; Because God so loved them

as to give His Son for them, and to afflict His servants
;
for in

order that they should obtain so great blessings Paul was im

prisoned.&quot;

1419. Prayer for the readers, that they may be given spiritual
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strength ; that Christ may dwell in tJieir hearts ; and that they may
learn to know His love, which surpasses know/edge.

14. TOUTOU x^P lv Kdfmrw TO. yovo.ro. JJLOU. Resumes ver. i, &quot;On

this account,&quot; referring to the train of thought in the latter part of

ch. ii. Although the construction was broken off in ver. 2, the

thought has continued to turn on the same ideas.
&quot;

I bend my
knees,&quot; this expresses the earnestness of the prayer, TT)V KO.TO.-

vf.vvyp.f.vqv Ser/crtv eSr/A.cucrej , Chrys. &quot;A signo rem denotat,&quot;

Calvin. Some, as Calv., have with strange literality supposed that

the apostle actually knelt while writing; (against Trpos, see below).

The usual posture in praying was standing :

&quot; when ye stand

praying,&quot; Mark xi. 25; &quot;stood and prayed,&quot;
Luke xviii. u

;
&quot;the

publican standing afar
off,&quot;

ib. 13. But kneeling is mentioned,
i Kings viii. 54 (Solomon); Uan. vi. 10; and, in the N.T., Luke
xxii. 41 ;

Acts vii. 60, xx. 36, xxi. 5. Eusebius mentions it as the

custom proper to the Christians : TO ot/cetov rots xprn.ai/ots TWV

ev^on e#os (H.E. v. 5). Justin Martyr and Basil represent

kneeling as a symbol of our fall by sin. See on Luke xxii. 41.

irpos TOI&amp;gt; riarepa. Ka.p,irTtLv yow in the literal sense takes the

dative (Rom. xi. 4, xiv. 1 1
;
both places, however, being quotations).

Here as the words were equivalent to Trpoo-euxo/xat, 717309 is used as

indicating the direction of the prayer.

After TLartpa the Rec. Text has TOV Kvpiov i]fj.uv Ir/croD KpiffTov, with

Ne D G K L, Syr. Vulg., Chrys. al.

The words are wanting in X*ABCP 17 67**, Boh. Aeth., Jerome
(expressly), and many others. The insertion of the words is easily accounted
for ; there would be no reason for their omission. Although Jerome expressly
states, &quot;quod sequitur . . . non ut in Latinis Codicibus additum est, ad

patrem domini nostriJesu Christt, sed simpliciter ad patrem legendum ut dei

patris nomen non domino nostro Jesu Christo sed omnibus creaturis ration-

abilibus coaptetur&quot; (vii. 599), yet a little before he had himself written, &quot;ad

patrem domini nostri Jesu Christi.&quot; Whether the reading there is due to him
or to a copyist, it serves as an illustration of the fact that the evidence of

readings furnished by quotations in the Fathers as distinguished from express
statements must be used with caution.

15. e ou iracra Trarpia ef oupavots KCH em yrjs 6yojiaeTai.
&quot; From whom every family in heaven and on earth is named.&quot;

We meet here with a perplexity similar to that in ii. 21 (irao-a

oiKoSo/j.^), except that here no MSS. appear to have the article.

We should rather have expected the apostle to say
&quot; the whole

family,&quot;
which would require TrSo-a

T; Trarpia. Indeed, many
commentators and translators have so taken the words as they
stand. This wyas perhaps even more natural in the case of those

who read the addition TOV Kv/nov -fjfjiwv l-^frov X/HCTTOV, since it

appeared easy to take these words as the antecedent to ov, the

sense thus yielded being that
&quot; the whole family

&quot; was named from
Christ. Whether that addition be accepted or not, if Trucra TT. is
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rendered &quot;every family,&quot; the antecedent must be TOV Harepa. But
if those words are omitted, the rendering

&quot;

the whole family
&quot;

loses

much of its plausibility. Grammatically it cannot be maintained.

IlaTpia is a quite classical word (although in classical writers

Trarpa is more common). It occurs in Herodot. in the sense
&quot;

race
&quot;

or
&quot;

tribe,&quot; as when he says there are three Trarpiat of the

Babylonians (i. 200). In the Sept. it occurs in a similar sense of

those descended from a common ancestor, narrower, however,
than (f)v\ij, and wider than OIKOS

;
see Ex. xii. 3; Num. xxxii. 28;

but also in a wider sense, as in Ps. xxi. (xxii.) 28, Trdo-at at

Trarptat raiv (.Ovuv. So in Acts iii. 25, TrdVai at Trarptat rr/s y^9, for

which we have in Gen. xii. 3 and xxviii. 14 &amp;lt;uA.at,
and in xxii. 18

and xxvi. 4 e^cr/. In Luke ii. 4 we have ef OLKOV Kal TrarptSs

AaySt S. See note ad loc.

Some of the ancients take TT. in the present passage as = father

hood, Trarpor^s. Thus Theodoret says : os dXr)9ws inrdp^L Trarryp,

os ou Trap aAAou TOVTO Xafiwv Xet
J
o.X\ auros roTs aAAots /AeraSeScoKC

TOVTO. And Athanasius :

&quot; God as Father of the Son is the only
true Father, and all created paternity is a shadow of the true

&quot;

(Orat. in Arian. i. 24). But, not to insist on the consideration

that this conception is of a kind foreign to St. Paul s mode of

thought, the word itself does not admit such a meaning ;
and

those who have adopted it are involved in a difficulty with respect
to the Trarpiat in heaven, a difficulty which Theodoret solves by
understanding spiritual fathers to be called heavenly fathers ;

Jerome, by supposing the archangels to be alluded to as fathers.

Setting aside this interpretation, we take the words as =
&quot;

every family.&quot; This cannot be understood of &quot; the family on
earth

&quot; and &quot; the family in heaven,&quot; in whatever way these

respectively are interpreted, for -rrdo-a implies a plurality. By
the Trarptat on earth are doubtless meant the nations, with the

fundamental division into Jews and Gentiles
; by those in heaven,

angels regarded as belonging to certain groups or
&quot;

tribes.&quot;

6vofAaeTcu, i.e. gets the name Trarpta, not, are called
&quot; sons of

God,&quot; which is not in the words. Nor is it merely the fact of

creation that is referred to
;
for the relation of intelligent beings

to their author is something deeper than that of things to their

creator. Of things merely material God is the creator
;

of per
sonal intelligences He is the Father. Hence the words suggest a

motive for the prayer, and a reason for expecting its fulfilment,

for those addressed were also Trarptd, of whom God was the

Father. The rendering
&quot;

every family
&quot;

is therefore not only
more grammatical, but more to the purpose than &quot; the whole

family,&quot; and the addition of the words TOV Kvptov, K.T.X., injures the

sense.

ovofjid^rai. has been taken by some to mean &quot;

exists,&quot; or &quot;

is
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called into existence
&quot;

;
but the verb never has this meaning,

certainly not in i. 21 or v. 3. Even were it true that K-oXetv meant
&quot;

to call into existence,&quot; this would prove nothing as to ovo/xa^etv,

for KaXflv means to call in the sense &quot; bid one come,&quot; which in

certain circumstances might signify to call into existence
;
whereas

6v. is simply to give a name to a thing. Nor is it true that KaXtlv

of itself has the alleged meaning : it is certainly not proved by
Philo s words,

&quot;

TO.
/AT;

ovra eKuAecrev ets TO cTi/cu.&quot; For
IK Tiyos, cf. Soph. Oed. Tyr. 1036, WOT avo/xacr^^s

raurrys, os i.

iva. Sw ujAiy Kara TO TT\OUTOS rfjs SOT|S auTou.
&quot; That He would

grant you according to the riches of His
glory.&quot;

o&quot;w is the reading
of K A B C G, whilst &urj is read by D K L and most MSS. The
Iva depends on the idea of Trpoo-euxo/Aai implied in the preceding,
so that this and the following verses express the content of the

prayer. For Iva. cf. Col. i. 9.
&quot; Riches of His

glory,&quot;
Rom.

ix. 23. Not to be limited to power or to grace, but in accordance

with His whole glorious perfection. The term TrXovTos is par

ticularly suitable when the thought is of God as a giver.
8ui

ci(j.ei KpuTaiu0
j

rjrai Sia TOU FlceufjiaTOS auTou els TOf e&amp;lt;ju

avQpw-nov.
&quot; To be strengthened with power through His Spirit in

the inward man.&quot; SiW/xei is instrumental, &quot;ut virtute seu fortitudine

ab eo accepta corroboremini,&quot; Estius. Harless understands it as

denoting the form in which the strengthening takes place, viz. a

strengthening in power, not in knowledge or the like, comparing
Acts iv. 33,

&quot; with great power gave the apostles witness
&quot;

;
but

this does not seem parallel. In the present case this would be

a tautology,
&quot; be strengthened with strength.&quot;

KparaioM, from the poetic Kporaios (used also in later prose and
in Sept.), is a later form for /cpaTv vw.

tis indicates the direction of the gift. The meaning of 6 eo-w

avflpwTTos appears to be decided by Rom. vii. 22, &quot;I delight in the

law of God,&quot; KOTO TOV eo-w avOpwirov. It is not therefore the KCUVOS

avOp., but is the higher moral and rational nature, the Reason,
which, by its constitution, is in harmony with the Divine Law, but
in the unregenerate is enslaved to the power of sin in the flesh, that

is, to the appetites and desires which constitute man s lower nature

(compare Butler s Sermons on Hiiman Nature). 6 Icrw avO.

requires renewal, and undergoes renewal from day to day,
2 Cor. iv. 1 6.

It has been maintained, not without plausibility, that the expressions 6

tffu &vdp. and 6 w &vdp. are derived from the school of Plato, not directly,
but through Plato s use having influenced common speech. We find in Plato,
roO avdpwTrov 6 ^Tdy dvOpuiros (Rep. ix. p. 589) ; in Plotinus, 6 eiVw Hvdp.
(Enti. v. I. 10) and 6 o&amp;gt; &vffp. The threefold division, irvevfj.a., voOj, &amp;lt;rui/iia,

in i Thess. v. 23, points in the same direction. With St. Paul, however, the
contrast between the inward man and the outward man is not that between
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the pure and the impure. The inward man includes not only the Reason,
which accepts the law of God and approves of it, and the Conscience, which

pronounces the obligation and condemns the violation of it, but also the Will

from which action proceeds ; see Rom. vii. 17, 18, where yu is used of both

parts. St. Paul s view of the relation of the man to virtue and vice is much
more like that of Aristotle. The man knows the right, but at the moment of

action appetite blinds him.
It deserves notice also that St. Paul does not use wvevfj-a, of the unre-

generate. In them the higher principle is vous, which ineffectively protests

against the crdpif, while in the regenerate wvev^a. is superior (Rom. vii. 25,
viii. 4, 9). That he does not mean Trvev/uM and ^vxji to be a complete
division of the human faculties, would appear from I Cor. xiv. 14, 15.

17. Ka.TOlKTJ&amp;lt;TCU
TOV XplOTOf 8ld TT|S mOTCUS C TttlS KCtpSlCUS UfAGJl

.

&quot; That Christ may dwell in your hearts by faith.&quot; Karot/c^o-ai is, by

many expositors, taken as the end or result of KparanaOrjvaL on
account of, ist, the asyndeton; 2nd, the emphatic position of the

verb
;

and 3rd, the difference in the construction of the two

clauses, which otherwise must be taken as co-ordinate. But

although the use of the infinitive of end or result is often very lax,

none of the instances cited in the grammars are parallel to this.

Setting aside the cases in which the principal verb is one which
means &quot; to will, order,&quot; etc., or which otherwise involves the notion

of purpose, in those which remain the subject of the infinitive is the

same as that of the verb on which it depends. The emphatic

position of /caroi/cr/crai seems sufficiently accounted for by the import
ance of the idea it expresses, and the rhetorical advantage of giving
it a position parallel to that of Kpamuo&ijvai. The asyndeton need
cause no difficulty, considering the structure of the whole sentence.

KO.TOIK. is not something added to Kparai., but is a further definition

of it. KarotKetv is found in N.T. only here and Col. i. 19, ii. 9

(but ey/carot/&amp;lt;etv,
2 Pet. ii. 8). It is very frequent in Sept. (as in

classical authors also), and is opposed to -n-apoiKeiv as the per
manent to the transitory ;

cf. Gen. xxxvii. i, KO,TWK Ia/cw/3 lv rrj yfj

ov TrapwK^o-ev 6 Trarr/p avrov and Philo, de Sacrif. Ab. et Cain,

IO, 6 yap TOIS
cyKVK\LOi&amp;lt;; (JLOVOIS iirav^tav TrapoiKfl cro&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ia,

ov

/caroiKet (Thayer). It is hardly probable that there is any allusion

to the figure in ii. 21, 22, for the indwelling here spoken of is not

in the Church, but in the individual hearts.
&quot; How does Christ

dwell in the hearts ?
&quot;

says Chrysostom. Listen to Christ Himself

saying,
&quot;

I and the Father will come and make our abode with

him.&quot;
&quot; In your hearts,&quot;

&quot; ut sciamus non satis esse si in lingua
versetur aut in cerebro volitet,&quot; Calvin.

18. lv dyd-JTY] eppi^wfjieVoi KCU TeQepeXiuplvoi.
&quot; Rooted and

grounded in love.&quot; These words seem best taken as an irregular

nominative, a construction of which there are frequent examples,

especially with participles. Thus iv. 2, TrapaKaAw v/xas TrepiTra-n/o-ai

. . . dve^Oyaevot } Col. ii. 2, iva TrapaKXrjOuxriv at KapStai avriJav,

(ruju./3t/:?acr$eVTs ;
ib. iii. 1 6, 6 Xoyos TOV Xp. evoiKcirw v vfjuv. . . .
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Sio&quot;ao-KovTs ;
2 Cor. ix. 10, n, and 12, 13. Examples in classical

authors are frequent.
More prominence is thus given to the thought, and the transi

tion to the following clause is made more easy. The result of

Christ dwelling in their hearts is that they are firmly rooted in

love, and the consequence is that they are enabled to comprehend,
etc. This is the view adopted by Origen, Chrysostom, the ancient

versions (except the Gothic) ;
and amongst moderns, Harless, Olsh.

De Wette, Ellicott, Eadie, Alford. The principal objection made
to it is founded on the tense of the participles, which, being the

perfect, would express, not the condition into which the readers

are to come, but that in which they are already assumed to be.

This, it is said, would be very illogical in connexion with the wish

that they should be strengthened, and that Christ might dwell in

their hearts. The perfect epptw/Ae vo&amp;lt;, in Col. ii. 7 is, it is alleged,

not parallel, since there the reception of Christ is represented as

preceding TrapeXdflfTf TOV Xpto-rov. To this it may be replied, first,

that in ch. ii. 20 the readers are said to be eTrotKoSo^^tVrcs, and

yet in ver. 22 there is still a o-wot/co^oyueto-tfe necessary; secondly,
that the participles here express their complete fixedness on the

foundation, which does not imply that their building up is com

plete ;
and accordingly in Col. ii. 7 we have eppiwp,evoi /ecu CTTOI-

KoSo/AOTyxevot, the former perfect, the latter present. The fixedness,

too, is clearly the result of KaToiKr/o-at. The present participle
would be here quite out of place,

&quot;

ye being in process of being
rooted and grounded.&quot; What follows depends, not on the progress,
but on the completion of their grounding.

The alternative construction adopted by Photius (ap. Oecum.),
also Meyer, Braune, Oltram., the English Versions (Authorised
and Revised), is to take the participles with the following clause :

&quot;to the end that ye, being rooted,&quot; etc. This construction is

hardly justified by the passages cited in support of it. In Rom.
xi. 3 1 we have r&amp;lt;3 vfj.Tt/xa eAeei Iva . . .

;
in 2 Cor. ii. 4, TT/V

dyaTTT/v Iva. yvtore : I Cor. ix. 15, ff
TO Kav^/ta /AOV tva TIS

KV&amp;lt;oo&quot;r)

(but here the best texts read ouSek Kcvojo-et) : Gal. ii. 10, /xovov

TCOV TTTW^WV tva /j.vr)[jLOvev(afj.fv : John xiii. 29, rots TTTCO^OIS Iva. TL S&amp;lt;5 :

Acts xix. 4, Aeywv eis TOV ep^ofjitrov /xer avrov tva TrtcrTei crajcri. In

all these instances there is a particular emphasis on the words
which precede tva, here there is none; the emphasis is on the

words that follow it.

That there is a mixture of metaphors here, as in Col. ii. 7 and
i Cor. iii. 9, is not to be denied

;
nor is this disproved by show

ing that ptow was often used without reference to its primitive

meaning as simply =
&quot;

to establish
firmly,&quot; e.g. a tyranny, Herodot.

i. 64, or the city (Plutarch), or even a road (Soph. Oed, Col. 1591).
All that this proves is that there is no reason to suppose that the

7
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apostle had two images present to his mind. The best ancient

writers were less critical in this matter than the moderns. Cicero,
for example, has sometimes a strange mixture of metaphors (see
In Cat. i. 12). Lucian has piai KCU

#e/x,eA(.oi T?}S 6/)^?/crea)s (Z)e
Saltat. 34).

It may be inferred from the use of the two words that St. Paul

(like Lucian in the place cited) did not intend the reader to think

definitely of either image, but used the words in their applied
sense. This seems the true answer to the difficulty that has

been raised as to the designation of love as the foundation, a

position elsewhere ascribed to faith (Col. i. 23, ii. 7), from which

love springs (i Tim. i. 6). Beza asks :

&quot; Radicis et fundamenti

nomen quomodo fructibus tribuas ?
&quot;

Harless meets the difficulty

by supplying the missing object of the participles from the clause

to which they belong, viz. tv Xpto-rw ;
for which there is no sufficient

reason, especially as we have already a definition by lv, so that

the readers could not think of applying another eV. Love is, as

it were, the soil in which they are firmly fixed. This is not to be

understood of Christ s love or God s love, either of which would

require some defining genitive, but the grace of love in general as

the
&quot; fundamental &quot;

principle of the Christian character. Faith

retains its usual position (Sta T?}S TT.), but it is love that is the

working principle.
1

There is no difficulty about the absence of the article before

ayd-n-r). Such omission before names of virtues, vices, etc., is

frequent in classical writers and in N.T. For uyaTrr;, cf. 2 Cor.

ii. 8
;
Gal. v. 6.

Westcott and Hort connect lv aydiry with the foregoing (so
also Hol/,hausen), but this overweights that clause. Besides, to

say that Christ dwells in the heart in love is a strange expression.
We might, at least, expect

&quot;

by faith and love
&quot;

rather than &quot;

by
faith in love.&quot; Further, this construction leaves Ipp. KCU reO. with

out any modal definition, which they seem to demand.
Iva eio-xuo&quot;r]Te. &quot;That ye may be fully able.&quot; KaraAa/Jeo-flai,

&quot;

to comprehend.&quot; The active alone seems to occur in classical

writers in this signification (Plato, Phaedr. 250 D), but the middle

is interpreted by Hesychius as = Karavocia-dai. It occurs in this

sense in Acts iv. 13, &quot;perceiving that they were unlearned&quot;;

x. 34, &quot;of a truth I perceive&quot;; and xxv. 25, &quot;finding that he had
committed nothing,&quot; etc. The first and last of these instances

are sufficient to show that there is no need to call in the idea of
&quot; the earnestness or spiritual energy with which the action is

performed
&quot;

;
the voice simply implies,

&quot;

to grasp for oneself.&quot;

Kypke (Obs. vol. ii. p. 294) takes the word to mean
&quot;occupare,&quot;

1 A somewhat analogous difficulty has been raised in connexion with

Luke vii. 47 : sec note ad loc.
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&quot; ut possitis occupare . . . latitudincm quandam,&quot; etc., compar
ing the sense to that in ver. 19, as if

(&quot;
mutato accentu

&quot;)

ri TO

TT/VUTOS stood for TO TrAttTos TI; as by a similar transposition \ve

have in Acts viii. 36, eVi TI vSwp. Apart from other objections,
the article is fatal to this.

TI TO irXciTos KCU p.-qKos KCU uJ/os KCU (3tx9os. &quot;What is the

breadth, and length, and height, and depth.&quot; As to the order of

the words, fyo9 precedes /6u#os in BCDG 17, Vulg. Boh. a/.;

the contrary, N A K L, Syr. al.

The four words seem intended to indicate, not so much the

thoroughness of the comprehension as the vastness of the thing
to be comprehended; hardly, however, &quot;metaphysically con
sidered by the ordinary dimensions of

space,&quot;
which has only

three dimensions.

But what is it of which the readers are to learn the dimen
sions? Chrysostom replies, &quot;the mystery,&quot; TOVJ- la-ri

TO./JLV&amp;lt;T-

TTjpinv TO virlp r]fJ.(j)V OLKOVofj.r]6fv (jLf.ro. d/cpiySetas ciSerat. So
Theodoret and Theophylact, Beza, Harless, Olshausen, Barry.
In support of this, Harless remarks that the article shows that

the substantives refer to something already mentioned. This is

fallacious, the words being names of attributes, and the article is

necessary to define them as the breadth, etc., of a definite thing,
whether that is expressed or implied. Against the interpretation
is the consideration that a new section of the discourse began in

ver. 14, after which yu-uoTT/piov is not mentioned; and, besides, the

/AvoTT/ptov of w. 4-10 is the admission of the Gentiles, not the

whole scheme of grace, as some of these expositors interpret.

Bengel understands the words as referring to the dimensions
of the Christian temple. Eadie remarks,

&quot; The figure of a temple
still loomed before the writer s fancy, and naturally supplied the

distinctive imagery of the
prayer.&quot; This has much plausibility ;

but the image has not been dwelt on since the first introduction

of it, nor is it St. Paul s habit to work out a figure at such length.
If the remoteness of the substantive was a good reason for not

adding a pronoun in the genitive, it made it the more necessary
to repeat the noun. The preceding Te^e/AeAtw/xeVoi is so far from

keeping up the figure, or showing that it was still in the apostle s

mind, that it rather tells the opposite way, unless, indeed, with

Harless, we suppose ev Xpio-Tw to be understood. Indeed, in

any case it is not the foundation of the corporate body that is

there alluded to, but that of individuals. It may, perhaps, be

replied that in ver. 14 the writer has resumed the thought inter

rupted at ver. 2, and that the figure of the temple had immediately
preceded. But a more serious objection is that the substantives

simply express magnitude, and the mere magnitude of the temple
was not likely to be dwelt on with such emphasis. Especially is
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the mention of the fourth dimension, &quot;depth,&quot;
adverse to this

view, considering that the &quot;

depth
&quot;

of the temple would be that

of its foundation, and the foundation is either Christ or the

apostles. This difficulty cannot be surmounted except by intro

ducing ideas of which the text gives no hint, if, indeed, they are

not inconsistent with the figure. Thus an old commentator

(quoted by Wolf, ap. Eadie) says,
&quot; In its depth it descends to

Christ.&quot; Bengel understands the depth as &quot;

profunditaS) nulli

creaturae percontanda&quot;; the length, &quot;longitudo per omnia secula.&quot;

V. Soden combines these two views, regarding the fjiva-T-ijpiov as

the principal conception, the description of which, however, is

finally summed up in the figure of the temple. De Wette finds

the object in Col. ii. 3, which he supposes to have been before

the writer s mind
; thus taking it to be the wisdom of God

;
cf.

Job xi. 8. Alford supposes the genitive to be left indefinite,
&quot;

of

all that God has revealed or done in and for us
&quot;

;
and this yields

a very good sense. However, we need not travel beyond the

immediate context to find a suitable object ;
it is given us in

aydiryv TOV XpioroC in the following verse. The thought comes to a

climax
; having spoken of apprehending the vastness of this, he

checks himself before adding the genitive to advance a step further

and declare that the dydir-rj TOV Xpio-rov is too vast to be compre
hended. It has been objected to this, that the simple yvwi/at
would be a weakening, not a strengthening, of ver. 1 8. But, first,

yi wvai is much stronger than KaTaAa/3eo-#cu, which only means
to come to know a fact (see the passages cited above); and,

secondly, it is not simply yvwvat TT/V d-ydirr)v, but yi wvat. TT/I/

i)7Tp/?aAAoucrav 1-775 yi/wrrews dya.Tnr)v. The particle re IS not

opposed to this view of the connexion, re expresses more an
internal (logical) relation, /cat an external (Winer, 53. 2). Oltra-

mare understands simply aurr^s, i.e. d-ydV^s.

Some of the ancients sought to find a special meaning in each of the four

dimensions, and to such the Cross naturally suggested itself. We find this

idea already in Origen, &quot;All these the cross of Jesus has, by which He
ascended on high and took captive a captivity, and descended to the lowest

parts of the earth . . . and has Himself run to all the earth, reaching to the

breadth and length of it. And he that is crucified with Christ comprehends
the breadth,&quot; etc. {Catena, p. 162). Gregory Nyssen also says that St. Paul

describes the power which controls the whole by the figure of the Cross, rf-

ffXrifJ-o-Ti TOV aTavpov (Cont. Eunom. Orat. iv. p. 582). By the height he

understands the portion above the crossbeam, by the depth that below ;
and

so St. Augustine, who explains the mystery of the Cross,
&quot; sacramentum

crucis,&quot; as signifying love in its breadth, hope in its height, patience in its

length, and humility in its depth. But he was not writing as a commentator.

According to Severianus, the height alludes to the Lord s divinity, the depth
to His humanity, the length and breadth to the extent of the apostolic

preaching. Jerome is still more fanciful, and finds in the height an allusion

to the good angels, in the depth to the bad, in the length to men who are on
the upward path, and in the breadth those on the broad way that leadeth to
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destruction. There are other varieties. Such fancies (not altogether extinct

even in our own days) only deserve notice as a warning of the unprofitable
ness of such fanciful methods of interpretation. As Calvin well observes,
&quot; Haec subtilitate sua placent, sed quid ad mentem Pauli?&quot; Nothing, in

deed, could be more un-Fauline.

19. yvoiccu re TTjf uTrepJ3aX\ou(rai rfjs yvwtrews dydirT) v TOU Xpiorou.
&quot; And to know the love of Christ, which passeth knowledge.&quot;

A 74, Syr. Vulg. read or interpret r-tjv aydinqv TT}S yvwo-ews,
&quot;

supereminentem scientiae charitatem,&quot; a reading interpreted by
Grotius as meaning the love which flows from the knowledge
of Christ. Both external and internal evidence are decisive against
the reading, which may have originated from misunderstanding of

the oxymoron. The genitive depends on the notion of comparison
in v-rrep(3. Comp. Aesch. Prom. 923, /?POVTT}S VTrepflaXXovra KTVTTOV.

&quot; Suavissima haec quasi correctio est,&quot; Bengal. As if the very
word &quot; know &quot;

at once suggested the thought that such knowledge
was beyond human capacity.

&quot; But even though the love of

Christ surpasses human knowledge, yet ye shall know it if ye have
Christ dwelling in

you,&quot; Theophylact. There is a relative know

ledge which increases in proportion as the believer is filled with the

spirit of Christ and thereby
&quot; rooted and grounded in

love,&quot; for by
love only is love known, yvwvai, then, is used in a pregnant sense.

TO yvwvai, says Theodore Mops., avrl TOV a-n-oXavo-ai Aeyei (referring
to Ps. XV. ll). So also Theodoret, Swarov ^/xas 6*ia T?}S Trio-Tews

Kai dyaTTT^s Trjs Trreu/AaTuo/s ^apiTO9 d/TroAaiicrai /cat Sta TaiVr/s

KaTa/Aafciv. . . . For a similar oxymoron in St. Paul, see Rom.
i. 2O, TO. aopara avrov . . . Kadoparai.

A quite different interpretation is adopted by Luther in his

edition of 1545 (not the earlier), viz.
&quot;

to love Christ is better than

knowledge.&quot; Holzhausen defends a similar view, on the ground
(amongst others) that to express the other meaning St. Paul would
have said, as in Phil. ii. 4, virepl^ovcra iravra vow. But he desired

to express the thought as an oxymoron, thus making it more

striking. Dobree renders,
&quot;

the exceeding love of God in bestow

ing on us the knowledge of Christ&quot; (Advers. i. p. 573). He gives
no reason, and it is hard to see how the rendering can be
defended.

&quot; The love of Christ,&quot; i.e. Christ s love to us. But knowledge
of whatever kind is not the ultimate end, therefore he adds, not as

a parallel clause, but as the end of the whole, Iva TrX^pcu^Tc ets TTU.V

TO TrA^po/m TOW eoO,
&quot;

that ye may be filled up to all the fulness

of God.&quot;

This is not of easy interpretation. Chrysostom gives two

alternatives, either the ir\. TOU eou is the knowledge that God is

worshipped in the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, or he

urges them to Strive wcrre TrXrjpovcrOai TracrTys apeTJjs 775 irXr
jpr)

1; if
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6 cos. This is rendered by Newman,
&quot; of which God is the

fountain-head,&quot; but has been usually taken to mean &quot; be filled,

even as God is full
&quot;

(Alford, Olshausen, Ellicott, Eadie). It

is indeed added,
&quot; each in your degree, but all to your utmost

capacity
&quot;

; or, again,
&quot; the difference between God and the saint

will be, not in kind, but in degree and extent.&quot; But there is no
such restriction in the text

;
it is not,

&quot;

filled up to your capacity
&quot;

(note Trav), and the expression is one of degree, not of kind. On
the same principle of interpretation we might defend such an

expression as
&quot; wise with all the wisdom of God &quot;

; yet the impro
priety of this is obvious. Matt. v. 48,

&quot;

ye shall be reXeioi as
(d&amp;gt;s)

your heavenly Father is rcXetos,&quot; is not in point, for what is there

referred to is the single virtue of love, which is to be as all-

embracing as that of God. &quot;

They who love those that love them
are incomplete in love

; they who love their enemies are reXeioi,&quot;

Euthymius, cf. i Pet. i. 15. To be filled as God is full, could at

most be set forth as the ideal to be attained or rather approached
in a future state. When it is urged (by Olsh. and Ellic.) that where
Christ dwells there TTO.V TO -rrXr/p. TOV eov is already (Col. ii. 9),

this is really to confound two distinct interpretations. Oltramare,

taking TrXT/pw/m to mean &quot;

perfection,&quot; and TrXrjpovaOai
&quot;

to be

perfected,&quot; understands the words to mean,
&quot;

that ye may be

perfect even to the possession of all the perfection of God.&quot;

&quot; The highest moral ideal that can be presented to him in whose
heart Christ dwells, who has comprehended the greatness of love,

and has known the love of God.&quot;

Theodore Mops, appears to interpret the words of the Church,
&quot;

ita ut et ipsi in portione communis corporis videamini in quod
vel maxime inhabitat Deus &quot;

;
and so some moderns, but does

violence to the language.
Theodoret interprets : tva reXeiws avrov IVoiKov 8er]crOe ;

and this

has much in its favour, ct?, then, would be as in ii. 21, 22, so that

ye become the TrXrjp. (as the result of loading a ship is that it

becomes a TrX^pw/Aa). God, then, is that with which they are filled,

as in i. 23 and iv. 13 it is Christ. So KaToiK^Tr/pioi/ TOV cov, ii. 22,

is parallel to Karot/c^o-at TOV Xp. eV rats /capStats, iii. 17 (v. Soden).
But &quot;

to be filled with God &quot;

is an expression which, though
capable of defence, would be open to misconception, and has

no distinct parallel in the N.T. It appears more consonant with

St. Paul s language generally to understand -n-X. TOV &fov as the

fulness of the riches of God, all that is
&quot;

spiritually communicable
to the saints, [who are] the partakers of Divine nature, 2 Pet. i. 4

&quot;

(Moule). This is substantially Meyer s view.

B has a peculiar reading : iva -jr\ripu6ri irav, which is also that of 17, 73&amp;gt;

Il6, of which, however, 17 reads eis v/mas instead of TOV 6eoO. Westcott and
Hort admit the reading of B to their margin, &quot;that all the fulness of God
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may be filled
up.&quot; Comp. , however, the loss of -re of iffcppayiffd-qre in B, cap.

i. 13.

20, 21. Doxology suggested by the thought of the glorious things

prayedfor.
20. TW 8e

8uyap.eVo&amp;gt; uirep irarra iroifjaai uirepeKTrepiao-ou &amp;lt;av

aiToufxeOa T] vooufjiec.
&quot; Now to Him who is able to do more than

all abundantly beyond what we ask or think.&quot;

The object of the prayer was a lofty one ; but, lofty as it is, God
is able to give more than we ask, and even more than we under

stand. Neither the narrowness of our knowledge nor the feeble

ness of our prayer will limit the richness of His gifts. Surely
a ground for this ascription of praise, which gives a solemn close to

the first portion of the Epistle.

mrep is not adverbial
; coming as it does close to Travra, no

reader could take it otherwise than as a preposition ; besides, as an

adverb it would be tautological. v-rrepfKTrepio-a-ov, which occurs again
i Thess. iii. 10, v. 13, is one of those compounds with in-ep

of which St. Paul was fond, cf. v-rrepXiav, 2 Cor. xi. 5 ; inrfp-n-epio--

o-fvd), Rom. v. 20
;

2 Cor. vii. 4. Indeed, St. Mark also has

{iTrepTrepioxrws, vii. 37. Ellicott notes that of the twenty-eight words

compounded with VTTCP, twenty-two are found in St. Paul s Epistles
and Heb., and twenty of these are found there alone.

&v is not to be connected with Travra, as there is no difficulty

about joining it with vTreptKTrepto-o-oC, which by the idea of compari
son can govern the genitive (i.e.

TOVTWV a).

Kara rr\v Sump-iy rr\v eve.pyou^4vr\v ivf\^t.lv. &quot;According to (or by
virtue of) the power that worketh in us.&quot; tvepy. is clearly middle,
not passive (as Estius). Onthovius, indeed, defends the latter view,

maintaining that eVepyen-cu is always passive in the N.T., even

Rom. vii. 5 ;
i Thess. ii. 13; Jas. v. 16 (Bibliotheca Bremensis, Classis

4fa, p. 474). According to Winer, St. Paul uses the active of

personal action, the middle of non-personal. Comp. Col. i. 29.
21. auTw

r]
S6a ec TTJ eKKXrjcria KCU iv Xpiarw irjaou.

&quot; To
Him be glory in the Church and in Christ

Jesus.&quot;
So X A B C 17,

a/., Vulg. Boh., Jerome. But KCU is omitted by Db K L P, Syr.

(both) Arm. Eth. Goth., Chrys. Theodoret, Theoph. Oecum.
D* G transpose, and read : ev Xpto-Tw Iiyo-oO KCU rrj fKK\r)&amp;lt;ria.

This transposition is perhaps due to the thought that
&quot;

Christ
&quot;

should precede
&quot; the Church.&quot; It is not very easy to see why /ecu

should have been omitted if genuine ;
on the other hand, it is easy

to see a reason for its insertion. It is, however, hard to resist the

documentary evidence for the insertion. If KCU is omitted we
understand &quot;

in the Church,&quot; in which thanks and praise are

given,
&quot;

in Christ
Jesus,&quot;

not simply
&quot;

through&quot; ;
but as St. Paul so

often uses this expression, and &quot;

in the Lord &quot;

;
He is not the

medium merely, but by virtue of His union with the Church it is
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in Him that it gives glory to God. Olshausen and Braune,
with some older commentators, connect lv Xpto-rw M

770-01) with T{]

cK/cX^o-ia. The absence of the article is not inconsistent with this,

but the addition would be superfluous, since the KK\. can only be
that which is in Christ Jesus.

If KOU, however, is read, we must apparently interpret lv similarly
in both cases. The Church, then, is that by whose greatness and

perfection the Sofa of God is exhibited, as it is also exhibited in

Christ Jesus (v. Soden and Moule).
cis irdo-as ras ye^eas TOU aiwcos TUC alwyojc dfirjc. &quot;To all genera

tions, for ever and ever. Amen.&quot; There seems to be a blending
of the two formulae yeveat yevewv and atwve?, or auov, TWV aiwvwv.

cis TOUS cuwvas raiv ai. occurs Gal. i. 5 ;
Phil. iv. 10

;
i Tim. i. 17 ;

2 Tim. iv. 1 8, besides the Apocalypse ;
cis rov al&amp;gt;va. rwv alwvwv in

3 Esdr. iv. 38; and ews rov ai. TWV al., Dan. vii. 18 (Theodot.).
There seems to be no difference in the meaning. The phrase is

understood by Meyer and others as designating the future alwv,

which begins with the Parousia, as the superlative age of all

ages. It seems much more natural to explain it as the O.IMV which

includes many utwvcs, &quot;in omnes generationes quas complectitur
6 aluiv, qui terminatur in rot*? aiwva? perpetuos,&quot; Bengel. But
when we consider the difficulty of giving a logical analysis which
shall be also grammatical of our own &quot;world without end,&quot; we

may be content to accept the meaning without seeking to analyse
the expression.

IV. 1 ff. He now passes, as usually in his Epistles, after the

doctrinal exposition to the practical exhortation, in the course of

which, however, he is presently drawn back (ver. 4) to doctrinal

teaching to support his exhortation to unity.
1-4. Exhortation to live in a manner worthy of their calling, in

lowliness, patience, love, and unity.
1. irapaKaXw ouv ujjias eya&amp;gt;

6 Seo-juos Iv Kupiw.
&quot;

I therefore,

the prisoner in the Lord, entreat
you.&quot;

ovv may indicate inference

from the immediately preceding verse, or more probably (since it

is the transition between two sections of the Epistle) from the

whole former part, o Sto-^io? eV K. This is not to excite their

sympathy, or as desiring that they should cheer him in his

troubles by their obedience
; for, as Theodoret remarks,

&quot; he

exults in his bonds for Christ s sake more than a king in his

diadem &quot;

;
but rather to add force to his exhortation.

&quot; In the

Lord&quot; for &quot;in Domini vinculis constrictus est qui iv Kvptw wi/

vinctus
est,&quot;

Fritzsche (Rom. ii. p. 84). It does not signify
&quot;

for

Christ s sake &quot;

; compare o-wepyos ei/ Xpio-rw, Rom. xvi. 3, 9 ;

ayairrp-o s Iv Kvpiw, ib. 8. It assigns rather the special character

which distinguished this captivity from others.

may be either &quot;exhort &quot;or &quot;entreat, beseech&quot;;
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and in both senses it is used either with an infinitive or with a

conjunction (&amp;lt;Va
or OTTWS). Either sense would suit here, but

&quot;exhort&quot; seems too weak for the connexion; comp. Rom. xii. i,

where it is followed by &quot;by
the mercies of God,&quot; a strong form of

appeal. More than exhortation is implied, especially as it is an

absolute duty to which he calls them.

du&amp;gt;s n-epnrarfjo-cu rfjs KXrjaews TJS eicXr|0T]Te.
&quot; To walk worthily

of the calling wherewith ye were called.&quot; 17? attracted for r/v the

cognate accusative
;

cf. i. 6
;

2 Cor. i. 4. True, the dative might be

used with KaAetv (see 2 Tim. i. 9) ;
but the attraction of the dative

would not be in accordance with N.T. practice.
2.

(JLCTCI Tra&amp;lt;7T]s Tairei.ko4&amp;gt;poowT]s
KCU irpaoTT]TOS. &quot;With all lowli

ness and meekness.&quot; /xera is used of accompanying actions or

dispositions (see Acts xvii. u
;

2 Cor. vii. 15); TTUO-^S belongs to

both substantives. What is TaTretvo^poo-iV^ ? Chrysostom says it

is OTO.V Tts //.eyas a&amp;gt;i/ lavrov rairf-Lvol
;
and elsewhere, orav /xe-yaXa ris

eairra) crweiSuis, /J-rj^tv jueya irepl CLVTOV ^avrii^Tai. Trench says it is

rather esteeming ourselves small, inasmuch as we are so, the

thinking truly, and therefore lowlily of ourselves
; adding that

Chrysostom is bringing in pride again under the disguise of

humility. In this he is followed by Alford and other English com
mentators. Yet surely this is not right. A man may be small,

and know himself to be so, and yet not be humble. But every
man cannot truly think himself smaller than his fellows

;
nor can

this be the meaning of Phil. ii. 3. If a man is really greater than

others in any quality or attainment, moral, intellectual, or spiritual,

does the obligation of humility bind him to think falsely that he

is less than they ? It is no doubt true that the more a man
advances in knowledge or in spiritual insight, the higher his ideal

becomes, and so the more sensibly he feels how far he comes
short of it. This is one aspect of humility, but it is not Ta-n-fi-

vocfrpoa-vvrj. And St. Paul is speaking of humility as a Christian

social virtue. St. Paul declares himself to be not a whit inferior to ol

v-rrep^Lav uTTco-ToAot, and in the same breath says that he humbled

himself; he even exhorts his readers to imitate him, and yet he
attributes this very virtue to himself, Acts xx. 19. And what
of our Lord Himself, who was meek and lowly, Trpaos Kal raTreivo s,

in heart ? One who knows himself greater in relation to others,

but who is contented to be treated as if he were less, such a

one is certainly entitled to be called humble-minded
;
he exhibits

TaTretvo^poo-w?;. Chrysostom s definition, then, is far truer than

Trench s
;

it only errs by limiting the possibility of the virtue to

those who are great.
This is a peculiarly Christian virtue. The word occurs in

Josephus and Epictetus, but only in a bad sense as= &quot;meanness of

spirit.&quot; TrpaoT^s is understood by some expositors as meekness
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toward God and toward men
;
the spirit

&quot; which never rises in in

subordination against God, nor in resentment against man
&quot;

(Eadie);
but its use in the N.T. does not justify the introduction of the

former idea; compare i Cor. iv. 21, &quot;Shall I come to you with a

rod, or in the spirit of
irp&quot;?

2 Tim. ii. 25, &quot;correcting in
vrp.&quot; ;

Tit. iii. 2, &quot;showing all
-rrp.

towards all men.&quot; Resignation toward

God and meekness toward man are distinct though allied virtues.

The same virtues are mentioned in Col. iii. 12.

jxera jxaKpoflufiias,
&quot; with long-suffering,&quot; connected by some

expositors with the following ;
but dvc^o^evoi is already denned by

iv
d.yu7r?7, which is best connected with that word. The repetition

of /xera is rather in favour of than adverse to the parallelism with

the preceding, ra-n-. and -n-pa. being taken more closely together as

being nearly allied virtues.

fj.aKpoOvfj.La. has two senses : steadfastness, especially in endur

ing suffering, as in Plutarch,
&quot; Never ask from God freedom from

trouble, but fj.aKpoOvfj.La
&quot;

(Luc. 32) cf. Jas. v. 10; Heb. vi. 12;
but generally in N.T. slowness in avenging wrongs, forbearance,

explained, in fact, in the following words. Fritzsche defines it,
&quot;

Clementia, qua irae temperans delictum non statim vindices,

sed ei qui peccaverit poenitendi locum relinquas&quot; (Rom. i. p.

98). Compare I Cor. xiii. 4, r) ayd-m] fj.aKpo0vfji.ei, xp^crrevcrai.
In his comment on that passage, Chrysostom rather curiously

says : fj.aKp60vfj.os Sto. TOVTO Aeyerat eTreiSr/ fj.aKpdv Ttva KCU

i a.\\-f]\(av ev aydirj].
&quot;

Forbearing one another in love.&quot;

This mutual forbearance is the expression in action of fj.aKpoOvfj.ia.

It involves bearing with one another s weaknesses, not ceasing to

love our neighbour or friend because of those faults in him which

perhaps offend or displease us.

The participles fall into the nominative by a common idiom,

v[j.t.L&amp;lt;s being the logical subject of dicos Trepnrar.; cf. ch. iii. 18 and
Col. i. 10. There is no need, then, with some commentators, to

supply core or yiVecr^e.

3. &amp;lt;nrou8cio Ts Trjpeti TT\V eKorrjTa TOU TrreufiaTog ec TW &amp;lt;ruc8e
&amp;lt;Tfiu&amp;gt;

TTJS eiprjntjs,
&quot;

giving diligence to keep the unity of the Spirit in the

bond of peace.&quot;

&quot;

Endeavouring,&quot; as in the AV., would imply the

possibility, if not likelihood, of the endeavour failing. Trench (On
the AutJwrised Version, p. 44) says that in the time of the trans

lators &quot;endeavouring&quot; meant &quot;giving
all

diligence.&quot;
But in Acts

xvi. 10 the word is used to render e^r^o-ap.ei ,
and except in this

and two other passages it is not used for o-7!W$aeiv, which, in

Tit. iii. 12 and 2 Pet. iii. 14, is rendered &quot;be diligent&quot;;
in 2 Tim.

iv. 9, 21, &quot;do thy diligence&quot;; 2 Tim. ii. 15, &quot;study.&quot;
The other

passages where the rendering is
&quot; endeavour &quot;

are i Thess. ii. 17,

where the endeavour did fail, and 2 Pet. i. 15, where failure might
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have appeared possible. Theophylact well expresses the force

of the word here : OVK uTrorws icr^t cro/xev fiprjvfvcLv. The clause

expresses the end to be attained by the exercise of the virtues

mentioned in ver. 2.

rrjpelv,
&quot;

to preserve,&quot; for it is supposed already to exist.
&quot; Etiam ubi nulla fissura est, monitis opus est,&quot; Bengel. The
existence of divisions, therefore, is not suggested.

&quot; The unity of

the
Spirit,&quot;

i.e. the unity which the Spirit has given us. &quot;The

Spirit unites those who are separated by race and customs,&quot; Chrys.,
and so most recent commentators

;
and this seems to be proved

by fv Ilveiym in the following verse. But Calvin, Estius, and

others, following Anselm and ps-Ambrose, understand TTV. here of

the human spirit, &quot;animorum concordia.&quot; De Wette, again, thinks

that the analogy of CVGT^S rijs TUG-TCW?, in ver. 13, is against the

received interpretation, and accordingly interprets &quot;the unity of

the spirit of the Christian community,&quot; taking irv. in ver. 4

similarly. Comp. Grotius,
&quot; unitatem ecclesiae quae est corpus

spirituale.&quot; (Theodore Mops, agrees with Chrys. The quotation
in Ellicott belongs to the next verse.)

eV TW &amp;lt;TUk8e
o-fjia) TTJS elprjnrjs. Genitive of apposition ; peace is

the bond in which the unity is kept ;
cf. o-vvSev/jLov uSi/aas, Ads

viii. 23, and o-vYSeo-^os ewotas, Plut. Num. 6. The fact that love

is called the bond of peace in Col. iii. 14 does not justify us in

taking the words here as meaning
&quot;

love,&quot; an interpretation adopted,

probably, in consequence of iv being taken instrumentally ;
in

which case, as peace could not be the instrument by which the

unity of the Spirit is maintained, but is itself maintained thereby,
the genitive could not be one of apposition. But the ev is parallel
to the ev before dyd-n-r], and in any case it is not by the bond of

peace that the unity of the Spirit is kept.
4-11. Essential unity of the Church. It is one Body, animated

by one Spirit, baptized into the name of the one Lord, and all being
children of the same Father, But the members have their different

gifts and offices.

4. \v
crojjjLa

KCU ty l~lkeup.a xaOus ical eK\T]0Y]T V jAia eXmSi TTJS

K\7/creu&amp;gt;s upi^.
&quot; One Body, and one Spirit, even as ye were called

in one hope of your calling.&quot;
This and the two following verses

express the objective unity belonging to the Christian dispensa
tion in all its aspects. First, the oneness of the Church itself:

one Body, one Spirit, one Hope. Next, the source and instru

ments of that unity, one Lord, one Faith, one Baptism ;
and

lastly, the unity of the Divine Author, who is defined, in a three

fold manner, as over all, through all, and in all.

Although there is no connecting particle, and yap is certainly
not to be supplied, the declaration is introduced as supplying a

motive for the exhortation, but the absence of any such particle



108 THE EPISTLE TO THE EI HESIANS [IV. 5

makes it more vivid and impressive. We need not even supply
ecrri

;
it is rather to be viewed as an abrupt and emphatic reminder

of what the readers well knew, as if the writer were addressing them
in person. Still less are we to supply, with Theophylact and

Oecumenius,
&quot; Be

ye,&quot;
or with others,

&quot; Ye
are,&quot;

neither of which
would agree with vv. 5 and 6.

One Body ; namely, the Church itself, so often thus described
;

one Spirit, the Holy Spirit, which dwells in and is the vivifying

Spirit of that body; cf. i C0r. xii. 13. The parallelism ets Ku/aios,

ets eos seems to require this. Comp. i Cor. xii. 4-6, where TO

avro IIveC/Aa, 6 auras Kupios, 6 auras eos. Chrysostom, however,

interprets differently ; indeed, he gives choice of several interpreta

tions, none of them agreeing with this. &quot;Showing (he says) that

from one body there will be one spirit ; or that there may be one

body but not one spirit, as if one should be a friend of heretics
;

or that he shames them from that, that is, ye who have received

one spirit and been made to drink from one fountain ought not to be

differently minded
;
or by spirit here he means readiness, TrpoOv/j.ia..&quot;

ica0ws is not used by Attic writers, who employ KaOd-n-ep or

Ko.66. It is called Alexandrian, but is not confined to Alexandrian

or biblical writers.

eV /xta eA.iri8i. eV is not instrumental, as Meyer holds. Comp.
KaXfiv eV ^dpiTL, Gal. i. 6; lv eip^v^, i Cor. vii. 15 ;

iv dytao-/^,
i Thess. iv. 7 ;

nor is it = eis or ITTL, as Chrysostom.
It is frequently said in this and similar cases that it indicates

the &quot;element&quot; in which something takes place. But this is no

explanation, it merely suggests an indefinite figure, which itself

requires explanation. Indeed, the word &quot; element &quot;

or
&quot;

sphere
&quot;

seems to imply something previously existing. What iv indicates

is that the hope was an essential accompaniment of their calling,
a &quot;

conditio
&quot;

(not &quot;condition&quot; in the English sense). It differs

from eis in this, that the latter preposition would suggest that the

&quot;hope,&quot; &quot;peace,&quot; etc., followed the calling in time. In fact, the

expression eis involves a figure taken from motion
;
he who is

called is conceived as leaving the place in which the call reached

him. But /cAr/o-ts as applied to the Christian calling is pregnant,
it includes the idea of the state into which the calling brings those

who are called.
&quot;

iv exprimit indolem
rei,&quot; Bengel on r Thess.

iv. 7 ; so also the verb. Hence such an expression as K\r)Tol dyioi.

They are so called as to be iv eA.7ri8i, ev clpr/vr), by the very fact of

their calling, not merely as a result of it. Hence, also, we are not

to interpret &quot;hope of your calling,&quot;
or &quot;the hope arising from

your calling,&quot;
which is hardly consistent, by the way, with the idea

that hope is the &quot;

element.&quot; It is rather the hope belonging to

your calling.

5. els Kupios, p.ia moris, Ic pdirn.o-|j.a.
&quot; One Lord, one Faith,
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one Baptism.&quot; One Lord, Christ
;
one faith, of which He is the

object, one in its nature and essence
;
and one baptism, by which

we are brought into the profession of this faith.

The question has been asked, Why is the other sacrament not
mentioned? and various answers have been given, of which the

one that is most to the point, perhaps, is that it is not a ground or

antecedent condition of unity, but an expression of it. Yet it

must be admitted that it would supply a strong motive for pre

serving unity, as in i Cor. x. 1 7. Probably, as it was not essential

to mention it, the omission is due in part to the rhythmical

arrangement of three triads.

6. els 0eo$ K&amp;lt;X! TTCITTJP Trdrruv.
&quot; One God and Father of all.&quot;

Observe the climax: first, the Church, then Christ, then God; also the

order of the three Persons Spirit, Lord, Father. Ellicott quotes
from Cocceius :

&quot; Etiamsi baptizamur in nomen Patris Filii et Spiritus

Sancti, et filium unum Dominum nominamus, tamen non credimus

nisi in unum Deum.&quot; It is arbitrary to limit TTUVTWV to the faith

ful. It is true the context speaks only of Christians, but then

Travres has not been used. The writer advances from the Lord of

the Church to the God and Father of all. For this notion of

Fatherhood see Pearson, On the Creed, Art. i.

6 em mxcTuc ica! Bid n-drrajy xa! eV irao-ic.
&quot; Who is over all, and

through all, and in all.&quot; The Received Text adds v/juv, with a few

cursives, and Chrys. (Comm. not text) Theoph. Oec. rjp.lv is added
in D G K L, Vulg. Syr. (both) Arm. Goth., Iren.

There is no pronoun in N A B C P 17 67
2

, Ign. Orig. al. It was,
no doubt, added as a gloss, Trao-tv seeming to require a limitation.

As Trucrtv is undoubtedly masculine, it is most natural to take

TravTwv in both places as masculine also. Ver. 7 individualises the

Trdvres by &amp;lt;v\ eKuora) tj/j.wv. Erasmus and some later commentators,
however, have taken the first and second irdvTwv as neuter, whilst

the Vulg. so takes the second.

6 CTTt TTai/TtoV
,

Cf. Rom. ix. 5, O U)V 7Tl Trui TOlF COS CuAoy^TOS tS

TOUS aiwvas.
&quot; Over

all,&quot;
as a sovereign ruler. It is less easy to

say what are the distinct ideas meant to be expressed by 8id and
iv respectively. The latter is more individualising, the indwelling
is an indwelling in each

;
whereas Sto. TTO.VTMV expresses a relation

to the whole body, through the whole of which the influence and

power of God are diffused. It is a sustaining and working

presence. This does not involve the supplying of
eVe/&amp;gt;yuJv.

We are not to suppose a direct reference to the Trinity in these

three prepositional clauses, for here it is the Father that is specially
mentioned in parallelism to the Spirit and the Son, previously

spoken of.

7. kv\ 8e eKaorw T^MV e860r] f\ \o.pi&amp;lt;s
Kara. TO fi^Tpoi rps 8ojpeds

TOU XpiCTToG.
&quot; But to each one of us the grace was given according
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to the measure of the gift of Christ.&quot; He passes from the relation

to the whole to the relation to the individual. In the oneness of

the body, etc., there is room for diversity, and no one is overlooked
;

each has his own position. Compare Rom. xii. 4-6 ;
i Cor.

xii. 4ff., where the conception is carried out in detail. &quot;The

grace,&quot;
i.e. the grace which he has. The article is omitted in

B D* G L P*, but is present in X A C D c K P corr
,
most others. The

omission is easy to account for from the adjoining 77 in eSoffy.
&quot;

According to the measure,&quot; etc., i.e. according to what Christ has

given ;
cf. Rom. xii. 6,

&quot;

gifts differing according to the grace that

is given to us.&quot;

8. Aio XeY i. &quot;Wherefore it saith&quot; = &quot;it is said.&quot; If any
substantive is to be supplied it is TJ ypa&amp;lt;r/ ;

but the verb may well

be taken impersonally, just as in colloquial English one may often

hear :

&quot;

it
says,&quot;

or the like. Many expositors, however, supply 6

to?. Meyer even says,
&quot; Who says it is obvious of itself, namely,

God, whose word the Scripture is.&quot; Similarly Alford and Ellicott.

If it were St. Paul s habit to introduce quotations from the O.T.,

by whomsoever spoken in the original text, with the formula 6 eos

Ae
yet, then this supplement here might be defended. But it is not.

In quoting he sometimes says Ae
yei, frequently rj ypa&amp;lt;?) Aeyei, at

other times Aa/3i8 Aeyei, Hcraias Ae
yei. There is not a single

instance in which 6 eos is either expressed or implied as the

subject, except where in the original context God is the speaker,
as in Rom. ix. 15. Even when that is the case he does not

hesitate to use a different subject, as in Rom. x. 19, 20, &quot;Moses

saith,&quot; &quot;Isaiah is very bold, and saith&quot;; Rom. ix. 17, &quot;The

Scripture saith to Pharaoh.&quot;

This being the case, we are certainly not justified in forcing

upon the apostle here and in ch. v. 14 a form of expression con
sistent only with the extreme view of verbal inspiration. When
Meyer (followed by Alford and Ellicott) says that 17 ypa&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;r)

must
not be supplied unless it is given by the context, the reply is

obvious, namely, that, as above stated, 17 ypa-4&amp;gt;

*]
^ y t does, in fact,

often occur, and therefore the apostle might have used it here,

whereas 6 eos Aeyet does not occur (except in cases unlike this),

and we have reason to believe could not be used by St. Paul here.

It is some additional confirmation of this that both here and in

ch. v. 14 (if that is a biblical quotation) he does not hesitate to

make important alterations. This is the view taken by Braune,

Macpherson, Moule
;
the latter, however, adding that for St. Paul

&quot; the word of the Scripture and the word of its Author are con

vertible terms.&quot;

It is objected that although 4&amp;gt;W^
is us d impersonally, Aeyet is

not. The present passage and ver. 14 are sufficient to prove the

usage for St. Paul, and there are other passages in his Epistles
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where this sense is at least applicable ;
cf. Rom. xv. 10, where Aeyei

is parallel to ytypairrai in ver. 9 ;
Gal. iii. 1 6, where it corresponds

to ippr/Orjo-av. But, in fact, the impersonal use of ^y/o-t in Greek
authors is quite different, namely = cao-/,

&quot;

they say
&quot;

(so i Cor.

x. 10). Classical authors had no opportunity of using Aeyet as it is

used here, as they did not possess any collection of writings which

could be referred to as T? ypa^rj, or by any like word. They could

say : 6 vd/xos Ae
yet, and TO Atyo/^evov.

AcajBds els uj/os TJxp.aXwTeuaei cuxfj.a.XaxTiai KCU e8wK Sojiara

TOIS d&amp;gt;0pcuTnns.
&quot;When he ascended on high He led a captivity

captive, and gave gifts unto men.&quot; The words appear to be taken

from Ps. Ixviii. 18 (where the verbs are in the second person) ; but

there is an important divergence in the latter clause, which in the

Hebrew is,
&quot; Thou has received gifts among men,&quot; the meaning

being, received tributary gifts amongst the vanquished, or according
to another interpretation, gifts consisting in the persons of the

surrendered enemies (Ibn Ezra, Ewald). The Septuagint also

has eAa/3es So/mro. Iv avdpuTru, or, according to another reading,

&amp;lt;iv$poj7rois. Various attempts have been made to account for the

divergence. Chrysostom simply says the one is the same as the

other, TOVTO ravrov eoriv CKCIVO)
;
and so Theophylact, adding,

&quot;

for

God giving the gifts receives in return the service.&quot; Meyer,
followed by Alford and Eadie, maintains that the Hebrew verb

often has a proleptic signification,
&quot;

to fetch,&quot; i.e. to take in order

to give. The apostle, says Eadie, seizes on the latter portion of

the sense, and renders We. Most of the passages cited for

this are irrelevant to the present purpose, the verb being followed

by what we may call the dative of a pronoun, e.g. Gen. xv. 9,

&quot;Take for me&quot;; xxvii. 13, &quot;Fetch me them.&quot; In such cases it is

plain that the notion of subsequent giving is in the &quot;

mihi,&quot; not in

the verb, or rather the dative is simply analogous to the dativus

commodi. This use is quite parallel to that of the English
&quot;

get.&quot;

In xviii. 5, &quot;I will get a piece of bread and comfort ye your
hearts,&quot; the pronoun is omitted as needless, the words that follow

expressing the purpose for which the bread was to be fetched. In

xlii. 1 6, &quot;Send one of you and let him fetch your brother,&quot; there is

no idea of giving. In no case is giving any part of the idea of the

Hebrew verb any more than of the English &quot;get&quot;
or &quot;fetch.&quot;

But whatever may be thought of this
&quot;

proleptic use,&quot; this is not

the sense of the verb in the psalm, so that it would not really help.
The psalm speaks of receiving (material) gifts from men

;
the

apostle, of giving (spiritual) gifts to men. Macpherson says,
&quot; The

modification is quite justifiable, on the ground that Christ, to

whom the words are applied, receives gifts among men only that

He may bestow them upon men.&quot; But Christ did not receive

amongst men the gifts which He is here said to bestow. The
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Pulpit Commentary states :

&quot; Whereas in the psalm it is said gave

gifts to men &quot;

[which is not in the psalm, but in the Epistle], as

modified by the apostle it is said &quot;received gifts for men,&quot; which is

neither one nor the other, but a particular interpretation of the

psalm adopted in the English version. Ellicott, admitting that the

difference is not diminished by any of the proposed reconciliations,

takes refuge in the apostolic authority of St. Paul.
&quot; The inspired

apostle, by a slight (?) change of language and substitution of eSwKt

for the more dubious np?, succinctly, suggestively, and authorita

tively unfolds.&quot; But he does not profess to be interpreting (as in

Rom. x. 6, 7, 8), but quoting. Such a view, indeed, would open
the door to the wildest freaks of interpretation ; they might not,

indeed, command assent as inspired, but they could never be

rejected as unreasonable. The change here, far from being slight,

is just in that point in which alone the quotation is connected

either with what precedes or with what follows.

The supposition that St. Paul does not intend either to

quote exactly or to interpret, but in the familiar Jewish fashion

adapts the passage to his own use, knowing that those of

his readers who were familiar with the psalm would recognise
the alteration and see the purpose of it, namely, that instead

of receiving gifts of homage Christ gives His gifts to men,
is not open to any serious objection, since he does not found

any argument on the passage. So Theodore Mops., who re

marks that VTraXAafas TO f\a/3e So/tara ourws ev TW i^aA/Aw Kec/xei/ov,

eSwKe Sahara elwe, rfj viraXXayfj Trepi TJ)V oiKtiav xpr/o-a/xevos

aKO\ov6iav e/cei juev yap -rrpos rrjv VTroOecrw TO eAa/?ev r/p/moTTev, iv-

ravOa Se TOJ TrpoKet/xeVw TO eSuiKev aKoXovOov TJV. As Oltramare
observes : Paul wishes to speak of the spiritual gifts granted to the

Christian in the measure of the gift of Christ, exalted to heaven.

An expression of Scripture occurs to him, which strikes him as

being
&quot;

le mot de la situation.&quot; Depicting originally the triumph
of God, it strikes him as expressing well (mutatis mutandis) the

triumph of Christ, but he does not identify either the facts or the

persons. It is, however, remarkable that the same interpretation
of the words of the psalm is given in the Syriac Version and in the

Targum. The former may have followed St. Paul, as the Arabic

and Ethiopic, although made from the Septuagint, have done
;

and it has been suggested that the Targumist, finding a difficulty,

followed the Syriac, an improbable supposition. In his expansion
he interprets the words of Moses, &quot;Thou didst ascend to the

firmament, Moses the prophet, thou didst take a captivity

captive, thou didst teach the words of the law, thou gavest gifts

to the sons of men.&quot; This Targum as we have it is of compara
tively late date. But if we may assume, as no doubt we may, that
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it is giving us here an ancient interpretation, we have a solution of

the difficulty so far as St. I aul is concerned
;
he simply made use

of the Rabbinical interpretation as being suitable to his purpose.

Compare i Cor. x. 4. No doubt the question remains, What led

the Targumist to take this view of the passage? Hitzig suggests
that as the receiving of gifts seemed not consonant with the

majesty of God, the paraphrast mentally substituted for
np^&amp;gt;

the

verb p^n, which has the same letters in a different order, and
means &quot;to divide, give a

portion,&quot; etc. This verb is rendered
BiSuxTLv by the Sept. in Gen. xlix. 27 (EV. &quot;divide&quot;),

while in

2 Chron. xxviii. 21, where it occurs in an otherwise unexampled
sense &quot;plunder&quot; (EV. &quot;took a portion out

of&quot;),
the Sept. has

t\a(3ev (TO. lv). The feeling that prompted the paraphrast here

shows itself also in Rashi s comment,
&quot;

took, that thou mightest

give.&quot;

This renders needless a recourse to the supposition that the

quotation is from a Christian hymn, which borrowed from the

psalm. The objection raised to this and to the preceding view

from the use of Xeyet, has no force except on the assumption that

eo? is to be supplied ; and, in fact, in ver. 14 many expositors

suppose that it is a hymn that is quoted in the same manner.
Nor can it be truly alleged that St. Paul here treats the words as

belonging to canonical Scripture, for he draws no inference from

them, as we shall see. Indeed, if he himself had altered them,
instead of adopting an existing alteration, it would be equally

impossible for him to argue from the altered text as if it were
canonical.

rf)(jjio.\(i)Tf.v(rf.v cux/xaAoKrtav. &quot;Took captive a body of
captives,&quot;

the cognate accusative, abstract for concrete, as the same word is

used in i Esdr. v. 45 and Judith ii. 9. We have the same expression
in the song of Deborah :

&quot;

Arise, Barak, and lead thy captivity

captive, thou son of Abinoam,&quot; Judg. v. 12, which is perhaps the

source of the expression in the psalm. The interpretation adopted
in a popular hymn,

&quot;

captivity is captive led,&quot;
as if

&quot;

captivity
&quot;

meant the power that took captive, is quite untenable, and such a

use of the abstract is foreign to Hebrew thought.
Who are these captives ? Chrysostom replies : The enemies

of Christ, viz. Satan, sin, and death. In substance this interpreta
tion is no doubt correct, but it is unnecessary to define the /

enemies
;

the figure is general, that of a triumphant conqueror /

leading his conquered enemies in his train.,/ Compare Col. ii. 15.
To press the figure further would lead us~lnto difficulties. These
enemies are not yet finally destroyed, eo-^aros e;(0/3os Karapyfirai 6

^uvaros (i Cor. XV. 25).

Theodoret interprets the
&quot;

captives
&quot;

as the redeemed (as

Justin had already done), namely, as having been captives of the
8
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devil, ov yap (XevOlpovs ovras i^uus Tj^uaAwrevcrev, dAA VTTO TOV

8iaf36Xov yeyvr//x.vovs avr^x/mAwTevcrev, KCU rryv I\.v6epiav TJ/JUV

e8wpr;o-aTo; and so many moderns. But this does not agree
with the construction by which the cux^aAwo-ia must be the

result of the action of the verb. Besides, the captives are

distinguished from avOpunroi. The same objections hold against
the view that the captives are the souls of the righteous
whom Christ delivered from Hades (Lyra, Estius).

&quot; And gave gifts.&quot;
*ai is omitted in X* A C- D* G 1 7, al. ;

but inserted in Sc B C* and c D c K L P, a/. Syr. A tendency to

assimilate to the passage in the psalm appears in the reading
euo-ais in A L and several MSS., which nevertheless read

Kcv. For the gifts compare Acts ii. 33.
9. TO 8e AcejSt) TI cortc el

p,Y]
on KCU Ka,Te

|3T] els TO, Karcirepa

TTJS Y^S-
&quot; Now that He ascended, what is it but that He

also descended into the lower parts of the earth ?
&quot;

There is here a very important variety of reading

Kartfii) without Trpurov is the reading of X* AC* D G 17 67
2
, Boh. Sahid.

Eth. Amiat.
,
Iren. Orig. Chrys. (Comm.) Aug. Jerome.

Kar^ftrj irp&rov is read in K B C K L P, most mss. Vulg. Goth. Syr.

(both) Arm., Theodoret.
The weight of authority is decidedly on the side of omission. Transcrip-

tional evidence points the same way. The meaning which presented itself

on the surface was that Christ who ascended had had His original seat in

heaven, and that what the apostle intended, therefore, was that He descended
before He ascended ; hence irp&rov would naturally suggest itself to the mind
of a reader. On the other hand, it is not easy to see why it should be
omitted. Reiche, indeed, takes the opposite view. The word, he says,

might seem superfluous, since both in ver. 8 and ver. 10 we have dvafias et s

O^os without Trpwrov ; or, again, unsuitable, since Christ descended but once,

supposing, namely, that the reference to dvapds was missed. He thinks

irpurov all but necessary to the argument of the apostle. This is just what
some early copyists thought, and it is a consideration much more likely to

have affected them than the opposite one, that the word was superfluous. It

is rejected by most critics, but Westcott and Hort admit it to a place in the

margin.

fj.tpr] after Karwrepa has the authority of S A B C Dc K L P, while it is

omitted by D* G (not f). The versions and Fathers are divided. The word
is read in Vulg. Boh. Arm. Syr-Pesh., Chrys. Theodoret, Aug., but omitted

by Goth. Syr. (Sch. ) Eth., Iren. Theodotus. The insertion or omission makes
no difference in the sense. Most recent critical editors retain the word.
Tischendorf rejected it in his seventh, but restored it in his eighth edition.

Alford, Ellicott, and Meyer pronounce against it ; the last-mentioned

suggesting that it is a gloss due to the old explanation of the descent into

hell, in order to mark the place as subterranean.

TO Se Avfftrj, i.e. not the word dve/?^, which had not occurred,
but that which is implied in dva/Sas. TI ia-nv d

/J.TJ, K.T.\., i.e.
&quot; what

does this mean but,&quot; etc. TO. Ko.TWTf.pa -njs yi}s. The genitive

may be either partitive, the lower as distinguished from the higher

parts of the earth, or of apposition, the lower regions, i.e. those of
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the earth. With the former interpretation we may understand either

death simply, as Chrysostom and the other Greeks, TO. /carto fj-fprj

TT/S yrys TOV da.va.Tov (j)Tf)(TLV, O.TTO rfjs TOJV avOpwTrtav VTrovoias, quoting
(len. xliv. 29; Ps. cxlii. 7 ;

or Hades, as the place where departed

spirits live, which is the view of Tertullian, Irenaeus, Jerome, and

many moderns, including Bengel, Olshausen, Meyer (later editions),

Alford, Kllicott, Barry.
But there are serious objections to this. First, if the apostle had

meant to say that Christ descended to a depth below which there

was no deeper, as He ascended to a height above which was none

higher, he would doubtless have used the superlative, TO. Karwrepa

p.ipr) T?/s 717?, if the genitive is partitive, could mean &quot; the low-lying

regions of the earth,&quot; in opposition to TO. dvwrept/ca [nipt] (Acts
xix. i). Meyer, indeed, takes the genitive as depending on the

comparative; but this would be an awkward way of expressing
what would more naturally have been expressed by an adverb.

TO. KaTcimiTa. TT}S yrj&amp;lt;;
occurs in the Sept. Ps. Ixiii. 9, cxxxix. 15

(/CUTWTCITW) ;
but in the former place the words mean death and

destruction
;
in the latter they figuratively denote what is hidden,

the place of formation of the embryo. The corresponding Hebrew

phrase is found in Ezek. xxxii. 18, 24, referring to death and

destruction, but rendered fidOo? T^S 717?. Cf. Matt. xi. 23, where
a8ov is used similarly. Such passages would support Chrysostom s

view rather than that under consideration. But, secondly, all

these Old Testament expressions are poetic figures, and in a mere
statement of fact like the present, St. Paul would hardly have given
such a material local designation to the place of departed spirits,

especially in connexion with the idea of Christ filling all things.

Thirdly, the antithesis is between earth and heaven, between an

ascent from earth to heaven, and a descent which is therefore

probably from heaven to earth. Some, indeed, who adopt this

view understand the descent as from heaven, some as from earth.

For the argument from the connexion, see what follows.

For these reasons it seems preferable to take &quot;the lower

parts of the earth
&quot;

as = &quot;

this lower earth.&quot; Those who adopt
this view generally assume that the descent preceded the ascent,

and therefore understand by the descent, the Incarnation. This

view, however, is not free from difficulty. St. Paul is speaking of

the unity of the whole on the one hand, and of the diversity of

individual gifts on the other. The latter is the topic in ver. 7

and again in ver. n. To what purpose would be an interpolation
such as this ? It is not brought in to prove the heavenly pre-
existence of Christ; that is assumed as known; for ascent to heaven
does not imply descent thence, except on that assumption. And
why the emphatic assertion of the identity of Him who ascended
with Him who had previously descended, which was self-evident?
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But, in fact, this ascension is not what is in question, but the

giving of gifts ;
what had to be shown was, that a descent was

necessary, in order that He who ascended should give gifts. The
descent, then, was contemporaneous with the giving, and, therefore,

subsequent to the ascent. This seems to be indicated by the KCU

before Kart/3-r]. It seems hardly possible to take KCU Kareftf]

otherwise than as expressing something subsequent to arefttj.

The meaning then is, that the ascent would be without an object,
unless it were followed by a descent. This is the descent of

Christ to His Church alluded to in ii. 1 7,
&quot; came and preached

&quot;

;

in iii. 17, &quot;that Christ may dwell in your hearts
&quot;;

and which we
also find in John xiv. 23, &quot;we will come to Him &quot;

;
also ib. 3 and

xvi. 22. It is now clear why it was necessary to assert that o

Kura/Stts was the same as o
ava(3d&amp;lt;;.

This interpretation is ably
maintained by v. Soden.

10. 6 KaTa|3ds auTOS eony KCU 6 ara|3as uirepcu-u -ndvTWV rG&amp;gt;v

ouparojy IVa 7r\T]pcocn] rd Trdrra. &quot;He Himself that descended
is also He that ascended high above all the heavens, that He
might fill all things.&quot;

auVos is not &quot;

the same,&quot; which would be 6 airos, but emphatic.
ov yap aAAos Ka.TeX-ijX.v6e KOL dAAos avf\ijX.vOev)

Theodoret.
&quot;

All the heavens &quot;

is probably an allusion to the seven

heavens of the Jews. Cf. 2 Cor. xii. 2, rptVos oupoWs, and
Heb. iv. 14, BieXriXvOora TOUS ovpavovs, &quot;that He might fill all

things.&quot;

This has sometimes been understood to mean &quot;

that He might
fill the universe,&quot; as when we read in Jer. xxfti. 24, JU.T/ OVXJL rov

ovpavov Ko.1 TTJV yrjv eyw TrXrjpCj ; But how can the occupation of a

special place in heaven have for its object presence throughout
the universe? Moreover, this does not agree with the context,
which refers to the gifts to men. In fact, in order to explain this

connexion, the omnipresence is resolved by some commentators
into the presence everywhere of His gifts (Harless), or else of His

government (Chrys, a/.). A similar result is reached by others, who
take TrA-r/pujcn? as meaning directly &quot;fill with His

gifts&quot; (De Wette,

Bleek, #/.), TO. irdvTa. being either the universe, or men, or members
of the Church. But irX-qpovv by itself can hardly mean &quot;fill with

gifts.&quot;
Riickert explains,

&quot;

accomplish all,&quot;
viz. all that He had to

accomplish. But the words must clearly be interpreted in accord

ance with i. 23, TO. Travra iv -/rdcriv TrXrjpov/jievov, which they obviously

repeat. Oltramare interprets,
&quot;

that He might render all perfect,

and (in conformity with this purpose), He
gave,&quot;

etc.

11. KCU auros eSwKec TOUS fAf dirocrToXous, TOU$ 8e
7rpo&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;rJTas,

TOUS

8e euayyeXiorcis, TOUS &e irotfJieVas KCU SiScuncaXous.
&quot; And He Him

self gave some as apostles, some as prophets, some as evangelists,
some as pastors and teachers.&quot;
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ISw/cev is not a Hebraism for Wf.ro (i Cor. xii. 28) ;
it is

obviously chosen because of eSwKev 86/j.ara in the quotation, as if

the apostle had said, &quot;the gifts He gave were,&quot; etc. It is not

merely the fact of the institution of the offices that he wishes to

bring into view, but the fact that they were gifts to the Church.

Christ gave the persons ;
the Church appointed to the office (Acts

xiii. 2, xiv. 23). The enumeration here must be compared with

that in i Cor. xii. 28,
&quot; God hath set some in the Church, first,

apostles ; secondly, prophets ; thirdly, teachers
;
then miraculous

powers, then gifts of healing, helps, governments, divers kinds of

tongues.&quot; There the order of the first three is expressly defined
;

the latter gifts are not mentioned here, perhaps, as not expressing

offices, but special gifts which were only occasional
; and, besides,

they did not necessarily belong to distinct persons from the

former.
&quot;

Apostles.&quot; This word is not to be limited to the Twelve, as

Lightfoot has shown in detail in his excursus on Gal. i. 17.

Besides St. Paul himself, Barnabas is certainly so called (Acts
xiv. 4, 14); apparently also James the Lord s brother (r Cor.

xv. 7 ;
Gal. i. 19), and Silvanus (i Thess. ii. 6, &quot;we might have been

burdensome to you, being apostles of Christ
&quot;).

In Irenaeus and
Tertullian the Seventy are called apostles (Iren. ii. 21. i; Tert.

adv. Marc. iv. 24). According to the Greek Fathers, followed by
Lightfoot, Andronicus and Junia are called apostles in Rom. xvi. 7.

In 2 Cor. viii. 23 and Phil. ii. 25 the messengers of the Churches
are called

&quot;

apostles of the Churches.&quot; But to be an apostle of

Christ it seems to have been a condition that he should have seen

Christ, i Cor. ix. i, 2, and have, moreover, been a witness of

the resurrection (Acts i. 8, 21-23). Their office was not limited

to any particular locality. Prophets are mentioned along with

apostles in ii. 20, iii. 5. Chrysostom distinguishes them from
&quot; teachers

&quot;

by this, that he who prophesies utters everything from

the spirit, while he who teaches sometimes discourses from his

own understanding.
&quot;

Foretelling
&quot;

is not implied in the word
either etymologically or in classical or N.T. usage. In classical

writers it is used of interpreters of the gods. For N.T. usage, com

pare Matt. xxvi. 68,
&quot;

Prophesy, who is it that smote thee
&quot;

;

Tit. i. 12, &quot;a prophet of their own,&quot; where it is used in the sense

of the Latin &quot;vates&quot;;
Matt. xv. 7, &quot;well hath Isaiah prophesied

of
you&quot;; and especially i Cor. xiv. 3, &quot;He that prophesieth

speaketh unto men to edification, and exhortation, and comfort.&quot;

Also Acts xv. 32, &quot;Judas and Silas, being themselves also prophets,
exhorted the brethren . . . and confirmed them.&quot; The function

of the prophet has its modern parallel in that of the Christian

preacher, who discourses &quot;to edification, exhortation, and com
fort&quot; to those who are already members of the Church. &quot; Preach-
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ing,&quot;
in the English Version of the N.T., means proclaiming the

gospel to those who have not yet known it (KTJPVTTCIV, tuo.yyeA.i-

By
&quot;

evangelists
&quot; we are doubtless to understand those whose

special function it was to preach the gospel to the heathen in sub

ordination to the apostles. They did not possess the qualifications
or the authority of the latter (TrepuoWes eV^pim-ov, says Theodoret).
One of the deacons is specially called an evangelist (Acts xxi. 8).

Timothy is told by St. Paul to do the work of an evangelist, but

his office included other functions.

TOUS 8e TrotfjieVas Kal StSao-KaXous. The first question is whether

these words express distinct offices or two characters of the same
office. Many commentators both ancient and modern adopt
the former view, differing, however, greatly in their definitions.

Theophylact understands by &quot;pastors,&quot; bishops and presbyters,
and by

&quot;

teachers,&quot; deacons. But there is no ground for suppos

ing that deacons would be called SiSaovcaAot. On the other hand,
the circumstance that rows Se is not repeated before SiSao-KaXovs is in

favour of the view that the words express two aspects of the same
office. So Jerome :

&quot; Non enim ait : alios autem pastores et alios

magistros, sed alios pastores et magistros, ut qui pastor est, esse

debeat et magister.&quot; This, indeed, is not quite decisive, since it

might only mark that the gifts of pastors and of teachers are not

so sharply distinguished from one another as from those that

precede ;
and it must be admitted that in a concise enumeration

such as the present, it is in some degree improbable that this

particular class should have a double designation. This much is

clear, that
&quot;

pastors and teachers
&quot;

differ from the preceding classes

in being attached to particular Churches. The name &quot;

pastors
&quot;

implies this, and this term no doubt includes eVio-KOTrot and

Trpeo-ySuTepot. Compare i Pet. v. 2 (addressing the -n-pea-^vrepoi),

Troifjia.va.Tf. TO ev v/juv iroi/wiov TOV eo?, eVio-KOTroiivTes (om. RV.

mg.) : I Pet. ii. 25, TOV Troi/xeva KCU eVur/coTrov TOJJ/ i/a^wv ii/zcoi ,

where ITTIO-KOTTOV seems to explain TTOI/X^V : Acts xx. 28, ro Trot/wo)

ev &amp;lt;S

U/X.S.S TO Ilveryztt TO ayiov tOeTO eVio KOTroT;?, Trot/xatvetv TI]V e/cK/V.

TT-oip^v was used in the earliest classical writers of rulers of the

people. Even in Homer we have Agamemnon, for instance,

called Trot/riyv A.awi . The TTOI/X^V of a Christian Church would, of

course, be a teacher as well as a governor ;
it was his business to

guide the sheep of the flock
;

cf. i Tim. iii. 2, Set TOV ITTICTKOTTOV

. . . SiSa/cTtKov (elvat) : also Tit. i. 9. But there would naturally be

other teachers not invested with the same authority and not form

ing a distinct class, much less co-ordinate with the eTuWoTrot.

Had TOUS 8e been repeated, it might have seemed to separate

sharply the function of teaching from the office of TTOI/XT/I/. It is

easy to see that en-to-KOTros would have been a much less suitable
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word here, since it does not suggest the idea of a moral and

spiritual relation.

12-16. The object of all is the perfection of the saints, that they

may be one in the faith, and mature in knowledge, so as not to be

carried away by the winds offalse doctrine ; but that the whole body,
as one organism deriving its nourishment from the Head, may be

perfected in love.

12. ir-pos Toy KarapTio-jJioc TWK ayiuv, els epyov SiaKOKias, cis

oiKoSofiTji TOU crwfjiaTos TOU XpioroG. &quot;With a view to the perfecting
of the saints unto the work of ministering, unto the building up of

the body of Christ.&quot; The /cara/mcr/Ao? TWV ay. is the ultimate

purpose, with a view to which the teachers, etc., have been given
cis tpyov Sia/c. i5 OIK. K.T.A. The Authorised Version follows

Chrysostom in treating the three clauses as co-ordinate, eWrros

oi/co8o/xet, e/cao-Tos /caTaprt^et, IKCUTTOS StaKOvei. The change in the

prepositions is not decisive against this, for St. Paul is rather fond
of such variety. But if the three members were parallel, epyov
SiaKovias should certainly come first as the more indefinite and the

mediate object. In fact, Grotius and others suppose the thoughts

transposed. A plausible view is that adopted by De Wette and

many others, that the two latter members depend on the first.
&quot; With a view to the perfecting of the saints, so that they may be
able to work in every way to the building up,&quot;

etc. But in a

connexion like this, where offices in the Church are in question,
SiaKovia can only mean official service

;
and this does not belong to

the saints in general.
Olshausen supposes the two latter members to be a subdivision

of the first, thus :

&quot;

for the perfecting of the saints, namely, on the

one hand, of those who are endowed with gifts of teaching for the

fulfilment of their office
; and, on the other hand, as regards the

hearers, for the building up of the Church.&quot; But it is impossible
to read into the words this distinction,

&quot; on the one hand,&quot;
&quot; on

the other hand &quot;

;
and the OUCO&O/A^ rov o-oj/xaT05 describes the

function of teachers rather than of hearers. Besides, we cannot

suppose the teachers themselves to be included among those who
are the objects of the functions enumerated in ver. u.

The word Karapriffftos does not occur elsewhere in the N.T. Galen uses

it of setting a dislocated joint. The verb Kctraprifw by its etymology means
to restore or bring to the condition dprioy, and is used Matt. v. 21 of
&quot;

mending
&quot;

nets ; in Heb. xi. 3 of the &quot;

framing
&quot;

of the world. It occurs

Gal. vi. I in the figurative sense, &quot;restore such one.&quot; In Luke vi. 40 the

sense is as here,
&quot;

to
perfect,&quot; KaT^prioTi^os iras ftrrai ws 6 5t5d&amp;lt;TAcaXos

avTou. Also in 2 Cor. xiii. II, KaTapri^ecrOe. Com p. ib, 9, rrjv tifiuv

KardpTicriv. Karaprt.ff/j.6s is the completed result of /cara/mens.

oi/coSo/ATp TOU 0-w/u.aTos. The confusion of metaphors is excused

by the fact that otKoSo/t?; had for the apostle ceased to suggest its

primary meaning; cf. i Cor. viii. 10; i Thess. v. n, and below,
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ver. 1 6. The fact that both ot/coSo/rr/ and o-o&amp;gt;p.a
TOV Xpwrroi&quot; have a

distinct metaphorical sense accounts for the confusion, but does
not prove it non-existent. The ancients were less exacting in

such matters than the moderns; even Cicero has some strange

examples. See on iii. 18.

It is useful to bear this in mind when attempts are made else

where to press too far the figure involved in some word.
13. /J.XP l Kara Ti]crwfJii ol irdfTes els TTJI erontjTa ri]s irioreus KCU

TTJS emy^wo-eus TOU uiou TOO 0eou els acopa TeXetoc, eis u.eTpoi YjXiiaas

TOU ir\T)pwfj,aTos TOU Xpiorou.
&quot;

Till we all (we as a whole) attain

to the oneness of the faith, and of the thorough knowledge of the

Son of God, to a full-grown man, to the measure of the stature (or

maturity) of the fulness of Christ.&quot; yu.ex/ is without av because
the result is not uncertain, ol-n-tivr^

&quot;

we, the whole body of
us,&quot;

namely, all believers, not all men (as Jerome), which is against the

preceding context (TWV dytW). The oneness of the faith is opposed
to the /cXuoWio//.ei/oi /cat Trepi^epopvej/oi, K.T.X., ver. 14.

&quot; Contrarius

unitati est omnis ventus,&quot; Bengel. eVt
yi oxrts is not merely explana

tory of Trio-Tis, which is indeed a condition of it, but a distinct

notion. TO vlov TOV eov belongs to both substantives. The Son
of God is the specific object of Christian faith as well as know

ledge.
ts oVSpa TeXeiov, a perfect, mature man, to which the following

vrjirioi is opposed. Comp. Polyb. p. 523, eA7rto-avTS (L

vrjTTLtt) XprjcracrOat. TW
&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;iAt7r7ra&amp;gt;,

Sid re TT/F 7/Aixtav /cat rrjv

TOV p.\v &amp;lt;. tvpov Tf.Xf.iov av8pa. The singular is used because it

refers to the Church as a whole
;

it corresponds to the el? KCUI/OS

ai $/3co7ros. It is doubtful whether we are to take r/Ai/aa as
&quot;

age
&quot;

or &quot;

stature
&quot;

;
not only fjXiKia itself but /ueVpov ?/AtKtas occurs in

both senses, the ripeness of full age, and the measure of stature.

In the N.T. fjXtKLa has the meaning
&quot;

stature
&quot;

in Luke xix. 3,

rfXiKiq, /jiiKpos rjv, and
&quot;age&quot;

in John ix. 21, fjXiKiav exfi -

&quot; Mature age
&quot;

is the most common signification in Greek writers,

whereas the adjective 77X1*09 most frequently refers to magnitude.
It would appear, therefore, that to a Greek reader it is only the

connexion in which it stands that would decide. There is nothing
here to decide for

&quot;

stature
&quot;

; /xeVpov, indeed, might at first sight

seem to favour this, but we have in Philostratus, Vit. Soph. p. 543,
TO /Aerpov TTJS T^AiKias Tat? fjiv dXXais eTTto-TT^/jtat? yTyptos ap^.

On the other hand, what the context refers to is the idea of
&quot;

maturity
&quot;

;
if

&quot;

stature
&quot; were unambiguously expressed, it could

only be understood as a mark of maturity ; any comparison with

physical magnitude would be out of the question. See on Lk. ii. 52.
&quot; Of the fulness of Christ,&quot; i.e. to which the fulness of Christ

belongs.
Some expositors take 7rAr;pwp,a here as if used by a Hebraism
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for 7r7rXr/pa)/xi os = perfect, complete, either agreeing with

(7re7rA?7pu&amp;gt;i&amp;lt;.Vov)
or with v/Ai/aas (TrcTrATypw/xei r/s),

thus interpreting
either

&quot;

the measure of the perfect (mature) Christ,&quot; or &quot;

of the

perfect stature of Christ,&quot; which again may be explained as that

which Christ produces. But this supposition is inadmissible. We
cannot separate TO TrA^pwyuo. TOV Xpto-ro?. Or, again, TO TrA^pwua
TOV Xpio-Tov is understood to mean,

&quot; what is filled by Christ,&quot;

i.e. the Church, which is so called in i. 23. But apart from the

wrong sense thus given to TrArypwtia, there is a wide difference

between predicating TO TrA. of the Church, and using the term as

synonymous with tK/cA^o-ta. We may ask, too, How can we all

arrive at the maturity of the Church ? A better interpretation
is that which makes TO TrA. TOV Xp. = the fulness of Christ, i.e.

the maturity is that to which belongs the full possession of the

gifts of Christ. Oltramare objects that this interpretation rests on
an erroneous view of the sense of TrA^pw/xa. TOV Xp., which does not

mean the full possession of Christ, nor the full gracious presence
of Christ. Moreover, it makes /xeVpov superfluous, and makes the

whole clause a mere repetition of eis av&pa TtAetov. With his view

of TrA^pw/Ao.
= perfection (see i. 23), there is a distinct advance,

&quot; to the measure of the stature (i.e. to the height) of the perfection
of Christ.&quot; This is also Riickert s view.

It is questioned whether St. Paul here conceives this ideal as one
to be realised in the present life or only in the future. Amongst the

ancients, Chrysostom, Theoph., Oecum., Jerome, took the former

view, Theodoret the latter. It would probably be an error to

suppose that the apostle meant definitely either one or the other.

He speaks of an ideal which may be approximated to. But

though it may not be perfectly attainable it must be aimed at, and
this supposes that its attainment is not to be represented as

impossible. See Dale, Lect. xv. p. 283.
14. Iva jJLT]KTt (Lfiev nrjmoi, KXiiSom^ojiecoi KCU

Trepi&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ep6|j.voi

TTOVTI dyefiw rqs SiSacncaXias.
&quot; That we may be no longer

children tossed and borne to and fro by every wind of teaching.&quot;

This does not depend on ver. 13, for one does not become a mature

man in order to grow. Ver. 1 2 states the final goal of the work of

the teachers
;

ver. 13, that which must take place in the meantime
in order to the attainment of that end. KAvS&amp;lt;m iop.evoi from

/cAvScov, a billow or surge, may mean either tossed by the waves or

tossed like waves, as in Josephus, Ant. ix. n. 3, 6 o%xos rapacr-

a-6/jLvo&amp;lt;;
Kal KAvSwvio/xevos. Here, as uve/Acp is most naturally

connected with it as well as with
7repi&amp;lt;.,

the latter seems best;
and this corresponds with Jas. i. 8, Sia/cpti o/xevos lotxe KAi&Wi

6aXdcr&amp;lt;rr)&amp;lt;; dre/xt^o/xeVco. A similar figure occurs in Jude 12, ve&amp;lt;eAai

dvvSpoi vTTo uve/nwv Trapa^epottevot : cf. Heb. xiii. 9, StSa^ais irotKiAats
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ave/jiu does not refer to
&quot;

emptiness
&quot;

nor to &quot;impulsive power,&quot;

but rather is chosen as suitable to the idea of changeableness. So

Theophylact : rrj Tporr-rj e/A/xeVtoi/ KOI dre/Aou? eKaXecre ras Siac^opous
S&amp;lt;.8ao-/caA.ias. The article before SiS. does not &quot;

give definitive

prominence to the teaching
&quot;

(Eadie), but marks teaching in

the abstract.

lv TTJ Ku|3eia TWC
dv0pwTroji&amp;gt;. &quot;Through the sleight of men.&quot;

Ku/Jeta, from Kv(3o&amp;lt;;,
is properly &quot;dice-playing,&quot; and hence &quot;trickery,

deceit.&quot; Soden prefers to take it as expressing conduct void of

seriousness
;

these persons play with the conscience and the

soul s health of the Christians. But this is not the ordinary sense

of the word, ev is instrumental, the words expressing the means

by which the
7rept&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;.

x.-r.X. is attained. There is no objection to

this on the ground that it would thus be pleonastic after eV dve/xw

(Ell.), since lv rrj K. is not connected with
7repi^&amp;gt;epo/Aevoi,

but

with the whole clause. Ellicott himself says the preposition

&quot;appears rather to denote the element, the evil atmosphere as it

were, in which the varying currents of doctrine exert their force.&quot;

&quot;Element&quot; is itself figurative, and requires explanation; and if

&quot;evil atmosphere,&quot; etc., is intended as an explanation, it is clear

that no such idea is implied in the Greek, nor would it be at all

in St. Paul s way to carry out the figure in such detail, or to

expect the reader to compare Kv/3eia to the atmosphere; see on v. 5.

lv -navoupyla, irpos TT)^ (JLeGoSeiay rfjs irXdcirjs.
&quot;

By craftiness,

tending to the scheming of error.&quot; Travoipyo? and Travovpyia are

used in the Sept. generally, if not invariably, in a good or an
indifferent sense, &quot;prudent,&quot; Prov. xiii. i

; &quot;prudence,&quot; Prov. i. 4,

viii. 5; &quot;shrewdness,&quot; Ecclus. xxi. 12; Josh. ix. 4 (though this

latter may be thought an instance of a bad sense). Polybius also

uses TmvoDpyos in the sense of Seu/os,
&quot;

clever, shrewd.&quot; In classical

writers the words have almost invariably a bad sense, the substan

tive meaning &quot;knavery, unscrupulous conduct.&quot;

In the N.T. the substantive occurs five times, always in a bad
sense (Luke xx. 23; i Cor. iii. 19; 2 Cor. iv. 2, xi. 3, and here);
the adjective once, 2 Cor. xii. 16, in the sense

&quot;crafty.&quot;

fj.e9o8eia is found only here and ch. vi. 1 1 . The verb

fA0o8va) is used, however, by Polybius, Diodorus, and the Sept.,

and means to deal craftily (cf. 2 Sam. xix. 27, where Mephibosheth
says of Ziba, /tte^coSeucrcv ev TW 8ovX.i,) a-ov) ;

the substantive /xe^oSo?,

from which it is derived, being used by later authors in the mean

ing
&quot;

cunning device.&quot; irXavrj has its usual meaning
&quot;

error,&quot; not
&quot; seduction

&quot;

(a meaning which it never has, not even in 2 Thess.

ii. IT), and the genitive is subjective, thus personifying error. In

the Revised Version Trpos is taken as according to,
&quot;

after the

wiles of error,&quot; a comma being placed after iravoupyta. This

seems to leave the latter word too isolated. Moreover, this sense
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of Trpo s, though appropriate after verbs of action, being founded on
the idea of &quot;looking to,&quot;

or the like, does not agree with the

participles *\v8. and
7re/n&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;.

Codex A adds after TrAuYr/s, TOV

SiaySdAor, an addition suggested probably by vi. n.
15. d\T)0euocT9 8e e^ dyd-inr].

&quot; But cherishing truth in love.&quot;

RV. has &quot;speaking truth in
love,&quot; only differing from AV. by

the omission of the article before
&quot;truth,&quot; but with

&quot;dealing

truly
&quot;

in the margin. Meyer insists that dXrjOfvfiv always means
&quot;to speak the truth.&quot; But the verb cannot be separated from

d\r)6fLa. Verbs in -eiw express the doing of the action which is

signified by the corresponding substantive in -aa. Of this we
have two examples in ver. 14, Kvftfla, which is the action of

Kv/3evtu&amp;gt;, /xe^oSeta of (JLeOoSfveiv. Comp. KoAajma, KoAaKewo
; ftpa-

fievw, dpio-ret co, dyyapoxo with their substantives in -eta, and many
others. Now aXyOeia is not limited to spoken truth, least of all

in the N.T. In this Epistle observe iv. 24, OI/CCUOO-WT; KCH 60-10-

TTJTI rrjs dA^eta?, also iv. 2 1 and v. g ;
and compare the expres

sions &quot;walking in truth,&quot; &quot;the way of truth,&quot; &quot;not obeying the

truth, but obeying unrighteousness, dStta.&quot; Here, where the

warning is not to the false teachers, but to those who were in

danger of being misled like children by them,
&quot;

speaking truth
&quot;

appears out of place. As to the connexion of iv
tiyd-rry, it seems

most natural to join it with dAr/tfet orres, not only because other

wise the latter word would be harshly isolated, but because the
&quot;

growth
&quot;

is so fully defined by the following words. If, indeed,
love were not mentioned, as it is, at the end of ver. 16, there

might be more reason to adopt the connexion with
ai&amp;gt;f^o-//,ev,

on
the ground that considering the frequent references to it, as in

iv. 2, iii. 1 8, ig, it was not likely to have been omitted in

speaking of growth. Connected with dA-^et eiv, eV dydirrj is not

a limitation, but a general characteristic of the Christian walk
;

&quot;Not breaking up, but cementing brotherly love by walking in

truth&quot; (Alford). Probably, however, the apostle intended eV

dydir-ij to be connected both with the preceding and the following ;

his ideas progressing from dXrjdcLa to dydirrj, and thence to

eis auroc TCI irdfTa 05 eariy
r^ Ke^aXt], Xpioros.

&quot;

May
grow up unto Him in all things, who is the Head, even Christ.&quot;

av^rjo-wfjLfv is not transitive as in i Cor. iii. 6; 2 Cor. ix. 10,

etc., and in the older classical writers and the Septuagint, but in

transitive as in later Greek writers and Matt. vi. 28
;

Luke
i. 80, ii. 40, and elsewhere; cf. here also ii. 21.

cts avrov. Meyer understands this to mean &quot;in relation to

Him,&quot; with the explanation that Christ is the head of the body,
the growth of whose members is therefore in constant relation to

Him as determining and regulating it. The commentary on cis
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avrov is, he says, given by e ov, K.T.A., the one expressing the

ascending, the other the descendiitg direction of the relation of

the growth to the head, He being thus the goal and the source
of the development of the life of the Church. However correct

this explanation may be in itself, it can hardly be extracted from
the interpretation of efc as

&quot;

in relation
to,&quot;

which is vague and
feeble. Nor does it even appear that ets av-rov admits of such a

rendering at all. Such expressions as es o = &quot;

in regard to which,&quot;

eis TavTa=&quot; quod attinet ad . . .&quot; etc., are not parallel. Inter

preted according to these analogies, the words would only mean
&quot; with respect to Him, that we should grow,&quot; and the order would
be ei? avrov av. Meyer has adopted this view from his reluctance

to admit any interpretation which does not agree with the figure
of the head. But that figure is not suggested until after this.

We have first the Church as itself becoming avrjp reAaos, then
this figure is departed from, and the readers individually are

represented as possible vij-moi. The subjects of av^a-wfjiev, then,
are not yet conceived as members of a body, but as separate

persons. But as soon as the pronoun introduces Christ, the idea

that He is the head suggests itself, and leads to the further

development in ver. 16.

We can hardly fail to see in av. et? avrov a variation of

KaravTT/crw/xev cis avSpa reXetor, ets /xerpov ^Ai/cias rov vrX. TOV

Xp. &quot;Unto Him.&quot; This would seem to mean at once &quot;unto

Him as a standard,&quot; and &quot;

so as to become incorporated with

Him &quot;

;
not that eis avrov by itself could combine both meanings,

but that the thought of the apostle is passing on to the idea

contained in the words that follow. He begins with the idea of

children growing up to a certain standard of maturity, and with

the word avrov passes by a rapid transition to a deeper view of

the relation of this growth to Christ the Head.

Harless, to escape the difficulty of av. efc avrov, connects the

latter words with ev aydirr), &quot;in love to Him.&quot; The order of the

words is certainly not decisive against this view
;
instances of such

a hyperbaton are sufficiently frequent, but there seems no reason

for it here, and it would make the introduction of &quot;Who is the

Head &quot;

very abrupt.
TO. Travra, the ordinary accusative of definition, &quot;in all the parts

of our growth.&quot;

Xpio-Tos. This use of the nominative in apposition with the

relative, where we might have expected the accusative Xpio-Toi/, is a

usual Greek construction. Compare Plato, Apol. p. 41 A, evpr/o-ct

rows &amp;lt;Ls
aXr)@C)&amp;lt;; Si/cacrras, owrep KO.I Xeyorrat e/ce? Si/caetv MtVws re

Kat
Pa8(i/j.av@o&amp;lt;;

/cat Ata/cos. The Received Text has 6 Xpicrro?, with

D G K L, Chrys. Theod. The article is wanting in K A B C, Bas.

Cyr.
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16. e ot iray TO
cr&amp;lt;2ip.a crucapfAoXoyoufxeroi KCU au|j.pi|3a^6fj.i ov.

&quot; From whom the whole body fitly framed and put together.&quot; c

ov goes with uv^o-iv Trotemu. The present participles indicate

that the process is still going on. On awn pp.. cf. ii. 21. The use
of the word there forbids the supposition that the derivation from

a/&amp;gt;/Aos,
a joint, was before the mind of the writer. avij.flt(3a,ta is

used by classical writers in the sense of bringing together, either

persons figuratively (especially by way of reconciliation) or things.

Compare Col. ii. 2, o-u/z/3. lv ayd-Try. As to the difference between
the two verbs here, Bengel says :

&quot;

o-vvapfj.. pertinet ad TO regulare,
ut partes omnes in situ suo et relatione mutua recte aptentur,

o-vfji/3. notat simul firmitudinem et consolidationem.&quot; So Alford

and Eadie. Ellicott thinks the more exact view is that a-v^/l.

refers to the aggregation, o-vrapfj.. to the interadaptation of the

component parts. This would seem to require that 0-v/j.p., as the

condition of (rvvap/j.., should precede. Perhaps it might be more
correct to say that a-vrap^. corresponds to the figure a-w^a, the

apostle then, in the consciousness that he is speaking of persons,

adding cn&amp;gt;/z/3i/:?. (so Harless and, substantially, Meyer). In the

parallel, Col. ii. 19, we have emxoprjyovf*.ei ov KOL cn;/A/3tySa^o/xe(/oi .

In that Epistle the main theme is
&quot; the vital connexion with the

Head
;

in the Ephesians, the unity in diversity among the mem
bers

&quot;

(Lightfoot). Hence the substitution here of o-wap/x. for

l-n-Lxop. But the idea involved in the latter is here expressed in

the corresponding substantive.

8ia -rrdo-ps d4&amp;gt;f}s TTJS emxopT]Yia.s.
&quot;

Through every contact with

the supply.&quot;
The parallel in Col. ii. 19 seems to decide that these

words are to be connected with the participles.

d&amp;lt;/7
has some difficulty. It has been given the meaning

&quot;joint,&quot; &quot;sensation,&quot; &quot;contact.&quot; If by &quot;joint&quot;
is understood

those parts of two connected limbs which are close to the touching
surfaces (which is no doubt the common use of the word), then

d&amp;lt;ry
cannot be so understood; it means

&quot;touching&quot;
or

&quot;contact,&quot;

and can no more mean
&quot;joint&quot;

in this sense than these English
words can have that meaning. And what would be the meaning
of

&quot;

every joint of supply
&quot;

? Eadie answers :

&quot;

Every joint whose
function it is to afford such aid.&quot; But this is not the function of

a joint, and this notion of the supply being through joints would

be a very strange one and strangely expressed. Besides, it would not

be consistent with the fact that it is from Christ that the eTrt^opv/yiu

proceeds. Theodoret takes
d&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;r/

to mean &quot;sense&quot; or &quot;sensation.&quot;

a.(f)r)v TT/V aLtrdrjcriv Trpoo-rj-yopevfrev, CTreiSr/ Kal avrrj /J,LO.
TWV TreWe

ato-#T;crwi/, that is, &quot;the apostle calls sensation touch, because

this is one of the five senses, and he names the whole from the

part.&quot; Chrysostom is more obscure, and seems to make, not
d&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;r/s

alone, but d^s rrj? eVi^.
= atV^o-ews ;

for when he proceeds to
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expound, he says : TO Trvev/jia. eVeu o TO CTTt^opr/yov/xevov Tots

airo TYJS Kt&amp;lt;f)aXrjs
e/cucrToi&amp;gt;

/j,\ov&amp;lt;; aTTTo/JLtvov oimos erepyei. Theo-
doret s interpretation is adopted by Meyer,

&quot;

every feeling in which
the supply (namely, that which is given by Christ) is perceived.&quot;

But although the singular d&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;7;,

which sometimes means the sense

of touch, might naturally be used to signify &quot;feeling&quot;
in general;

yet we cannot separate this passage from that in Col. where we
have the plural ; and, as Lightfoot observes, until more cogent

examples are forthcoming,
&quot; we are justified in saying that ai

a&amp;lt;J3ai
could no more be used for a! aio-^r/o-ei?, than in English the

touches could be taken as a synonym for the senses.
&quot;

Meyer,
indeed, takes the word there as

&quot; the feelings, sensations
&quot;

;
but

there is no evidence that u&amp;lt;eu could have this meaning either.

Besides,
&quot;

the conjunction of such incongruous things as TOJV d^wv
KCU o-wSeo-yu-wj , under the vinculum of the same article and preposi

tion, would be unnatural.&quot; It remains that we take
acf&amp;gt;rj

in the

sense of &quot;

contact,&quot; which suits both this passage and that in Col.

Lightfoot, on Col. ii. 19, gives several passages from Galen and
Aristotle in illustration of this signification. Here we need only
notice the distinction which Aristotle makes between o-iyx&amp;lt;wi?

and

d&amp;lt;/7,
the latter signifying only

&quot;

contact,&quot; the former &quot;cohesion.&quot;

f] a.(f&amp;gt;T] T?}S tTTi^op^yta?, then, is the touching of, i.e. contact with, the

supply. ttTrreo-tfcu T?}S CTTI^. would mean &quot;

to take hold of, or get
in touch

with,&quot;
the CTT^. ;

hence 810. Tram?? d^r/s ri}s eVi^ may
well mean &quot;

through each part being in touch with the ministra

tion.&quot; So Oecumenius :
rj

O-TTO TOV
Xpio-To&amp;gt;

/amoCo-a Trreu/mTiKT)

Swa//,ts ei/os f.K&amp;lt;i(TTov /ji\ov? aurov aTrrofjievr]. Oltramare under
stands the gen. as gen. auctoris = e/&amp;lt; T??S eTn^o/).

= T^S a&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;fj&amp;lt;; ^s

fTrexopriyrjo-e, &quot;par
toute sorte de jointures provenant de sa

largesse.&quot; eVi^op^yta occurs again Phil. i. 19 ;
it is found nowhere

else except in ecclesiastical writers. But the verb eVixop^yew

(which occurs five times in the N.T.) is also found, though rarely,

in later Greek writers.

KCIT evepytiav ev p,eTpu l^os eicctorou

/mtpovs is the reading of K B D G K L P, Arm. , Theodoret, etc. ; but A C,

Vulg. Syr. Boh., Chrys. have /xAous. This is so naturally suggested by the

figure of ffut/ma that we can hardly doubt that it came in either by a natural

mistake or as an intentional emendation. But ftfpovs is really much more

suitable, as more general.

&quot;According to the proportionate working of each several
part.&quot;

cVepyeta does not mean
&quot;power,&quot;

but &quot;acting power,&quot; &quot;activity,&quot;

&quot;

working,&quot; so that the interpretation of KO.T eVepyetav as adverbial =
&quot;

powerfully,&quot; is excluded. As to the connexion of the following

words, eV /AeVpo) may be taken either with KO.T eWpy. or as govern

ing ei/os fK. pep. The latter is the view adopted by many com
mentators, with so little hesitation that they do not mention the
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other. Thus Eadie and Ellicott render &quot;according to energy in

the measure of each individual
part.&quot;

This is not very lucid, and
Ellicott therefore explains

&quot;

in the measure of (sc. commensurate

with).&quot;
Alford s rendering is similar. If this is understood to

mean &quot;the energy which is distributed to every part,&quot; etc., as it

apparently must be, we miss some word which should suggest the

idea of distribution, which eV certainly does not. Moreover,

evcpyeia, from its signification, requires to be followed by some

defining word, and elsewhere in the N.T. always is so.

It is preferable, therefore, to join Iv /j.trpta closely with Ivepyfia,
which it qualifies, and which is then defined by the genitive

following. It is as if the writer had been about to say KUT evepy.
evos K., and then recalling the thought of ver. 7 inserted eV /terpw.

If this view (which is Bengel s) is correct, the reason assigned by
Meyer for connecting these words with auf. Troutrat instead of with

the participles falls to the ground, viz. that /xerpw suits the idea of

growth better than that of joining together. The RV. appears to

agree with the view here taken.

TTJK au|r]&amp;lt;7n
TOO CTwfiaTos iroieirai.

&quot; Carries on the growth of

the body.&quot; In Col. ii. 19 we have avei TT)V avgrjcriv ;
here the

active participation of the body as a living organism in promoting
its own growth is brought out, and this especially in order to

introduce eV aydirrj. The middle Trotetrat is not &quot;

intensive,&quot; but

is appropriately used of the body promoting its own growth ;
Trout

would imply that o-w/xa and o-w/xaros had a different reference,

o-w/xaros is used instead of eav-rov, no doubt because of the remote
ness of crw/Aa, as well as because caurov was required presently.

Compare Luke iii. 19.

els oiKo8op,T)f lauTou iv dycxin]. On the mixture of metaphors
cf. ver. 12. oLKo^ofjirj is not suitable to the figure of a body, but is

suggested by the idea of the thing signified to which the figure in

OIK. is so familiarly applied. It would be awkward to separate ev

dydirrj from OIK. and join it with av^r/a-iv TroieiTai, as Meyer does on
account of the correspondence with ver. 15. Through the work
of the several parts the building up of the whole is accomplished

by means of love. Observe that it is the growth of the whole that

is dwelt on, not that of the individual parts.

17-24. Admonition, that knowing how great the blessings of
which they have been made partakers, they should fashion their lives

accordingly, putting off all that belongs to their old life, andputting
on the new man.

17. TOUTO GUI Xeyw KCU ji,apTu po|j.ai lv Kupiw. Resumes from W.

13. As Theodoret Observes : TraXiv dveAa/3e rrys Trapatveo-ea)? TO

Trpooi/uov. ow, as often, has simply this resumptive force, and does

not indicate any inference from what precedes ;
for the exhorta

tion begun w. 1-3 was interrupted, and the
&amp;lt;J|t

(us TrfpL-n-arelv of
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ver. i is repeated in the negative form in ver. 1 7. The TOVTO looks

forward.

fjtapTvpo/Jia.i,&quot;
I protest, conjure&quot;

=
8ia//,apTupo/Liai. Polyb. p. 1403,

crwSpa//.dvTwv TWV ey^wptwv KCU /jiapTVpo/jLtvwv rous aVSpas eTravayeiv

eTTt T-f]V ap)(r)V. Thucydides, viii. 53, /Aaprupo/xevwi/ Kal 7rt$eiadi/TCov

/AT) Karayeiv. The notion of exhortation and precept is involved

in this and Aeyw by the nature of the following context, /Ar/KeVi

TreptTT., as in the passage of Thucydides, so that there is no ellipsis

Of $LV.

tv Kuptw. Not either
&quot;per

Dominum&quot; or &quot;calling the Lord

to witness.&quot; /j-dprvpa TOV Kvptov /caAuJ, Chrys. Theodoret, etc.

Some expositors have defended this on the ground that N.T.

writers, following the Hebrew idiom, wrote o/xdcrat lv TLVL
;
but it by

no means follows that ev nvi without o/Aoo-at could be used in this

sense any more than Kara Aids could be used without o/xdcrai

instead of Trpos Aids.

Ellicott says :

&quot; As usual, denning the element or sphere in

which the declaration is made &quot;

;
and so Eadie and Alford. This

is not explanation. Meyer is a little clearer :

&quot; Paul does not

speak in his own individuality, but Christ is the element in which

his thought and will move.&quot; ctvai Iv TIVI is a classical phrase

expressing complete dependence on a person. Soph. Oed. CoL

247, ev vjjiiv (Jos (!) Kiyu.^a : Oed. Tyr. 314, ev crot yap ecr/nfv .

Eurip. Ale. 277, ev O-QI 8 lcrfj.tv KOL ,rjv
Kat

/AT/. Compare Acts

xvii. 28, Iv avTta
,&amp;lt;j)[i.f.v

Kal K(.vovp.f.9a. KOI lcr/J,ev. In the N.T.,

indeed, the expression acquires a new significance from the idea

of fellowship and union with Christ and with God. Whatever the

believer does, is done with a sense of dependence on Him and
union with Him. For example,

&quot;

speaking the truth
&quot; &quot;

marrying
&quot;

(i Cor. vii. 39).

Here, where an apostolic precept is concerned, it is implied
that the apostle speaks with authority. But the expression would

hardly have been suitable had he not been addressing those who,
like himself, had fellowship with the Lord. This interpretation is

so far from being
&quot;

jejune,&quot;
that it implies a personal and spiritual

relation which is put out of sight by the impersonal figure of an
&quot;

element.&quot;

(jtTjKeTi ufifig TrepnraTeti/ Ka0ws Kal ra eOn] TrepnraTeu For the

infinitive present compare the passages above cited from Thucyd.
and Polyb. Also Acts xxi. 2, Xeycoi/ /AT) Treptre/xvetv : xxi. 4, eXeyov

p.rj avafiaiveiv, where the imperative would be used in oratio directa.

Demosth. xxvii. 7, Aeyw Travras lievai. Aesch. Agam, 898, Aeyw
Kar aVSpa, /x.r) edr, cre/3eiv e/xe.

Text. Rec. adds \onr& before Z6vn, with N 4 D150 K L, Syr., Chrys. etc.

The word is wanting in X A B D* G, Vulg. Boh.



IV. 18] FORMER STATE OE THE GENTILES 1 29

The AOITTU is more likely to have been added in error than

omitted. Assuming that it is not genuine, this is an instance of St.

Paul s habitual regard for the feelings of his readers. It suggests
that they are no longer to be classed with the Wvn], They were

IQvi] only ev o-apKi, but were members of the true commonwealth
of Israel.

ec fiaTaioTt]Ti TOU yoos auT&v. Although in the O.T. idols are

frequently called fj-drata (compare Acts xiv. 15), the substantive is

not to be limited to idolatry, to which there is no special reference

here. It is the falseness and emptiness of their thoughts that are

in question (cf. Rom. i. 21, f/jLaraLwO-rjcrav lv rots SiaAoytoy/.ot s avraiv).

Nor, again, are we, with Grotius, to suppose any special reference to

the philosophers, merely because in i Cor. iii. 20 it is said of the

SiaAoyioytoi TWV crotfrwv that they are /aaratot. Rather, it refers to

the whole moral and intellectual character of heathenism
;

their

powers were wasted without fruit. As Photius (quoted by Harless)
remarks : ov TO. TT)S uA^ctas (^povowres KCU iriarevovTes *ai a-rro-

Se^oyaevoi aAA airep av 6 vovs aurcov fj.dr rjv ava.7rXa.(rr) teal XoyurrfTOl.
volt s includes both the intellectual and the practical side of reason,

except where there is some ground for giving prominence to one
or the other in particular. Here we have both sides, c&amp;lt;r/coTO)/tevoi

referring to the intellectual, aTrr/AAorpiw/AeVoi to the practical.
18. eo-KOTwjjieVoi TTJ Siacoia orres, dTrrjXXoTpiuu.^i Oi rfjs wt]S TOU

6eou.

o-KOT(afj.ti&amp;gt;oi is the form in K A B, while D GK L P have
The former appears to be the more classical.

is better joined with the preceding than with the

following. If oi Tts aTTT/AA. be taken together, this would have to

be regarded as assigning the ground of CO-KOT. But the darkness
was not the effect of the alienation, which, on the contrary, was
the result of the dyvoia. The position of oWes is not against this,

since eo-Kor.
r-fj

8. express a single notion. Meyer illustrates from
Herod, i. 35, ov /ca$upos x *-Pas e^v

&amp;gt;

and Xen. Ages. xi. 10, Trpaoraros
&amp;lt;tAois u&amp;gt;v. The two participles thus stand in an emphatic position
at the beginning, and this emphasis is lost by joining oWes with

the following. The change of gender from Wv-t] to eo-KOTw/xeVot

ovTa corresponds to a change from the class to the person.

eo-Korw/xeVoi is opposed to Tre^toTto-yLteVot (i.
1 8). We have the

same expression Rom. i. 21, to-KOTicrOr) rj
acrweros avrwv KapSia,

and a remarkable parallel in Josephus, T^V Siai/oiav eTreo-KOTio-^evou?,

Ant. ix. 4. 3. Atai/oia strictly means the understanding, but is not

so limited in the N.T. Compare Col. i. 21, IxOpovs TV} Siavotct :

2 Pet. iii. I, Suyeipw . . . TT;V eiAiKptvr} Siavoiav. Here, however,
the connexion decides for the meaning &quot;understanding.&quot; On

cf. ii. 12.
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Trjs 0)775 TOU eov. Explained by Theodoret as = -nys tv
&amp;lt;&amp;lt;-pfffj

wr/s, i.e. as = the life approved by God, or &quot;godly life.&quot; But 0077

in N.T. does not mean &quot; course of
life,&quot; /3ios, but true life as

opposed to 0dVai-os. In Gal. v. 25 we have it expressly dis

tinguished from &quot;course of conduct&quot;; d ^w/xev 7n/ev/xan, 7n /naTi

KUI
&amp;lt;rToixtt&amp;gt;[j.ev. Moreover, aTn/XXorptw/xeVoi implies separation from

something real. Erasmus explanation of the genitive as one of

apposition,
&quot; vera vita qui est Deus,&quot; is untenable. The analogy

of
77 eipTJvr) TOV eov, Phil. iv. 7 ; au^cris TOV

eoi&amp;gt;,
Col. ii. 19,

suggests that the words mean &quot; the life which proceeds from God &quot;

;

&quot;

tota vita spiritualis quae in hoc seculo per fidem et justitiam
inchoatur et in futura beatitudine perficitur, quae tota peculiariter
vita Dei est, quatenus a Deo per gratiam datur,&quot; Estius. But

something deeper than this is surely intended by the genitive,
which naturally conveys the idea of a character or quality. It is

the life
&quot;qua

Deus vivit in
suis,&quot; Beza (who, however, wrongly

adds to this
&quot;

quamque praecipit et approbat &quot;).
Somewhat

similarly Bengel :

&quot; Vita spiritualis accenditur in credentibus ex

ipsa Dei vita.&quot; Harless, indeed, argues that the life of regenera
tion is not here referred to, since what is in question is not the

opposition of the heathen to Christianity, but to God
;
so that wr)

T. eou is to be compared to John i. 3, where the Aoyos is said to be

(from the beginning) the
a&amp;gt;r;

and
&amp;lt;o&amp;gt;s

of the world, and thus there

was an original fellowship of man with God. So in part many
expositors, regarding the perfect participles as indicating

&quot;

gentes
ante defectionem suam a fide patrum, imo potius ante lapsum
Adami, fuisse participes lucis et vitae&quot; Bengel. But St. Paul is

here speaking of the contemporary heathen in contrast to those

who had become Christians (ver. 17) ;
and it is hard to think that if

he meant to refer to this original divine life in man, he would not

have expressed himself more fully and precisely. The idea is one

which he nowhere states explicitly, and it is by no means involved

of necessity in the tense of the participles, which is sufficiently

explained as expressing a state. Indeed, the aorist dTrqAAorpiwtfeVTes

would more suitably suggest the idea of a time when they were not

SO
;

cf. I Pet. ii. 10, 01 OVK r)X.frjp.evoi vvv 8e eAeT^eVres. And how
can we think the Gentiles as at a prehistoric time 1-77

Siavota not

ecr/corw/tevot ?

810. TTJI ayvoiav rr\v oucray ev aurols Sia TTJ^ Trwpwcrii TTJS icapSias

auTUK. The cause of their alienation from the Divine life is their

ignorance, and this again results from their hardness of heart.

Most expositors regard Stu . . . Sid as co-ordinate, some con

necting both clauses with d^AA. only (Origen, Alford, Eadie,

Ellicott), others with both participles (Bengel, Harless, Olsh. De
Wette). Bengel, followed by Olsh. and De Wette, refers Sto, TT/V

&amp;lt;iyv.
to ten*, and Sta rty TT. to aTr^AA. But this is rather too artificial
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for a letter. Nor does it yield a satisfactory sense
;

for ajvoia is not

the cause of the darkness, but its effect. l)e Wette evades this by

saying that dyvoia refers to speculative knowledge, CCTKOT. to practi

cal. But there is no sufficient ground for this. The substantive

ayvoia does not elsewhere occur in St. Paul s Epistles (it is in his

speech, Acts xvii. 30,
&quot; the times of this ignorance

&quot;

;
and in

i Pet. i. 14, besides Acts iii. 17); but the verb is of frequent

occurrence, and always of ignorance only, not of the absence of a

higher faculty of knowledge. Such ignorance was not inaccessible

to light, as is shown by the instances of the converted Gentiles
;
but

so far as it was due to the hardness of their hearts, it was culp
able. It is only by the subordination of the latter clause to the

former that the use of rrjv ovcrav eV avrots instead of the simple
cu Twv finds a satisfactory explanation. Compare Rom. i. 18-33.

Ellicott, following Harless, explains these words as pointing out

the indwelling deep-seated nature of the ayvota, and forming a

sort of parallelism to T^S KapSias avrun
,
and so, as Harless adds,

opposed to mere external occasions. But there is nothing of this

in the context, nor in the words ova-av ev avrols. The ignorance
must be in them

; and, unless we take the connexion as above

(with Meyer), the words express nothing more than aurwc.

Trojpwcm is
&quot;

hardness,&quot; not &quot;

blindness,&quot; as most of the ancient

versions interpret. Indeed, it is so explained also by Suidas and

Hesychius, as if derived from an adjective Trwpos,
&quot; blind

&quot;

;
which

seems, however, to be only an invention of the grammarians
(perhaps from confusion with Tripos, with which it is often

confounded by copyists). It is really derived (through Trwpooj)

from Trtopos, which originally meant
&quot;tufa,&quot;

and then
&quot;callus,&quot;

a

callosity or hardening of the skin. (It is also used by medical
writers of the &quot;

callus
&quot; formed at the end of fractured bones, and

of &quot; chalkstones
&quot;

in the joints.) Hence, from the insensibility of

the parts covered with hard skin, the verb means to make dull or

insensible. It is thus correctly explained by Theodoret, Trcopwo-u/

rrjv fcr^drrjv avaXyrjcnav Aeyet KCU yap at ra&amp;gt; crwuaTi eyyivo/Atvai

Trwpojo-eis oiSe/xtav (uo-flijcru/ e^ovo-t. Cicero frequently uses &quot;cal-

lum&quot; in a similar figurative sense, e.g. &quot;ipse labor quasi callum

quoddam obducit dolori,&quot; Tusc. Disp. ii. 15.

19. omves,
&quot;

quippe qui,&quot;

&quot;

being persons who.&quot; d.Tr]XYT]KOTes,
&quot;

being past feeling,&quot;
a word appropriate to the figure in Trajpoxris ;

it properly means to give over feeling pain, and is used by
Thucydides with an accusative of the thing, dTraAyoi i Tcs TO TSta,

ii. 6 1
;
hence it comes to mean &quot;to be without

feeling.&quot; The AV.
&quot;

past feeling
&quot;

expresses the sense very accurately. Polybius,

however, has the expression aTraXyoJWes rais eA.7rio-i, and, indeed,
elsewhere uses the verb in the sense

&quot;giving up,&quot;
as Hesychius

interprets, /^KCTI OiXovres Trovetv. This may be &quot;giving up in
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despair,&quot; as in i. 58 of the Romans and Carthaginians, Ka/

TI^YI rois Troi Ots Sta rrjv crvve^fLav TOJV KtvSwwv, ts TeXos uT

Hence some commentators have adopted
&quot;

desperantes
&quot;

here,
which is the rendering of the Vulgate. Bengel cites from Cicero

(Epp. adfamil. ii. 16) what looks like a paraphrase of the word:
&quot;diuturna desperatione serum obduruisse animum ad dolorem
novum.&quot;

&quot;

Dolor, says Bengel,
&quot;

urget ad medicinam : dolore autem

amisso, non modo spes sed etiam studium et cogitatio rerum
bonarum amittitur, ut homo sit excors, effrons, exspes.&quot; Theophy-
lact gives a similar interpretation : /careppu^u/xT/KOTes, /cat /XT; tfeAovre?

Ka/Jiflv Trpos rryv erpecrtv rov KaXov, /cat dvaA-yryroos Stare^eVres. The

reading of D G is aTrr/XiriKOTes (d&amp;lt;- G) ;
but evidence for the

textual reading is predominant, and, moreover, dTrryXTrt/cdres would

give a very poor sense. Jerome appears to regard
&quot;

desperantes
&quot;

of the old Latin as an incorrect rendering of aTn/ATri/cdres, for

which he suggests
&quot;

indolentes sive indolorios.&quot; But he did not

alter the text of the translation. Probably the other versions

which express the same meaning had not a different reading ; and,
on the other hand, the reading of D G may have arisen either from
the influence of the versions or as a gloss.

eauTous. What is ascribed in Rom. i. 24 to God is ascribed

here to themselves, in accordance with the hortatory purpose of

the present passage, so as to fix attention on the part which they
themselves had in the result.

daeXyifc and daeXyeia were used by earlier writers (Plato,

Isaeus, Dem.) in the sense of
&quot;

insolent, insolence, outrageous
&quot;

;

Later writers apply them in the sense &quot;

lasciviousness.&quot; The
substantive has that meaning in 2 Cor. xii. 21

;
Gal. v. 19 ;

2 Pet. ii. 7, 18; Rom. xiii. 13. In Mark vii. 22; Jude 4; i Pet.

iv. 3 ;
2 Pet. ii. 2, the meaning is less clearly defined. In the

LXX it occurs only Wisd. xiv. 22 and 2 Mace. ii. 26. The
derivation is probably from o-eAyco, a form of tfeAyco.

eis epYCKTiai aKa9apcrias TT-dcrrjs. epyacrta suggests the idea that

they made a business of aKaOapa-ia. So Chrysostom : ov TrapaTrc-

trovres, (pr/cm/, f/fiaprov, aAA etpyuovro aura ra Seiva, /cat ^.fXirr] TW

Trpuy/xart e/ce^pr/vro. It is not, however, to be understood of literal

trading in impurity, which could not be asserted with such

generality of the Gentiles. Compare Luke xii. 58, ev ry 6Sw Sos

epyao-tav,
&quot;

give diligence
&quot;

: see note ad loc.

Iv irXeoke^ia. TrAeovefta originally meant (like TrXeoFe/crrys,

7rA&amp;lt;ove/cretv) only advantage over another, for example, superiority
in battle, hence it passed to the idea of unfair advantage, and then

to that of the desire to take unfair advantage,
&quot;

covetousness.&quot;

The verb occurs five times in 2 Cor. in the sense
&quot; take advantage

of.&quot; The substantive TrAeoW/crr/s is found (besides Eph. v. 5) in

i Cor. v. 10, u, vi. 16. TrXeovf&a occurs in all ten times in N.T.
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In Luke xii. 15 it is clearly
&quot;

covetousness,&quot; and so in 2 Cor. ix. 5 ;

1 Thess. ii. 5. But all three words are so frequently associated

with words relating to sins of the flesh, that many expositors,
ancient and modern, have assigned to them some such special

signification. Thus TrAeoveVr^s, I Cor. V. 10, n; irAeove^ia, Col.

iii. 5, TTOpvei ctv, anaOapcrLav, 7ra$os, TTi0v/jiia.v KaKrjv, KCU TT/V

TrAeove^av, 771-15
eoriv etSwAoAarpeta : besides the present passage

and Eph. V. 3, -n-aa-a
d.Ka.@ap&amp;lt;rLa T) TrAeove^ta, cf. also V. 5. In

2 Pet. ii. 14, KctpStav yeyv/xvacr/zevT/v TrAeove^tas e;(OVTS,
&quot; COVetOUS-

ness
&quot; does not suit the connexion as well as some more general

term. But the most striking passage is i Thess. iv. 6, TO
/AT)

vTrep(3aiviv /ecu TrAeoveKretv iv TW Trpay/xari TOV
a.8f\(f&amp;gt;ov avrov, where

the verb is undoubtedly applied to adultery, viewed as an injustice

to one s neighbour. And this suggests that possibly in Mark vii.

2 1, where the right order is /cAoTrat, &amp;lt;o^ot, /xot^eiat, 7rAeoveiui, there

is a similiar idea. In Rom. i. 29 also, something grosser than covet

ousness seems to be intended. In Polycarp, Phil, vi., which exists

only in the Latin, &quot;avaritia&quot; undoubtedly represents the original
7rAeoj tta. Polycarp is lamenting the sin of Valens, and says :

&quot; moneo itaque vos ut abstineatis ab avaritia, et sitis casti et

veraces,&quot; and a little after :

&quot;

si quis non abstinuerit se ab avaritia,

ab idololatria coinquinabitur ; et tanquam inter gentes judicabitur.&quot;

In the present passage Theodoret says the word is used for

djutrpta :

&quot;

Ilacrav d/j.aprtav ToA/Aakrt, virlp Kopov TO&amp;gt;

8ie(f&amp;gt;@ap[jitru&amp;gt;

KaTaxpw/Aevoi /Jia&amp;gt;
7rAeoveiav yap rrjv d/ACTptav /cdAeo-e.&quot; The asso

ciation with idolatry in Eph. v. 5 and Col. iii. 5 favours the same
view. Hammond on Rom. i. 29 has a learned note in support of

this signification of 7rAeoveta, which, however, he pushes too far.

Of course it is not alleged that the word of itself had this special

sense, but that it was with some degree of euphemism so applied,
and in such a connexion as the present would be so understood.

It is alleged, on the other side, that covetousness and impurity
are named together as the two leading sins of the Gentile world

;

that they even proceed from the same source
;
that covetousness

especially is idolatry, as being the worship of Mammon.
Covetousness was not a peculiarly Gentile sin. The Pharisees

were covetous (c^tAapyupoi). Our Lord warns His own disciples

against TrAeove^ia, in the sense of covetousness, in Luke xii. 15
above referred to. And the form of the warning there shows that

covetousness and impurity were not on the same level in respect of

grossness. This may also be inferred from St. Paul s 6

Can we conceive him saying 6

That covetousness and impurity proceed from the same source,
and that &quot; the fierce longing of the creature which has turned from

God to fill itself with the lower things of sense
&quot;

(Trench, Syn., after
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Bengel), is psychologically false. Lust and impurity are excesses

of a purely animal and bodily passion ;
covetousness is a secondary

desire, seeking as an end in itself that which was originally desired

only as a means.
The explanation of ver. 5 by the observation that the covetous

serve Mammon, not God, is due to Theodoret, who derives it from
Matt. vi. 24. But that passage does not make it probable that the

covetous man would be called an idolater without some explanation
added. St. Paul himself speaks of persons who serve, not the Lord

Christ, but their own belly (Rom. xvi. 18), and of others &quot;whose

god is their belly
&quot;

; yet he probably would not call them, without

qualification,
&quot;

idolaters.&quot; Indeed, other Greek commentators
devised various explanations. Chrysostom, for instance, as one

explanation, suggests that the covetous man treats his gold as

sacred, because he does not touch it.

We may ask, further, why should covetousness be specified with

impurity and filthy speaking as not to be even named? (Eph. v. 3).

Impure words suggest impure thoughts, words about covetousness

have no tendency to suggest covetous thoughts. It is said, indeed,
that the

r)
there between d/ca^apc-io. Trao-a and 7rAeoveta implies

that the two words cannot refer to sins of the same kind
;
but this

argument seems to be answered by the immediately following

Aoyia rj evrpaTreAta. In ver. 5, also, we have Tropvos 77
a

T/ -ir\foveKTf]&amp;lt;;.
In the present passage we have, not ai irA., but

eV ?rA. To take this as iv
&quot;

covetousness,&quot; or the like, after the

strong words that have preceded, would be an incredible weakening
of the charge.

20. ufxeis Se oux OUTCJS ejAaOere TOC Xpiorof.
&quot; But ye, not SO

did ye learn Christ.&quot; Beza, followed by Braune, places a stop
after ourws,

&quot; But not so ye. Ye have learned Christ.&quot; This, how
ever, makes the second clause too abrupt. We should expect ty^eis

to be repeated, or dAAa inserted, as in Luke xxii. 26, fytet? Se ovx
oiVtos dAA o fjitL^wv lv vfjuv, K.r.X. Besides, the connexion with ver. 2 1

is impaired,
&quot;

ye learned Christ
&quot;

is first stated absolutely, and then

with a qualification.

ovx UTO&amp;gt;S,
a litotes

;
cf. Deut. xviii. 14. e^a^ere,

&quot; did learn,&quot;

viz. when they became Christians. This use of
/xav$avo&amp;gt;

with an

accus. of a person seems to be without parallel. The instance

cited by Raphelius from Xenophon, Iva dAArjAovs fj-dOnifv OTTOITOL

eo/o-av, is clearly not parallel, the object of the verb there being

o7roo-ot, K.T.X. Hence the ancients and many moderns have taken

Xpirrroi/ as = &quot; doctrinam Christi,&quot; which is feeble and unsupported.

Others, as Riickert and Harless, understand e/xa(9er as
&quot; learned

to know,&quot; viz.
&quot; what He is and what He desires.&quot; But the key

to the expression is supplied by the passages which speak of

&quot;preaching Christ,&quot; Gal. i. 16
;

i Cor. i. 23; 2 Cor. i. 19;
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Phil. i. 15; indeed the following verse (21) speaks of &quot;hearing

Him.&quot; As Christ was the content of the preaching, He might
properly be said to be learned. So Phil. iii. 10, TOV yvoivai avrdv.

Col. ii. 6, 7rapeAd/3eT TOV Xp., is similar.

21. eiye,
&quot;

turn certe
si,&quot;

see on iii. 2. Here also the

conjunction is unfavourable to the view that St. Paul is addressing
those whom he had himself instructed. avrov with emphasis
placed first,

&quot;

if Him, indeed, ye heard.&quot; v aurw, not &quot;

by Him,&quot;

as AV., a construction not admissible with a personal author,
nor &quot;illius nomine, quod ad ilium attinet&quot; (Bengel). But as those

who believe are said to be eV
Xpio-T&amp;lt;p,

so here they are said to have
been taught in Him, i.e. as in fellowship with Him. There is a

progress, as Meyer observes, from the first announcement of the

gospel (fjKovcraTe) to the further instruction which then as converts

they would have received (ev avrw eSiS.), both being included

in e/x.d$Te TOV XpicrTov. John x. 27 is not parallel, since aKoveiv in

the sense &quot; hearken to
&quot; would take the genitive.

Ka$ws EO-TIV aArj0eia cv TU&amp;gt; I^croO. The AV. &quot;

as the truth is in

Jesus
&quot;

is incompatible with the absence of the article, but admits
of being understood in the true sense of the Greek, which is not

the case with the form in which the words are so often quoted,
&quot;

the truth as it is in
Jesus,&quot;

which would be T^V aXr/6ftav Ka6w&amp;lt;;

eo-Ttv, K.T.X. Nor do the words mean, as Jerome interprets :

&quot;

quomodo est veritas in Jesu, sic erit in vobis qui didicistis

Christum,&quot; an interpretation which is followed by Estius and

many others, and which makes Jesus be set forth as the pattern
of truth, i.e. holiness. In addition to the difficulty of so under

standing dXijOeia, this supposes I/AS to be emphatic, which its

position forbids
;

the antithesis would also require that cv r&amp;lt;a

Ir/o-oD should come after KU^WS. Moreover, any interpretation
which makes a.woOf.a-Oa.1 depend on tSiSdx^re is open to the

objection that in that case V/AUS is superfluous. Ellicott, who adopts
this construction, suggests that v/tus is introduced to mark their

contrast, not only with other Gentiles, but with their own former

state as implied in TT?V Trporepav dvacrrpcx^v. But it is not clear

how tyxas can mark such a contrast. Nor is fSiS. suitable to

dvaveoro-tfui. It seems better to take a.Tro6icr6a.L V/AUS as the subject
of the clause, dXr^eta being understood in the sense &quot;

true

teaching,&quot; opposed to dirdrr]. Compare the use of dXtjOeia in

John iii. 21, &quot;he that doeth the truth,&quot; and here, ver. 24. The
sense will then be,

&quot;

as is right teaching in Jesus : that ye put off.&quot;

The change from Xpurrov to Ir/a-uv is appropriate. Their introduc

tion to Christianity or to the TroXtVeia of Israel instructed them in

the hope centred in the Messiah as a Redeemer. But when
obedience to the practical teaching of a historical person is referred

to, the historical name is used.
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A very different view of the construction is taken by Credner,
v. Soden, and Westcott and Hort mg., viz. that X/HO-TOS is the

subject of ICTTLV, in which case aXtjOaa may be either nom.

(Credner, Soden) or dative (WH. mg.). Soden remarks that

considering the emphatic repetition of avrdV, eV aurw, which takes

up TOV Xp. from the clause with ourws, the subject of this clause

can only be Christ, viz.
&quot;

as He is truth in
Jesus,&quot; so that the

thought is that they must not only believe in a Christ, but

recognise Him in Jesus ;
and if they are to live in truth in Christ,

they must live in Jesus. The thought is parallel to Heb. xiii. 18.

The dative dA.r/0eia, as in WH. mg., seems preferable,
&quot; have been

taught in Him, as He is in truth, in
Jesus.&quot; On uXtjOua. in this

sense, COmp. Phil. i. 18, eire
7rpo&amp;lt;ao-et

cire a\r)6eia.

22. d.7ro0eo-9ai, a figure from putting off clothes = aTreKSucra/Aej/oi,

Col. iii. 9, as eVSuo-acr&u from putting them on. The frequency of

the figure in Greek writers puts out of the question any reference

to change of dress in baptism (Grotius).
It is rightly rendered in the Vulg.

&quot;

deponere,&quot; not &quot;

deposu-
isse,&quot;

which would require the perfect inf. The aorist expresses
the singleness of the act, whereas avaveova-Oai expresses a continu

ing process.
1 The infin. is not for the imperative (as in Phil,

iii. 1 6), which is inconsistent with ifj-as.

tiara, Tr\v irporlpav dfa&amp;lt;rrpo4&amp;gt;rjf.
&quot;As concerns your former

manner of
life,&quot; defining the particular respect in which the old

man was to be put off. avao-rpo^rj in this sense belongs to later

Greek. The word originally meant a turning back, thence dwell

ing in a place ;
hence Aeschylus uses it of a &quot;

haunt.&quot; We find it

in Polybius in the sense of &quot;behaviour.&quot; Kara re TIJV Xonr^v

avacTTpoffrrjv KOL ras 7rpdeis re^au/Aucryu.ei OS vTTfp TTJV fjXiKiav (iv. 82.

i) ;
so also Epict. i. 9. 5. In the Sept. it occurs only in the

Apocrypha, Tobit iv. 19; 2 Mace. v. 8 ; both times in this sense.

TOC iraXaioc avdpuirov. The
eya&amp;gt; crapKtKos of Rom. vii. 14 ; tyw

crdpf, z$. 1 8, opposed to aV$pw7ros 6 Kara tov KTIO-$IS. The

adoption of the expression the old and the new oVflpwTros, indicates

that the change affects, not some particulars only, but the whole

personality or eyw.
TOV

4&amp;gt;9eipop,evoi
.

&quot; Which waxeth corrupt.&quot; This supplies a

motive for the putting off. The present tense indicates a process
that is going on. Compare Rom. viii. 21, &quot;bondage of

(f&amp;gt;6opd.&quot;

Meyer thinks the reference is to eternal destruction, the present

expressing either the future vividly conceived as perfect, or rather

what already exists in tendency,
&quot;

qui tendit ad exitium,&quot; Grot.

1 &quot;

Except after verbs of saying, thinking, etc., the aorist in the infinitive has

no preterite signification, and differs from the present only in this, that it

expresses a single transient action ; and even this bye-signification often falls

away.
&quot;

Madvig.
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His reason is that the moral corruption of the old man is already

existing, not &quot;

becoming.&quot; But though the corruption exists it is

progressive. The tendency to perdition is expressed by St. Paul

elsewhere by the term a.TroXXv(j.evov KOTO, ras
Iiri8vfj.ia&amp;lt;; rrjs cra-dr?;?.

Mark the contrast with dA.?7#eias, ver. 24 ; rr/s u^ar???, not as in

AV. a genitive of quality, but a subjective genitive, a-n-drrj being
almost personified, not, indeed, by the article alone, but by the

attributing to it of eTriflu/uai. It is the deceitful power of sin. Cf.

uTruT?; TT}S dpiapTtas, Heb. hi. 13, and Rom. vii. IT, 17 d/xaprta

l^aTraT-rjo-f fjif.
Hence the liriOvp.Lai derive their power 17 d/xaprta

. . . Karetpyao-aTO Tracrav ciriOvpiav, ib. 8. It is quite against N.T.

usage to understand aTrdrrj here as &quot;error.&quot; Compare aTrdr-r] TOV

irXovTov, Matt. xiii. 22
;

UTT. dSi/aas, 2 Thess. ii. 10.

Kara,
&quot;

in accordance with,&quot; i.e. as their nature implies.
23. dmveou&amp;lt;T0ai. Passive, not middle, for the middle of this

verb is always used transitively, in an active signification. Nor
would it be Pauline to represent the renewal as springing from the

man himself. Compare also a.va.Kaivov[j.vov, Col. iii. 10.

It may be questioned whether am- here implies restoration to

a former state, as is generally assumed. In classical writers

avaveovo-Qai means &quot;

to restore
&quot;

;
but then the object expresses the

original state, etc., which is thus brought into force or existence

again, dr. op/cous, &amp;lt;&amp;lt;Aiav,
etc. That is not the sense here, or in

Col. iii. 10, of dvaKatvot&amp;gt;cr$ai. Here the object is lyxas, and the

meaning is, not that ye are to be brought out of a state of sus

pended existence, but that ye are to be changed so as to become veot.

What dva- implies, therefore, is simply change, and the meaning of

the verb is to be illustrated by that of similar compounds of verbs

derived from adjectives, where these adjectives would express the

result of the action of the verbs. Such are : dno-ow,
&quot;

to equalise
&quot;

;

avcnrXripod), &quot;to
fill&quot;; avaKOivoia, &quot;to communicate&quot;; avtepow, &quot;to

consecrate,&quot; i.e. to make uro?, TrA-^pr/?, KOIVO?, iepo9.

TU&amp;gt; iTTufi,aTi Tou voo&amp;lt;s ufiwt . This is understood of the Holy
Spirit by Oecumenius and Theophylact, followed by Fritzsche,

Ellicott, and others (the genitive being thus possessive), the
&quot;

(Divine) Spirit united with the human TrveC/xa, with which the vo9s

as subject is endued, and of which it is the receptaculum&quot; But
this would be entirely without parallel. The Holy Spirit is never

called TO Trveu/m V/AWV or TOV voos tyxwi/, nor, indeed, does it seem

possible that it should be so designated. The spirit of the voBs of

a man must be the man s spirit. Tri tv^a, in the sense of the Holy
Spirit, is sometimes followed by a characterising genitive

&quot; of holi

ness,&quot;

&quot; of adoption,&quot; or, again,
&quot; of Christ,&quot;

&quot; of God &quot;

;
never &quot; of

us,&quot;
or

&quot; of
you.&quot;

This interpretation is particularly out of place
if dvaveova-Oai is taken as depending on e6tSa^^r/r. Bengel s in

terpretation is doubtless the correct one, &quot;spiritus est intimum
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mentis,&quot; the higher principle of life. In Rom. vii. we see voDs pro

nouncing approval of the law, but unable to resist the motions of sin,

for it has no motive power. In ch. viii. we see the Tn/eC/m inspired

by God, and we have a description of the man who is dvavcov/xevos
TW Trvf.vp.ari TOV voo? avrov. For the distinction between vovs and

compare, further, I Cor. xiv. 14, TO 7rvtv[j.d yu.ov -n-poa-fv-

i,
6 Se voSj fjiov axapTros eort. The expression here used is

thus quite in harmony with St. Paul s usage elsewhere. But in

Rom. xii. 2 the vovs is said to be renewed, /ATa/Aop&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;o{5cr$e rfj

ai UKan wo~L TOV roos.

24. KCU eySuo-ao-Ocu TJV naivov avQpuirov. Note the correctness

of the tenses : a7ro$e &amp;lt;r#at and lvovo-ao-6tn aorists, because a single
act is meant

;
avaveovo-Qai present, because a continuing process.

So in the parallel Col. iii. g, 10, /catvo s differs from veos in that the

latter refers only to time, new, not long in existence, the former to

quality also, as opposed to effeteness : cf. Heb. viii. 13. The Kaivos

ui Op., like the xatrr/ Sia$7?/o7, is always Kcuvds, but not always veds.

Kara Geov. Compare Col. iii. 10, TOV veov TOV dva.Ka.Lvov/jiCvov

et? 7riy7
u&amp;gt;crii Kar tLKOva TOV KTICTCIVTOS avrov. From the parallel,

Meyer and Ellicott conclude that Kara eoV = &quot;ad exemplum Dei,&quot;

there being an allusion to Gen. i. 27. Meyer compares Gal. iv. 28,
Kara IcrauK. But in Col. it is just the word ei/cdvu that expresses
the idea sought to be introduced here. That KO.T ei/cdva means
&quot;after the likeness

of,&quot;
is no proof that Kara= &quot;after the likeness

of.&quot; Kara in that phrase means &quot;after the manner
of,&quot;

and if so

taken here it would imply that the parallelism was in the action of

the verb, i.e. that God was KTio-fci s. For a similar reason i Pet.

i. I 5 is n t parallel, Kara TOV xaXecravTa. vp.as uytov, Kai avTol ayioi.
Kara eov occurs 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10, 1 1 = &quot;

in a
&quot;godly manner,&quot;

and this suggests the true interpretation, viz. &quot;according to the

will of God.&quot; It may be said that this is flat compared with the

other view
;
but if so, that does not justify us in giving KO.TO. an

unexampled sense.

eV SiKcucxTuVfl KCU. 6cTi6TT]Ti TTJs d\T]0eLas. The AV. &quot;

righteousness
and true holiness

&quot;

is doubly wrong ;
in connecting the genitive

with the latter substantive only, and in resolving it adjectivally.
The Bishops Bible was correct, &quot;in righteous. less and holiness of

truth.&quot; Yet Chrysostom understood the words as meaning true

as opposed to false, &LK. and 60-. The usual distinction between
these substantives is that OO-IOT^S has reference to God, Si/catoo-vV?; to

men
;
so Plato, Philo, and other Greek writers distinctively state

;

but Plato tells us in one place that oiKaioo-vvr) was a general term

including oo-idrr/s ;
in fact, it meant righteousness or propriety of

conduct in itself. In the N.T. the adjectives are combined in Tit.

i. 8, the adverbs in i Thess. ii. 10, and the substantives in Luke
i. 75 and Clem. Rom. Cor. 48. In i Tim. ii. 8, eVaipovTas o
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Xeipas XWP S
&amp;lt;5py?ys

KCU StaXoytcr/Awv, the added words do not define

the OO-IOTT;?. The hands are ocrioi when not unfitted to be lifted

up in prayer. Nor is the use of ocrios with apxiepevs, Heb. vii. 26,

at all peculiar, ocrios occurs thrice in the Acts in quotations from

the O.T. which do not concern St. Paul s usage. Here, as in

Luke i. 75 and Wisd. ix. 5, the words seem used in a way which

had become familiar as a summary of human virtue. The sugges
tion that SiKaioavvr] is in contrast to TrA-covc^tia, and OCTIOTT/S to

aKaOapaia (Olsh. Alf. Ell.), has against it, not only the distance

from ver. 19, and the cv there (not KCU), but also the fact that these

are not the proper opposites. The opposite of a.Ka.6. is not GO-IOT^S
but

dyv(jTr}&amp;lt;; ;
and SIKCUOCTVV?? is very much more than the opposite

of 7rA.eoveia in any sense of that word.

TT;S dXrjOfias. D 1
G, It., Cypr. Hil. read KCU dXrjOeta..

25-32. Warning against special sins.

25. Aio diro0fj.ev oi TO 4/euSos. There is no need to render
&quot;

having put away,&quot; which would seem to imply a separation in

time between the two actions. The aorist suits the Greek idiom,
as falsehood is to be put away once for all

;
but &quot;

putting away
&quot;

agrees better with the English.

i^eCSos,
&quot;

falsehood,&quot; is, of course, suggested by aXrjOeta ;
it is

more general than &quot;

lying,&quot;
which is mentioned immediately after as

the most obvious example of it. So Col. iii. 8, p-rj if/fvSfo-df.
But TO

i//ei)8os is falsehood in all its forms; cf. Rom. i. 25 ;
Rev. xxii. 15.

fiTa is more forcible than irpos (Zech. viii. 16), implying &quot;in

your mutual intercourse.&quot;

OTI
ecrfj.ey dXXrjXwv fjieXr|. Chrysostom carries out the figure in a

striking manner, e.g. if the eye sees a serpent, does it deceive the

foot ? if the tongue tastes what is bitter, does it deceive the

stomach ? etc. This is passable in a homily, but in the text the

argument is not at all founded on the figure, but on the fact that

we are members of the body of Christ: &quot;est enim monstrum si

membra inter se non consentiant, imo se fraudulenter inter se

agant,&quot;
Calvin

;
cf. Rom. xii. 5, TO Se x.aff els aXXrjXwv (j.eXrj. As

each member belongs to the rest, they may be called members
one of the other. Comp. i Cor. xii. 15.

26. 6pYieo-0e KCU
/JIT) dp.apTayeTe. These words are a quotation

from Ps. iv. 5 (EV. 4), LXX., &quot;Stand in awe, and sin not.&quot;

But expositors so diverse in their views as Hit/.ig and Delitzsch

agree with the rendering of the LXX. The Hebrew verb primarily
means &quot;to tremble,&quot; and unless it were followed by &quot;before me,&quot;

or the like, could not mean definitely
&quot; stand in awe.&quot; It occurs

in Prov. xxix. 9 and Isa. xxviii. 21 in the sense &quot;to be
angry.&quot;

It is, however, superfluous, as far as the present passage is con

cerned, to inquire what the meaning of the original is. St. Paul

is not arguing from the words, but adopting them as well known,
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and as expressing the precept he wishes to inculcate. The sense

here is sufficiently .intelligible,
&quot;

ita irascamini ut ne peccetis.&quot;

The key is Bengel s remark,
&quot;

saepe vis modi cadit super partem
duntaxat sermonis.&quot; Thus Matt. xi. 25, &quot;I thank Thee that Thou
hast hid these things,&quot; etc.; Rom. vi. 17, &quot;Thanks be to God
that ye were the servants of sin, but,&quot; etc. Had St. Paul not

been quoting from the O.T., he would probably have expressed
himself differently, e.g. 6/oyio|u,o oi /xr/ d/xaprai/ere, or the like. The

phrase is frequently explained by reference to what is called the

Hebrew idiom (which is by no means peculiarly Hebrew) of com

bining two imperatives, so that the former expresses the condition,

the latter the result, as in Amos v. 4,
&quot; Seek Me and live.&quot; But

this would make the words mean,
&quot; Be angry, and so ye shall not

sin.&quot; Olshausen takes the first imperative hypothetically,
&quot;

If ye
are angry, as it is to be foreseen that it will happen, do not sin

in anger.&quot; For, he says,
&quot; man s anger is never in itself just and

permissible.&quot; God s alone is holy and just. This is fallacious,

for anger is only in a figure attributed to God, and would not be

so if all human anger were wrong. Besides, such a meaning
would require dAXu, or the like, instead of KUI . Indeed, no one

acquainted with Butler s classical discourse on Resentment would

accept Olshausen s statement. Apart from sudden (or instinctive)

anger, which was intended to prevent sudden harm, deliberate

anger is lawfully aroused by injustice.
&quot;

It is in us connected

with a sense of virtue and vice, and in the form of indignation on
behalf of others is one of the common bonds by which society is

held together&quot; (cf. Rom. xiii. 4). Nor can the fact that the injury
is done to ourselves make it unlawful. It becomes so when in

dulged where no injustice was intended, or when it is out of pro

portion, or when harm is inflicted merely to gratify it. Our Lord was

angry, Mark iii. 5. Beza, Grotius, and others have taken opyi eo-#

interrogatively, which is inconsistent with its being a quotation.
6 TjXios fAT)

eiu8ueT&) em irapopyicrfjiw ufian .

TW is added before Trapopytcr/Aw in Rec., with most MSS. and

Fathers, but is absent from tf* A B. Alford thinks it may have been
omitted to give indefiniteness. But it is much more likely to have

been added for grammatical reasons.

Hapopyiff/j.&s is not found in profane authors ; it occurs several times in

the LXX., but usually of the sins by which Israel &quot;provoked&quot; the Lord,

e.g. i Kings xv. 30. In Jer. xxi. 5, in Cod. Alex., it occurs in the sense

&quot;anger.&quot;
The verb is found (in the passive) in Demosth. 805. 19; in the

active, in this Epistle, vi. 4. Trapo/rytcr/xos appears to be distinguished from

6pyri as implying a less permanent state, &quot;irritation.&quot;

There is no reason to suppose a reference to the night as

tending to nouris i anger (&quot;affectus noctu retentus alte insidet,&quot;

Bengel after Chrys.). The precept simply means, as Estius
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observes,
&quot;

let the day of your anger be the day of your recon

ciliation,&quot; for the new day began at sunset. The Pythagoreans,
as Plutarch informs us, observed the same rule, eiTrore Trpocra^etev
is AoiSopias VTT opy?}s, irplv r)

rov ryAiov 8&amp;gt;vui,
TUS Struts e/AySaA-Aovres

dAA^Aoi? Kai do-Trao-a/xerot SteAuovro (Plut. Z)^ Am. Frat. 488 B).
Eadie quotes a quaint comment from Fuller,

&quot; Let us take the

apostle s meaning rather than his words with all possible speed
to depose our passion, not understanding him so literally that we

may take leave to be angry till sunset, then might our wrath

lengthen with the days ;
and men in Greenland, where days last

above a quarter of a year, have plentiful scope of revenge.&quot;

27. p]8e SiSore TOTIW TU&amp;gt; 8iap6Xw. The Rec. has fj-TjTf, with

most cursives ;
all the uncials apparently have /x^Se. itr/T would

imply that St. Paul might have said /AT/TC . . . /XT/TC, but wrote

fjirj
in the first clause, because not then thinking of the second.

Such a usage, /x?/ . . .
to/re, is so rare in classical authors that

some scholars have denied its existence, and it is not elsewhere

found in St. Paul. The distinction between /A^TC . . . /A^TC and

tir/Se . . . /xr/Se, according to Hermann and others, is that the

former divide a single negation into parts which are mutually
exclusive

;
and neither negation gives a complete whole

;
thus

corresponding to &quot;neither . . . neither.&quot; Comp. Matt. vi. 26,

ou (nrfipovo-Lv orSe 6efnov(TLV ov8e crvrayowiv,
&quot;

they SOW not, and

they reap not, and gather not&quot;; Matt. xii. 32, OVTC ev TOITO) TU

atwvt oure ev TW /xeAAoi Tt,
&quot; neither in this world nor in the future,&quot;

these being the two divisions of OVK dpetfryo-erai.

St8ore TOTTOV, i.e. room to act, since indulgence in angry feelings
leads to hatred, malice, and all uncharitableness. Comp. Rom.
xii. 19, Sore TOTTOV TT} opyrj.

TW Sia/3o Ao&amp;gt;. 6 8ia/?oAos is used by St. Paul only in this and
the Pastorals. Erasmus, Luther, and others understand the word
here as simply

&quot;

calumniator,&quot; and so the Syriac. But elsewhere

in N.T. 6 Sta/-?oAos always means &quot; the devil.&quot; In i Tim. iii. 1 1
;

2 Tim. iii. 3 ;
Tit. ii. 3, the word is used as an adjective.

28. 6 K\eVrwi fiT]KTt KXeirTeTO). Not &quot;

qui furabatur,&quot; as Vulg.,
an attempt to soften the proper force of the word. Jerome miti

gates the word in a different way, interpreting it of everything
&quot;

quod alterius damno quaeritur,&quot; and favours the application to

the &quot;furtum spirituale
&quot;

of the false prophets. The present parti

ciple seems intermediate between 6
K\\f/a&amp;lt;;

and 6 KAtTrr?/?.

8e Ko-n-idTw, rather, on the contrary, let him labour,
TCUS [tSiais] x^P ^ TO dyafloc.

There is a considerable variety of reading here

TCUS iSicus xfP^ v T t&amp;gt; aya06v, #* A D G, Vu g. Clarom. Goth. Arm.
TCUS ^epcrij TO ayaObv, S 4

B, Amiat., Ambrosiaster.

rb ayadbv rais i.5iais xeptriV, K 10 mss., Theodoret.
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rd dyadov rats xepcrtV, L most mss. , Chrys. Theoph. Oecum.
The chief question is as to the genuineness of iSiais. On the one hand, it is

suggested that it may have been intentionally omitted because its force was
not perceived, and so it was thought to be superfluous ; on the other hand,
that it may be an interpolation from I Cor. iv. 12. Against the former

suggestion is the circumstance that in the passage in Cor., where the word

might with even more reason be thought superfluous, no copyist has omitted
it. The insertion, on the other hand, was very natural. The case of rb

dya66v is very different. The variation in its position is, indeed, suspicious,
and a nearer definition of

{pya6/j.fi&amp;gt;oi might have seemed necessary (since, as

Chrys. observes, 6 KKtirruv fpydferai, d\\d KO.KOV), and Gal. vi. 10 would then

suggest T& dyadov ; but the only authority for its omission is Tertullian (fies.

Cam. 45).

TO ayaOov.
&quot; Antitheton ad furtum prius manu piceata male

commissum,&quot; Bengel.
Iva, exfl fieraSiSoi/ai TW xpelav e\ovri. The motive here alleged

is striking and characteristic, although surely we cannot say, with

Olshausen and Ellicott, that this is the true specific object of all

Christian labour; unless by &quot;Christian labour&quot; is meant labour

over and above what is necessary for the labourer s own subsistence.

That, by the law of nature, is the first object, unless we include

with it the support of his own family.

Schoettgen infers from this clause that there were some who
thought their thefts might be atoned for by almsgiving ;

and he

quotes passages from Jewish writers which refer to such a delu

sion (Yalkut Rubeni, f. no. 4; Vayyiqra Rabba, f. 147. i). Not,
indeed, that there was any such &quot;

Jewish opinion,&quot; as some writers

assert. But the precept here is too general to be so understood,
it simply (as Meyer remarks) opposes to unlawful taking, dutiful

giving.
29. iras Xoyos CTcnrpos etc TOU orofJiaTos ujj.u&amp;gt;y p,Tj eKTropeueaOw.

The negative belongs to the verb; cf. Rom. iii. 20; Gal. ii. 16,

ov SiKcuw^VcTai Trdcra crup : I Cor. i. 29, OTTWS /AT) Kav^a&quot;rjrat Tracra

&amp;lt;rap.
The expression is quite logical; whereas in English, if we

say
&quot;

all flesh shall not be justified,&quot; the negative really belongs to
&quot;

all,&quot;
not to the verb.

o-aTrpos is primarily
&quot;

rotten, diseased,&quot; hence in classical writers

&quot;disgusting.&quot;
In the N.T. it is used of a &quot;worthless&quot; tree, Matt,

vii. 17, xii. 33; fish, Matt. xiii. 48. It is clear, therefore, that the

word does not of itself mean &quot;

filthy,&quot;
and Chrys. interprets it as

meaning o
//,?) rr/v l&iav xi) ^av TrA^pot (ffom. iv. on Tim.), and

Theodoret makes it include ato-^poAoyia, AotSopta, o-v/coqiavria,

ySAacre^ry/Ata, i^cuSoAoyta, KCU TO. TOUTOIS Trpocro/xota. With this we

might compare TTO.V prj/j-a dpyov, Matt. xii. 36. But although

craTrpos, used of material things, may mean simply what is only fit

to be thrown away, just as
&quot;

rotten
&quot;

is colloquially used by English

schoolboys, it may be questioned whether in connexion with

Aoyo9 it must not have a more specific meaning, something,
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perhaps, like our word &quot;

foul
&quot; used of language, including, like it,

not merely &quot;filthy,&quot;
but scurrilous language. So Arrian opposes

(Tairpul Aoyot to KofjuJ/oi (Dtss. Epict. iii. 16, p. 298, ap. Kypke)
uAAa e* ris aya$os Trpos oiKo8o/jir)v Trjs ^pet a?. For ^pctas there

is a remarkable variant, 7rurrews, in D* G, Vulg-Clem. (but Amiat.

has xP et/as) Goth. Jerome expressly says :

&quot;

pro eo quod nos

posuimus ad aedificationem ofportunitatis, hoc est quod dicitur

Graece TTJS xP tas
&amp;gt;

m Latinis codicibus propter euphoniam mutavit

interpres et posuit ad aedificationem fidei.&quot;

Xpe/aj is the reading of K A B K L P and nearly all mss. and versions.

It is somewhat curious that in Rom. xii. 13, D* G substitute fj.veia.it for

X/K(CUS.

els oiKoSop.T)! rf]s \peia.&amp;lt;s, by no means for et? xP- T
*7S OIK., as

AV. xP et/as is the objective genitive ;
the actual

&quot; need &quot;

or
&quot; occasion

&quot;

is that which is to be affected by the edifying influence

of the discourse. In Acts vi. 3 the word seems to mean &quot;occa

sion&quot; or &quot;matter in hand&quot; (&quot;whom we may set over this
XP-&quot;)-

Field aptly cites Plutarch, Vit. Pericl. viii., fj-rjof. pr/pa /xr/Sev eKTreo-eiV

aKovros avrov Trpos Trjv TTpOKfLfjifrrfv xP taI/ aj ap/xocrrov. Thus the

sense is
&quot;

for the improvement of the occasion.&quot; So in substance

Theophylact : oVep oiKoSo/u.ei TOV TrArycrtov avayicaiov ov rfj irpOKf.Lp.f.vy

Xpeta, and Jerome: &quot;juxta opportunitatem loci temporis et

personae aedificare audientes.&quot; Olshausen and Riickert take

Xpeia as abstract for concrete = those that have need, which would
make T^S xp et/a? superfluous.

Ivo. 8w x-P iy T0^5 dKououaii . &quot;That it may give benefit to

them that hear.&quot;

8(3
x&quot;-P

LV has been variously interpreted. Chrysostom somewhat

strangely understands it to mean &quot;make the hearer
grateful,&quot;

u-a

o-oi l8rj o O.KOVMV, but adding as an alternative, tva Kt^aptTw-
aurovs epydcrrjTaL. Theodoret observes, X&quot;P

tv T^v OvfAVjStav

TovTeVriv iva
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avfj

Se/cros rot? a/c. But edifying discourse

cannot always be acceptable, nor should this be the object aimed
at

; nor, again, does oYSovui x-tnv ever have this meaning. Said of

persons, it means to grant a favour. But Plutarch has the phrase
with reference to food given to invalids : ovSe/Aiav ^SOVT/J/ oiSe x (V)ll/

a7ro8t8wa-i, &quot;it confers neither pleasure nor benefit.&quot; And in N.T.

Xpts is similarly used, as in 2 Cor. i. 15, &quot;that ye might have a

second
x&quot; &amp;gt;

vm - 6, &quot;that he would complete in you this x- also.&quot;

But as
x&quot;P

ts has a specially spiritual meaning in the N.T. generally,
there is no reason to deny such a reference here.

30. KCU
p,T]

Xinrelre TO Hreufjia TO
&quot;Ayioy

TOU 0eou. The con
nexion with the foregoing is well expressed by Theophylact : lav

177775 prjfjia trarrpov KCU uvuftov TOV xptcrTtai/oii o-ro/xaTO?, OVK avOftwirov

dAAa TO Tirev/ia TOV @^ov, The warning assumes the
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indwelling of the Spirit, and vividly expresses the offence done to

that Spirit by such sins of the tongue. Aquinas weakens it by
referring it to grieving the Spirit of God in others.

eV w
eo-4&amp;gt;payur9r)Te. This supplies the ground of the motive.

iTd Kal
rj Trpo&amp;lt;r@-r]K&amp;gt;i T?y? euepyccrias, Iva fjifL^wv yeV^rai tj Kar^yopta,

Chrys. Some of the older as well as later commentators see in

the words a suggestion that the Spirit may thus be led to depart,
and the seal be lost. Had this been intended, /j.rj Trapo&vere would
have been more suitable. But there is no suggestion of a possible

departure of the Spirit ;
even the tense of

e&amp;lt;r&amp;lt;payicr$?7T, referring
as it does to a sealing once for all, is against this. But it would
be equally erroneous to say that the doctrine of &quot;

final persever
ance &quot;

is contained or implied. When a son is warned that if he

acts in such and such a manner he will grieve his father, this does

not suggest that his father may cast him off.

els -f]^epav diroXuTpojo-ews, i.e. for, or with a view to, the day of

complete redemption. On a-n-oX. cf. i. 14.

31. ircum mKpia, &quot;every kind of bitterness,&quot; the temper which

cherishes resentful feelings. Aristotle defines the Trt/cpot as
&quot; hard

to be reconciled&quot;
(8uo-8&amp;lt;.uA.irroi),

and retaining their anger for a

long time.

Kal 0up.6s Kal opyrj. These flow from the temper of Tri^pta, pia
Ovaov Kal opy^s Tri/cpta, Chrys. Of these two, OV/JLOS expresses
rather the temporary excitement of passion ; opyr;, the more settled

anger. Thus Greg. Naz. Carin. 34, $u//,os /x-eV
la-nv d$poos e &amp;lt;m

&amp;lt;pevo5, opyv) 8t. 8vfj.os e/x/xeVcov. Hence Ecclus. xlviii. 10, /coWo-cu

opyr/i/ TTpo Ov/jiov, before it bursts out. The Stoics defined Ov/j-os as

opyr) up^o/xeV^ (Diog. Laert. vii. 114).
Kal Kpauyt] Kal

pXa&amp;lt;r4&amp;gt;T]fjiia. Chrysostom well observes : ITTTTO?

yap IVTW u.va/3aTi]i (frfpwv r/ Kpavyrj TIJV opyrjv crvfJiTroBicrov rov LTTTTOV,

Kal KareVrpei^as TOV dva/3arr;v. Kpavyr) leads to /SXacr^/xta, which

is clearly
&quot;

reviling,&quot;
not &quot;

blasphemy.&quot;

0-ui
Trcio-r] KaKia. Associated also in Col. iii. 8 with opyrj,

Ovfj.6^, and /JAao-^/Ata, to which is there added aicr^poAoyta. It is

not badness in general, but &quot;

malice,&quot;
&quot; animi pravitas, quae

humanitati et aequitati est opposita.&quot; So Suidas : 17
TOV KdKwcrai

TOV TreXas cnrovbi]. It is the very opposite of what follows.

32. -V. 2. Exhortation to be tender-hearted andforgiving, follow
ing as a pattern God1

s forgiveness in Christ.

32. yirea9e 8&amp;lt;=,

&quot;

become, show yourselves.&quot; Corresponding to

(ipO-ifTw d(f&amp;gt; V/AWV on the other side, xpr/oroi ,

&quot;

kind.&quot; This is the

only place in the Epistles where the adjective occurs
;

it is used of

God in Luke vi. 35 ;
so the substantive, ch. ii. 7 ;

Tit. iii. 4, etc.

euo-irXayx^oi,
&quot;

tender-hearted,&quot; in this sense only in biblical

and ecclesiastical writers. Hippocrates has it in the physical

sense, &quot;having healthy bowels.&quot; Euripides uses the substantive
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ei o-TrAayxvta in the sense
&quot; firmness of heart.&quot; The adjective

occurs in the same sense as here in the Prayer of Manasses, 7,

and in Test. XII Patr., of God. Comp. the parallel Col. iii. 12,

laurois = Col. iii. 13. Origen presses eavrots as

indicating that what was done to another was really done to them

selves, out TO crvcro-uaoDs ^/Aas eiKcu
; Meyer and Alford think it

implies that the forgiveness they are to show to others has as its

pattern that which was shown to them as a body in Christ, ea

being thus emphatic. In Col. iii. 12, also, we have

uAAryAwv Kal ^apt^o/xei/ot eavrots, and again, i Pet. iv. 8-10, r^v eis

eaurovs dyaTTTyv CKTCVT} e^ovres . . .
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;tAoevcu

ets dAAr/Aoug . . . eis

cavrovs [TO xa/3r//.a] SUIKOVOWTCS. We are not justified in putting
so much into the word as Meyer s explanation supposes ;

but so

much is true, that eaurots suggests, more than aAAryAoi?, that they
are addressed as members of one corporate body. This use of
the word is quite classical. Demosthenes has /3ouAecr0e . . .

ircpuovTes avrcuv irvvOdvefrOai. (p. 43, 10). Comp. also Xen. Mem. iii.

5. 1 6 (quoted by Lightfoot on Col.), dvrl p.tv TOV crwcpyeiv IO.VTOIS

TO,
cru/A&amp;lt;epoj/Ta, eTT^pea^oww aAAryAots, Kal

&amp;lt;f)0ovovcrii eauTots /AaAAov

77 TO?? dAAois ai ^pwTrois . . . Kal TTpoaipovvTai /uaAAov OVTCO Kp8aivcLV
O.TT aAAr;Awv r/ crwwe^eAowres O.VTOVS. Also Dem. Mid. IOI, p. 547.

The Vulgate has erroneously &quot;donantes,&quot; and Erasmus, &quot;lar-

gientes,&quot;
but the following context shows that the word must

mean
&quot;forgiving.&quot;

Ka0ws KCU, the same motive that is appealed to in the Parable

of the Unforgiving Servant.

6 Geos ek Xpiorrw.
&quot; In Christ,&quot; not

&quot;

for Christ s sake,&quot; as AV.,
for which there is no justification. The sense is the same as in

2 Cor. v. 19, &quot;God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto

Himself.&quot; Not
&quot;per

Christum&quot; (Calvin), nor even /xera TOV KLVOVVOV

TOV vlov avTov Kal T?}S cr^ay^s avTov (Theoph.), of which there is no
hint in the V

; but, as in the passage in 2 Cor., God manifesting
Himself in, acting in (not

&quot;

through &quot;),
Christ. Hence in Col. iii.

13 it is 6 Ktpios l\apio-aTo V/MV.

fiiv. The readings here and in ch. v. 2 vary between the

second and the first person.
In iv. 32 vfuv is read by NAGP 37, Vulg. (Clem.) Goth. Sah. Boh.

Eth. TJ/MV by D KL 17, 47, both Syr. Arm.
In v. 2 L-uas by X A B P 37, Sah. Eth. Vas by Nc D G K L 17 47, Vulg.

Syr. (both) Boh. Goth. Arm.
Ib. ii^v by B 37, Sah. Eth. TJ^WV by X A D G K LP 17 47, Vulg.

Syr. (both) Boh. Goth. Arm.

Or, to put it otherwise, we have

y/j.. in all three places, D KL 17 47, Syr. Arm.
lift,, in all three, Sah. Eth.

v/j,. v/j.. T]p.. , X A P.

10
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vfj,. T)/j,. ijfj.., NVulg. Goth.

TJfi. V/JL. VfJ.., B.

Critics differ in their judgment. Lachmann (judging in the absence of

N) reads TI/J.. in all three places. Tischendorf (8th ed. ) and Tregelles adopt
V/JL. vfjL. rj/jL. (Treg. , however, in iv. 32, giving 7]jjuv a place in the margin). So
VVH. (who place TJ/JL.

in the margin in the first and third places). So v. Soden
and RV. (with T//U. in the mg. in the first place and V/JL. in the third). Alford,

Ellicott, and Eadie prefer V/JL. 17/11. TJ/J.. The confusion of the two pronouns
is very frequent. As far as documentary evidence is concerned, the reading
adopted in RV. seems to have the advantage. The evidence for vfj.iv in the

third place is comparatively small, and it is very natural that St. Paul, while

using the second person in close connexion with the precepts xaPlffJ-ev L
&amp;gt;

ir(pura.TeiTe iv dydwri, should pass from that to the more general statement in

the first person. Indeed, it is perhaps not going too far to say that while
&quot; God forgave you,&quot;

&quot;

Christ loved
you,&quot;

are perfectly natural, it would not

seem so natural to say,
&quot;

Christ gave Himself for
you,&quot; although the individual

believer may say,
&quot; He gave Himself for me,&quot; Gal. ii. 20.

^Xapio aTo,
&quot;

forgave,&quot;
as referring to a past historical fact. Note

that in Col. iii. 1 3 it is 6 Ki pios, with 6 Xptcrros in some texts.

V. 1. ylvevQt ou\&amp;gt; jju|ju]Tal TOU 0oO. &quot; Become therefore imitators

of God.&quot; yivforOe resumes the yivecrflc of iv. 32. The words of

that verse, &quot;forgiving ... as God forgave you,&quot;
show that the

imitation inculcated is in respect of this particular virtue, and the

ovv, therefore, connects this verse with that immediately preced

ing, not with the whole foregoing subject. Imitators of God !

The idea is a grand and ennobling one
;
and our Lord Himself sets

it before us, and in the same aspect, when He says,
&quot; Ye there

fore shall be perfect, as your heavenly Father is
perfect,&quot; namely,

in that
&quot; He maketh His sun to rise on the evil and on the good,

and sendeth rain on the just and the unjust&quot; (Matt. v. 45, 48).
So that we also should love our enemies.

The forgiveness inculcated is obviously free forgiveness, as in

the passage just cited and in the Lord s Prayer. That this is here

placed on the ground of imitation of God s forgiveness is a decisive

proof that St. Paul did not view the Atonement in the light of

payment of a debt or endurance of a penalty demanded by Divine

justice. The most unforgiving of men, if not actually vindictive,

might say, ~&quot;I am quite ready to forgive on the same terms on
which you say that God forgives, viz. that the debt be fully paid,
the offence fully atoned for./ Chrysostom has a fine comment on
this

&quot;

forgiving one anotherX There is a great difference, he says,
between God s forgiveness and ours, &quot;for, if thou forgivest, the

other will in turn forgive thee
;
but to God thou hast forgiven

nought. And thou to thy fellow-servant, but God to His servant,
and His enemy, and him that hateth Him. And He did not for

give simply without peril, but with the peril of His Son. For that

He might forgive thee He sacrificed the Son, TOV Yiov ZOva-e,

but thou, although often seeing forgiveness to be without peril or

expense, dost not exercise it.&quot;
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dyairTjTa, i.e. as children beloved of God. He adds,

says Chrys., another obligation of imitating God, not only because

He has conferred benefits on us, but because we are His children,

nay, His beloved children.
&quot;

If God so loved us, we also ought
to love one another.&quot;

2. KCU TrepiTrareiTe iv dydirT], specifying, further, wherein the

imitation of God is to be shown. Love is to be the rule of our
life.

KO,6a&amp;gt;S Kdl 6 XplOTOS Y|Y^7rr
]
crt/ Ufl&S, KCU Trape8(OKC caUTOf U7Tp

TUAWI/. Compare John xiii. 34, &quot;as I have loved you, that ye also

love one another.&quot; KCU
7rape8a&amp;gt;Kev expresses wherein this love was

shown. So ver. 25, &quot;loved the Church, and gave Himself for

it
&quot;

;
Gal. ii. 20,

&quot; loved me, and gave Himself for me.&quot; The verb

requires no supplement, such as ets Bdvarov or r&amp;lt;S ew
;
see Rom.

viii. 32 ;
Gal. ii. 20, and ver. 25. -uWp,

&quot; on behalf of.&quot;

irpoo-^opay KCU Buaiav TW 0ew. TW eu3 is best connected with

these words for the reason just mentioned
;
not with the follow

ing, since this would suppose the words placed emphatically
before tts ocr/x^v, as if to exclude the idea of human pleasure,
which is out of the question. 7rpoo-$opa and Bva-ia. are sometimes
said to specify respectively an unbloody and a bloody offering ;

but

such a distinction cannot be maintained either in classical or

biblical Greek. The idea of &quot;

sacrifice
&quot;

in Ovw is not derived

from that of slaying, but of &quot;

smoking,&quot;
&quot;

burning incense.&quot; This

was, according to Aristarchus, the meaning of the verb in Homer
;

cf. Latin &quot;

fumus,&quot;
&quot;

subfio,&quot; which are from the same root. For
biblical usage see Gen. iv. 3; Num. vii. 49, 73, etc. The alleged
sense would be especially out of harmony with the figurative use of

Ova-io. in St. Paul, 6v&amp;lt;r(.a. okra, Rom. xii. i
;

cf. Phil. ii. 17, iv. 18.

Ellicott supposes that Trpocr^opd is used as the more general term,

relating, not to the death only, but to the life of obedience of our

blessed Lord, His Ovo-ia o-a
;
while Ova-La refers more particularly

to His atoning death. The words appear, however, to be borrowed
from Ps. xl. 6 (quoted Heb. x. 5), where they are used simply as

together including all kinds of ceremonial offering.

els oo-p.Yji euu&ias.
&quot; For a sweet-smelling savour.&quot; The figure

was founded originally on the heathen idea that the smell of the

burnt sacrifice did literally ascend to the gods, who thereby

participated with the worshipper in the sacred feast. So in

Homer often
;

see especially //. xxiv. 69, 70, ov ydp /JLOL
TTOTC

/3wfJ.os e8eueTO SatTO9 furr^s, Aoi^S^s re /cvicrr/s re TO yap Xd^ofJ-fv yepas

T7/u,t?. It is appropriate only to a burnt-offering.
That St. Paul here speaks of Christ as a sacrifice cannot, of

course, be denied. But does he do so by way of stating the

nature or manner of the atonement ? Surely not. There is not

one word to hint at the relation of this sacrifice to God s forgive-
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ness. On the contrary, God in Christ forgiving us, and Christ

showing His love by His offering of Himself, are put forward as

exactly parallel examples ; indeed, in view of the parallel in Col.,
6 Ki ptos e^npicraTo, we might say as one and the same. It is this

single aspect of Christ s sacrifice as a supreme exhibition of love on
the part both of the Father and of the Son that is here presented.

Indeed, in Rom. viii. 32 the very same word TrapeSco/cc is used of

the Father that is here used of the Son. And if we cannot argue
as if the apostle were here stating the essential nature of the

atonement, still less are we justified in assuming that he had in

his mind the &quot;

substitutionary
&quot; view of sacrifice. Whatever the

original idea of sacrifice may have been (and certainly the substi

tutionary view is not the only one possible), neither psalmists nor

apostles seem to have had this idea present to their minds whenever

they spoke of sacrifice. The psalmist speaks of sacrificing thanks

giving and praise (Ps. 1. 14); St. Paul, of his offering of the Gentiles

(Rom. xv. 1 6). In Rom. xii. i, already quoted, he calls on his readers

to present their bodies as a sacrifice. In Phil. ii. 1 7 he represents
himself as offering their faith as a sacrifice

;
and in the same Ep.,

iv. 1 8, he calls their present to him a sacrifice, an odour of a

sweet savour. With the exception of i Cor. x. 18
(&quot; they that eat

of the sacrifices
&quot;),

these are the only passages beside the present
in which he uses the words. This gives little support to the

notion that we are to interpret his words here as if we were

dealing with a treatise on scientific theology.

Chrysostom certainly does not err in this way. He observes :

opas, TO VTTfp ^0pu&amp;gt;v Tra.0f.lv, STL
ocrfjir) eutoStas Icrri, /ecu OVCTLO.

et TrpocrSeKTOs ; KOLV
a.TroOdvrj&amp;lt;i}

Tore tcrrj 6va~ta TOVTO /ni/A^cracr^ai

eoTt TOV edV.

3-11. Special warnings against sins of impurity.
3. iropyeia Se KCU aKaGapaia mura

r\ irXeoye^ia |AT]8e 6vojAaea0w
Iv up-iy.

77-opveia is mentioned as being a sin of little account

amongst the Gentiles. On -n-Aeove^ia see iv. 19. This passage,

says Moule, more perhaps than any other, suggests that the word

(7rAeoveia) had acquired by usage, in St. Paul s time, a familiar

though not fixed connexion with sensual greed, just such as our
word &quot; covetousness

&quot; has acquired with the greed of material

property. It is urged here that
77

indicates that the two words
between which it stands belong to different classes. But in the

following verse we have
77

between /xwpoXoym and evrpaTreAta,
which do not belong to different classes.

/y.r;Se
&amp;lt;

&amp;gt;vo/j.a^ccr9(a.
Herodotus says of the Persians : uo-o-a Se

(T(f&amp;gt;L

TTOLffLV OVK e^CTTi, TavTa. ovSe Aeyeiv efeo-Tt (i. 138). But St. Paul s

precept refers to particular classes of sin only. Compare ver. 12.

ot yap Xoyot TOJV Trpay/xaTWF etcriv 0801, Chrys. Bengel suggests
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for ovofji.
&quot; mentioned as committed,&quot;

&quot;

ut facta
&quot;

;
cf. d^oi trou Iv

V/J.LV TropvfLa, i Cor. v. i. But, besides that 6vo/z.. can hardly mean
this, fjt.rj8e,

&quot; not even,&quot; is decisive against it.

4. KCU cuaxpoTTjs ical fAwpoXoyia TJ euTpcnreXia.

The MSS. and Vss. vary between xal and ^ in the first and second

places.

AD*G, It. Vulg. Sah. have $ . . . f,.

Ka B D K, Boh. Eth. have KO.I . . . ical.

X* P, Syr-Harcl. Arm. have Kal . . . -fj.

Lachmann writes tf . . . tf, Tischendorf, RV. xat . . . %, WII. Kal . . . nal.

is not merely
&quot;

foolish talking,&quot; which would be
but &quot;shameful conduct.&quot; Plato has (of Rhada-

manthus inspecting the souls of the dead) : do-u/t/Aerpias re /cai

atcr^poVr/ros ye/zoucrav rryv if/v^r]v elSev (CrOfg. 525 A) J
but there the

word means the hideousness stamped on the soul by the vices of

the living man.

/twpoAoyia,
&quot;

stultiloquium,&quot; only here in bibl. Grk. It is a rare

word also in classical writers, but occurs in Arist. (Hist. An. i. 1 1
)

and Plutarch (Mor. 504 B). Plautus uses &quot;

morologus,&quot;
&quot; Amoris

vitio non meo nunc tibi morologus fio&quot; (Pers. i. i. 50).

f.vrpa.TT(Xia. Aristotle defines eurp. as TreTratSeu/AeVTy ti/3pt. ot

e/x/xeXcos Trai^oi Tts i)Tpa7reXot TrpocrayoperovTai. But he adds that,

since most persons are pleased with excessive jesting, ot /3w/xoAoxot

tvTpd-n-fXoL Trpocrayopeuovrai (Eth. Nic. iv. 14), i.e., as in many other

cases, the extreme usurps the name of the near. This would

justify St. Paul s usage, were there nothing else. But for the

adjective compare also Pindar, Pyth. i. 178, p.jj SoAwtfry? curpa-
TreA-ot? KepSwo- ,

and iv. 104, where Jason boasts that he has never

spoken CTTOS evrpdireXov. According to Dissen, the word was used
&quot; cum levitatis et assentationis, simulationis notatione

&quot;

;
but this

does not seem to be the meaning here, where the context clearly

points to licentious speech ;
see ver. 5. Trench compares the

history of the Latin &quot; urbanitas
&quot; and the English

&quot;

facetious.&quot;

He notes that in the Miles Gloriosus of Plautus, the old man who
describes himself as &quot;

cavillator facetus
&quot;

says :

&quot;

Ephesi sum natus
;

non enim in Apulis, non Animulae.&quot;

a OVK ovfJKtv. So^ABP. Rec. has ra oirK avrjKovTa, with D G K L and
most.

dXXa fidXXov euxapio-Tia. Clement of Alex, understands eu^.

here of &quot;

gracious speech
&quot;

;
and so Jerome (but with a &quot;

forsitan
&quot;)

:

&quot;

juxta quam grati sive gratiosi et salsi apud homines appellamur,&quot;

an opinion followed by Calvin, Hammond, and many others,
&quot;

gracious, pious, religious discourse in
general,&quot; Hammond ;

who points to the Iva 8w
\^;&amp;gt;v

TOI? d/c. in iv. 29, and &quot;let your
speech be always ev x V&quot;V in Col. iv. 6. In Prov. xi. 16 we
have yuvT) tfyapio-To s,

&quot; a gracious, pious woman.&quot; The adjective is
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sometimes so used in classical authors : f-l^apia-roraroi Aoyoi, Xen.

Cyr. ii. 2. i. This would suit the context very well; but as it is

not only against St. Paul s use of the word elsewhere, but, more

over, there is no example of the substantive in this sense, it would
be too bold to adopt it. We have to understand a suitable verb

from ovo/x.aeo-$w, both for this and the preceding substantives.

The sense is not :

&quot;

let not foolish speech be mentioned but

thanksgiving,&quot; but :

&quot;

let there not
be,&quot; etc. Bengel understands

ui r//cet to euxapio-Tta and so Braune
;
which with the reading & OVK

m ^Kev is not unnatural, but more harsh. In these cases of

brachylogy there is really no need to look for a verb, the sense

is obvious to the reader.

5. TOUTO yap lore yicwo-Kon-es. &quot;ore is the reading of X A B
D* G P, It. Vulg. Goth. Snh. Boh. Arm., Chrys.

lore, that of Dc K L, Theodoret, Theoph. Internal as well as

external evidence favours the former, core yiv. would be a feeble

periphrasis for otSare or yti/wo-Kere, since there is no hint here of an

emphasis on the present tense.

The combination of the two verbs is not to be explained by
reference to the Hebrew idiom, which combines a finite verb with

the infinitive absolute (imitated in Greek by the participle with

the finite verb), since the verbs here are different. Xenophon s

opuJv KOL aKovaw ol&a (Cyr. iv. i. 14) is nearer, but not exactly

parallel, since there the participles define the kind of knowledge :

&quot;I know by observation and hearsay.&quot; The meaning is clear:

&quot;ye
know full well, of your own knowledge.&quot; urre is not im

perative, as in the Vulgate and Bengel, etc., which does not at all

agree with the addition yu wcncoFTe?. Hofmann puts a stop after

La-re, so as to make TOUTO refer to the preceding.
On TrSs OVK cf. iv. 29.

There are three readings
8 fanv f[Sw\o\drpif)s, # B 67

2
, Jerome.

fis iffnv ciSw\o\drpr]s, A D K L P, Syr-Harcl, Boh. Arm., Chrys.
8 taTLv eiduXoXarpeia, G, It. Vulg. Goth.; Syr-Pesh. (printed text) has

&quot;or,&quot; which points to o.

The last is supposed by Meyer to have been an explanation of the second,
which he thinks genuine, the first being produced from this by restoring
eiSwAoAdrpTjs. But it is quite as easy to account for the third variety as

arising from the first, because etSwXoXar/jTjs was thought unsuitable to 6 . If

the second reading had been the original, it is not easy to see why it should

have been changed ; but fl would readily be changed to 6s for grammatical
reasons.

With the reading os some commentators (Harless, Braune,

etc.) refer the relative to all three antecedents
;
but this is not so

natural as the reference to TrAeove/cT-^, which also corresponds
with Col. iii. 5, TrAeove^iW, rjn&amp;lt;i

Icrrlv elBwXoXarpfia, although there
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also Harless regards ^ns as by attraction for drim, as Eph. iii. 13.

With the reading o, the latter reference must, of course, be

adopted. On the designation of TT\. as idolatry, see above on

iv. 19. The passages from Rabbinical writers, quoted by Schottgen
and Wetstein, do not throw much light on the matter. They
represent all kinds of wickedness and vice as idolatry ; pride, anger,
refusal to give alms. If 7rAcoveia is simply

&quot;

covetousness,&quot; the

question is, why should this, any more than fornication and im

purity, be singled out to be called idolatry? Meyer says that

Tropveia and oLKaOapcTLa are also subtle idolatry (certainly not &quot; more
subtle forms,&quot; Ellicott), but that it was natural for St. Paul, whose
own self-sacrificing spirit was so opposed to this self-seeking, to

brand this especially as idolatry in order to make it KO.T
e(&amp;gt;x

r
/*

abominable. There is nothing in his language elsewhere to sup

port this idea. One of Chrysostom s explanations shows how
difficult he found it to answer the question. Wouldst thou learn,

says he, how ?rA. is idolatry, and worse than idolatry ? Idolaters

worship God s creatures, but thou worshippest thy own creature,
for God did not create TrAeove^a.

If we give TrAeove^ia and TrAcove/cr^s the wider sense advocated
on iv. 19, there is no difficulty.

OUK exei K.\i]povopian&amp;gt;.
As K\rjpovo[j.ia does not necessarily imply

actual possession, but the title to possession, it is not necessary to say
that the present is used to express the certainty of future possession.

iv
TTJ paaiXeia TOU XpioroG KCU 0eoG. Many expositors (Bengel,

Harless, etc.) argue from the absence of the article before fov

that the words mean &quot;the kingdom of Him who is Christ and
God.&quot; But Qeds is one of the words that do not require an

article; comp. i Cor. vi. 9, 10, fiao-iXeiav eov : also ib. xv. 50 and
Gal. V. 21. See also Gal. i. I, Sto. Irjcrov Xpto-roC KCU 0eoC Trarpds :

Rom. xv. 8, v-n-fp d.A?7$e/us eoD : xiii. 4, eoC Sia/coi/os, etc. There
is in the context no dogmatic assertion about Christ, and to in

troduce such a prediction in this incidental way would be out of

place. Nor does the apostle s language elsewhere lead us to sup
pose that he would thus absolutely designate Christ, God. Comp.
iv. 6, &quot;one Lord, one God.&quot; The absence of the article gives
more unity to the conception ;

it is not &quot; the kingdom of Christ,
and also the kingdom of God,&quot; but being the kingdom of Christ

it is the kingdom of God.
6. jiY]8e!s ufids aTTaTxTw tcevois Xoyots. Adyoi KCVOI,

&quot; sermones a

veritate alieni.&quot; Aeschines speaks of a decree written by Demos
thenes as

Kv&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;Tpov
Tcoi Adywv ous etoj$e

Xf.yf.iv
/cat TOV ftiov ov

f3((3i&amp;lt;DK (Cent. Ctes. p. 288) ;
and Plato says : rts Iv ^WOVCTLO. roioSe

/Ltarr/v xevots Adyois atTo? avrov Kooyxot; (Laches. 169 B).
To what persons do these words refer ? Grotius thinks, partly

heathen philosophers, partly Jews, who thought that all Jews would
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have part in the world to come. Meyer sees in them the un

believing heathen, which view he supports by reference to the

following words
;
and so Eadie. But the Christians, as such, were

separate from the unbelieving heathen, and the Epistle gives no
reason to suppose that they would need to be warned against
immoral teaching proceeding from them. Rather, we must under
stand persons amongst themselves who made light of sins

of impurity, as too many in Christian communities still do.

As Bullinger (ap. Harless) says :

&quot; Erant apud Ephesios homines

corrupti, ut hodie apud nos plurimi sunt, qui haec salutaria Dei

praecepta cachinno excipientes obstrepunt ;
humanum esse quod

faciant amatores, utile quod foeneratores, facetum quod jaculatores,
et idcirco Deum non usque adeo graviter animadvertere in istius-

modi
lapsus.&quot; The context perfectly harmonises with this :

&quot; Be
not ye Christians misled into such vices, for it is just these, etc.,

and by falling into them ye would be o-u/x/xero^ot with those who
are in the darkness from which ye have been delivered.&quot;

8ia raura yap,
&quot;

for it is on account of these things
&quot;

;
not this

teaching, but these sins.

epXCTcu TJ opyrj TOU OeoO. 6/37*7 is not to be limited to the ordinary

judgments of this life,
&quot;

quorum exempla sunt ante oculos
&quot;

(Calv.) ;
nor is there reason to limit it to the wrath of God in the

day of judgment (Meyer). The wrath of God will be manifested

then, but it exists now.
TTl TOUS ULOUS TT]S dlVl0t aS, SCC H. 2.

7. pf] ouv yivcaQf. au|i,(jiToxoi CIUTWI .

&quot; Do not therefore become

partakers with them.&quot; avrwv refers to the persons, not the sins

(as Braune). This sharing is by some understood of sharing in

their punishment, but by most expositors of sharing in their sins
;

Stier combines both, and not unreasonably, since it has just been
said that these sins bring punishment, and the sense naturally is :

Have nothing in common with them, for ye surely do not desire

to share the wrath with them.

8. TJre yap TTOTC O-KOTOS. p.e.v is quite properly absent. To
quote Fritxsche :

&quot; Recte ibi non ponitur, ubi aut non sequitur
membrum oppositum, aut scriptores oppositionem addere nondum
constituerant, aut loquentes alterius membri oppositionem qua-

cunque de causa lectoribus non indixerunt&quot; (Rom. x. 19, vol. ii.

P- 423)-

t/Tt. The emphasis is on the time past; cf. &quot;Troja fuit,

fuimus Troes.&quot; &amp;lt;TKOTO?. Stronger than &quot;were in darkness.&quot; They
were not only in darkness

;
darkness was also in them. So vuv Se

&amp;lt;|&amp;gt;&amp;gt;s

lv Kupiw. The whole nature of light was to belong to them
as formerly the whole nature of darkness

; they were not only in the

light, but penetrated by it, so that they themselves became &quot; the

light of the world,&quot; Matt. v. 14.
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Iv Kupiw,
&quot;

in fellowship with the Lord.&quot;

o&amp;gt;S
TCKra

&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;a&amp;gt;Tos irepiiraTeiTe. With TCKVO. ^KOTO S cf. viol aTrei^eia?,

ver. 6 and ii. 3. Alford argues from the absence of the article

before &amp;lt;WTOS (in contrast with TOV
&amp;lt;COTOS, ver. 9 and Luke xvi. 8),

that
&quot;

it is light as light that is spoken of.&quot; But the absence of the

article is in accordance with the settled rule stated by Apollonius,
that (subject to certain qualifications) nouns in regimen must have

the article prefixed to both or to neither (see Middleton, On the

Greek Article, iii. i, 7 ; 3, 6).

9. 6 yap Kapiros TOU
4&amp;gt;arr6s.

The walk to which I exhort you
is that which becomes children of the light, for etc.

The Rec. Text, has TrveifywiToj for
(f&amp;gt;wr6s,

with D K L, Syr-Pesh., Chrys.
and most cursives.

&amp;lt;wr6s is the reading of tfABD*GP 6;
2
, It. Vulg. Goth. Boh. Arm.,

Origen, Jerome.
It might be thought possible that

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ur6s
had come in from recollection of

the same word just preceding, but the figure of &quot;

light
&quot;

governs the whole

passage, and Ipya d-Kapira. CTKOTOVS, ver. 10, corresponds to KapTrbs 0a)r6s
here. KapTrbs Trvev[i.aTos undoubtedly came in from the parallel, Gal. v. 22,
where the contrast is with Zpya crapK6s, ver. 19 ;

cf. 17, 18. The variation is

an important one for the estimate of the character of the authorities that

support the two readings respectively.

-T] dya0a&amp;gt;o-unf]
KCU SiKaiooru

nr)
KCH aXrjOeia.

&quot; In all (i.e. every
kind of) goodness and righteousness and truth,&quot; the opposites of

Ka/aa, aSiKta, i//evSos. dyaOuxrvvrj is not found in classical Greek,
but is used by St. Paul in three other places, viz. Rom. xvi. 14;
Gal. v. 22

;
2 Thess. i. n. The use of it in the Sept. gives us

little help. In Eccles., where it occurs several times, it is used for

&quot;enjoyment.&quot; In Neh. ix. 25, 35, it is used of the goodness of God.
In Ps. Iii. 3 (li. Sept.) it is

&quot;

good
&quot;

in general as opposed to
&quot;

evil
&quot;

;

and so in xxxviii. (xxxvii.) 20. In St. Paul it would seem to mean
&quot;

goodness
&quot;

in the special sense of benevolence
;
and thus the

threefold enumeration here would correspond to that in the

Gospels: &quot;justice, mercy, and truth,&quot; and to Butler s &quot;justice,

truth, and regard to common good&quot; (comp. Rom. v. 7).

As a metaphor the expression &quot;fruit of the
light&quot;

cannot be
called &quot;

strictly correct,&quot; as if it referred to the necessity of light for

the production of fruit, etc. The words &quot;children of
light&quot;

convey no intimation of such a figure.
10. SoKifxd^orres TI ecrriv eudpecrroc TU&amp;gt; Kupiw. Compare Rom.

xii. 2, ets TO SoKi//.tteiv v/xas TI TO 6tXr)/j.a TOV oB, TO ayaOov /cat

fvapecrroi KCU TeAetov.

Putting to the proof, partly by thought and partly by experience.
Stier and some others take the words imperatively, supplying to-re,

as Rom. xii. 9-13 and vv. 19, 20; but here between two impera
tives this is less natural.

11. KCII
JIT] vuyKoivtavflTf rots epyois aKapirois TOU CTKOTOUS.

&quot; Have
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no fellowship with.&quot; The thought joins on t ver. 7. The verb

with the dative means (like the simple Koirn&amp;gt;veiv)
to have fellowship

or partnership with. In the sense,
&quot;

to have part in a
thing,&quot;

it

takes the genitive. a^apTi-cns, for vice has no KapTros. Thus

Jerome :

&quot;

Vitia in semet ipsa finiuntur et pereunt, virtutes

frugibus pullulant et redundant.&quot;

11, 12. fAaXAoy 8e KCU e\ey)(Te, TO. yap Kpu&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;fj yiv6^evo, UTT aurwv

aicrxpov eon ica! Xeyeic. KpvQrj yivo/ieva cannot be merely syn

onymous with tpyo. O-KOTOU?, as Harless and Olshausen hold
;

o-KOTOi and Kpv(f)r) are distinct notions, and epya CTKOTOVS might
be open offences. Besides, this would make Kpu^ quite super
fluous. Kal Xfytiv,

&quot; even to mention.&quot;

eAey^ere is usually taken to mean &quot;

reprove.&quot; This seems to

imply reproof by words
;

but then the reason assigned seems

strange ; they are to be reproved, because even to speak of them
is shameful. If the conjunction had been &quot;although&quot; and not

&quot;for,&quot;
it would be intelligible. Hence some expositors have

actually supposed that yap here means
&quot;although,&quot;

which is, of

course, impossible. Another view that has been taken is
&quot; rebuke

them openly, for to speak of them otherwise is shameful &quot;

;
but

this puts too much into Aeyeiv. BengePs view is that the words

assign, not the reason for eA., but the reason of the apostle s

speaking indefinitely of the vices, whilst he enumerates the virtues.

This is forced, and against the emphatic position of xpvcf)?). Stier s

view is that the reproof is to be by the life, not by words :

&quot; Ye
would yourselves be sinning if ye were to name the secret vices

&quot;

;

hence the necessity for walking in the light, that so these deeds

may be reproved. But St. Paul is not deterred by such scruples
from speaking plainly of heathen vices when occasion required.
Harless view, that the words are connected with /A?) o-uy/c.,

&quot; Do
not commit these sins, for they are too bad even to mention,&quot;

assumes that TO.
Kpv&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;r/ yu 6/j.eva simply = TO. epyo, TOV CTKOTOUS, which

we have seen is untenable.

Meyer and Eadie assign as the connexion,
&quot;

By all means

reprove them
;
and there is the more need of this, for it is a shame

even to speak of their secret sins.&quot; This seems to leave the

difficulty unsolved. Barry says :

&quot; In such reproof it should be

remembered that it would be disgraceful even to speak in

detail of the actual things done in secret.
&quot; This again

supposes that yap assigns a reason for what is not expressed,

namely, for some qualification of eXey^ere, not at all for eAe
yx&quot;&quot;

6

itself.

There is, however, another meaning of eXey^w very common,
especially when the object is a thing, not a person, and more

particularly in connexion with derivatives of Kpi Trrw, viz. to expose
or bring to light. Artemidorus, in his interpretations of dreams,



V. 13] WARNING AGAINST IMPURITY 155

when speaking of those dreams which forebode the revealing of

secrets, always speaks of TO. Kpvirra. eAey^eo-^at, e.g. ii. 36, .rJAios

O.TTO SJcrews Etai/aTeAAcuj/ TO. KpUTrra eAcy^et TOJV AeAryfteVcu SOKOI VTWV.

PolybillS says : eAey^ecr^at &amp;lt;a&amp;lt;Tiv ras
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;vo-is

VTro TWV Treptcrracrewv

(p. 1382). He opposes to it Siao-KOTeio-^at (p. 1383). And
Phavorinus defines eAey^w. TO Ke/cpiyz/zeVov droV^yMa TIVOS ets

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ws ayw.
Cf. Aristoph. Eccles. 483.

So the substantive 6 cAey^os
=

proof. The connexion of this

signification with that of &quot; convict
&quot;

is obvious. The Etym. M.
has lAey^ds CCTTIV 6 TU Trpay/Aura (ra.(f&amp;gt;i]vi&amp;lt;av

. . . o yap eA. ets cu&amp;gt;s

uyet TO. 7rpa.yp.aTa.

This appears to be the meaning of the verb in John iii. 20, or*

ep^crat ?rpos TO
(/&amp;gt;ws,

u o.
/z&amp;gt;; IX.eyx& fj

TO. epya aurov. Compare in the

following verse, ep^CTat Trpos TO
&amp;lt;w?,

tva
&amp;lt;avepco$ry

avToG TU cpya.

Compare also I Cor. xiv. 22, cAey^eTat VTTO TTO.VTMV ... TO. KpvTTTa.

T^S /capStas avrov
&amp;lt;fra.vt.pa. yivtrai. The occurrence of Kpvffrrj here in

the immediate context suggests that this meaning was present to

the apostle s mind. Adopting it, we obtain as the interpretation :

Have no participation with the works of darkness, nay, rather

expose them, for the things they do secretly it is a shame even to

mention
;
but all these things when exposed by the light are made

manifest in their true character. Then follows the reason, not for

13^, but for the whole exhortation. This tAey^etv is not useless,

for it leads to
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;avepoixr6cu,

and so turns O-KOTOS into &amp;lt;ws. This is

Soden s interpretation. A remarkable parallel is John iii. 20, just

quoted. There also epya are the object, epya whose nature is

CT/COTOS (ver. 19); and it is the
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ws

which effects eAey^etv, ver. 20,
and &amp;lt;avepow, ver. 21.

13. TO, 8e irarra. eXeyxofieya uiro TOU
4&amp;gt;&amp;lt;oTos &amp;lt;j&amp;gt;afepouTat&quot;

iray yap
TO

4&amp;gt;cu epou|jiev oy &amp;lt;J&amp;gt;&amp;lt;I&amp;gt;s

&amp;lt;EOTI. The difficulty in tracing the connexion

continues to be felt here. Meyer interprets : But everything

(
= those secret sins) when it is reproved is made manifest by the

light ;
that is, by the light of Christian truth which operates in your

reproof, it is brought to the light of day in its true moral character
;

I say, by the light, for to prove that it can only be by the light
whatever is made manifest is light ;

it has ceased to have the nature

of darkness. Assuming, namely,
&quot;

quod est in effectu
(&amp;lt;ws ccm)

id debet esse in causa (v-n-o
rov

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;am&amp;gt;s).&quot;

This is adopted by
Ellicott. But it is open to serious objection : first, TTO TOV &amp;lt;orros

is not emphatic ;
on the contrary, its position is as unemphatic as

possible ; secondly, eAey^op-eva is on this view not only super
fluous but disturbing ; thirdly, the assumption that what is in the

effect must be in the cause, is much too recondite a principle to be

silently assumed in such a discourse as this
; and, lastly, this treats

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avfpov/jiti
ov as if it were 7r&amp;lt;aj epojp,eVov. Meyer, in fact, endeavours

to obtain, by the help of a hidden metaphysical assumption, the
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same sense which Eadie and others obtain by taking
as middle

(
=
AV.).

Ellicott adds,
&quot; whatever is illumined is

light.&quot;
But

does not mean &quot;to illumine,&quot; but to make
&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;avep6&amp;lt;;.

It occurs

nearly fifty times in the N.T. and never =
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;omeu/. True, it is

allied to
&amp;lt;ok,

but not closely, for its nearest connexion is with the

stem of
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;au/w,

viz.
&amp;lt;ai/,

which is already far from
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;u&amp;gt;s. Again,

when it is said by Alford (in reply to Eadie s objection that the

transformation does not always take place) that,
&quot;

objectively

taken, it is universally true : everything shone upon is LIGHT &quot;

(whether this tends to condemnation or not depending on
whether the transformation takes place or not), this surely is just
what is not true. A dark object shone upon does not become lux

(the English word is ambiguous). He adds that the key text is

John iii. 20, but in order to fit this in he interprets &quot;brought into

light&quot;
as &quot;made

light.&quot;

Bengel, followed by Stier, takes &amp;lt;^a.vepovfj^vov as middle,
&quot;

quod
manifestari non refugit ;

confer mox, eyetpat /cat arao-ra
&quot;

[the
correct reading is eyeipe] ;

and on TraV,
&quot; Abstractum pro concreto

nam hie sermo jam est de homine ipso, coll. v. seq. propterea&quot;

We seem almost driven (with Eadie, after Beza, Calvin,

Grotius, etc.) to take &amp;lt;^av(.pov^vov as middle, in this sense,
&quot; what

ever makes manifest is
light.&quot;

The examples, indeed, of
&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;avepov&amp;lt;r-

60.1 as middle, adduced by Eadie, are not quite to the point, viz.

such as
l&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avepo)6ii in Mark xvi. 12, where the medial sense is

much more marked than in the present passage. Bleek thinks it

necessary to suppose an active sense here, but he proposes to read

(jxivtpovv TO. Oltramare interprets : &quot;All the things done in secret,

when reproved, are brought into open day by the light [which is

salutary], for whatever is so brought out is
light.&quot;

14. Ai6 Xeyei.
&quot; Wherefore it is said.&quot; It is generally held that

this formula introduces a quotation from canonical Scripture.
Here the difficulty arises that this is not a quotation from canon
ical Scripture. Jerome admits this, saying, &quot;omnes editiones

veterum scripturarum ipsaque Hebraeorum volumina eventilans

nunquam hoc scriptum reperi.&quot;
He therefore suggests that it is

from an apocryphal writing ;
not that the apostle accepted such a

writing as authoritative, but that he quoted it as he has quoted
Aratus, etc. He, at the same time, mentions others who supposed
the words to be spoken by the apostle himself under inspiration.

Many moderns, however, think that the original text is Isa. Ix. i,
&quot;

Arise, shine, for thy light is come, and the glory of the LORD is

risen upon thee,&quot;
the words being, it is said, quoted, not verbally,

but in essence. It would be more correct to say that the resem

blance is verbal rather than in essence
;
for the differences are

important. The very word 6 Xmcrrds is fatal to the idea of a
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quotation. Alford, indeed, says that it is a necessary inference

from the form of the citation (viz. 6 Xp.) that St. Paul is citing

the language of prophecy in the light of the fulfilment of prophecy,
which obviously assumes the point in question. It is said, more

over, that no surprise can be felt at finding Christ substituted for

the LORD (Jehovah) of the O.T., and the true Israel for Jerusalem.
True : if the question were of the application of words from the

O.T., as in i Pet. iii. 1 5, or of interpretation added to the quota
tion, as in Rom. xi. 6-8. Moreover, the words here are not

addressed to the Church (6 KaQevSwv), they seem rather addressed

either to recent converts or to those who do not yet believe. And,
further, there is nothing in Isaiah about awaking from sleep or

arising from the dead (though Alford asserts the contrary) ;
nor is

the idea, &quot;shall give thee
light,&quot;

at all the same as Isaiah s, &quot;the

glory of the Lord has risen upon thee.&quot;

Hence other commentators find it necessary to suppose a

reference to other passages either separately or combined with

this, viz. Isa. ix. 2, xxvi. 19, Hi. i. Such conjectures, in fact,

refute themselves
;
for when the words of a prophet are so com

pletely changed, we can no longer speak of a quotation, and Aeyei
would be quite out of place. Nor can we overlook the fact that

the point of the connexion seems to lie in the word lin^ava-ei.

Others have adopted Jerome s suggestion as to an apocryphal
source, some even going so far as to suggest the actual name of

the book, Epiphanius naming the Prophecy of Elijah; George
Syncellus, a book of Jeremiah ;

the margin of Codex G, the Book
of Enoch. It is hardly sufficient to allege against this view that

A.yei always introduces a quotation from canonical Scripture. But
6 Xpio-ros is inconsistent with the idea of an O.T. apocryphon,
and apart from that the whole expression has a Christian

stamp.

Meyer endeavours to reconcile the assertion that Xeyet intro

duces a citation from canonical Scripture with the fact that this is

not such a citation, by the supposition that by a lapse of memory
the apostle cites an apocryphon as if it were canonical. But was
St. Paul s knowledge of the Scriptures so imperfect that he
did not know, for example, that the promised deliverer is never

in the O.T. distinctly called 6 Xpto-ros?
Others conjecture that it may be a saying of Christ Himself

that is quoted. The use of 6 Xpto-To? in the third person is not
inconsistent with this

; nor, again, the fact that St. Paul does not
elsewhere quote the sayings of Christ. Why might he not do it

once ? But it is impossible to supply 6 Xpicrros or I^o-cvs as a

subject without something to suggest it. It is too forced to meet
this by taking &amp;lt;ws as the subject.

The difficulties disappear when we recognise that Aeyet need
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not be taken to mean 6 0os Xe yet, an assertion which has been
shown in iv. 8 to be untenable. It means &quot;it

says,&quot;
or &quot;it

is said,&quot; and the quotation may probably be from some liturgical
formula or hymn, a supposition with which its rhythmical char

acter agrees very well. That the words were suggested originally

by Isa. Ix. i may be admitted. Theodoret mentions this opinion :

I//O.A./AOUS mryypd\l/ai, referring to i Cor. xiv. 26. He seems to

have taken this from Severianus (Cramer, vi. 197), who concludes :

OT/A.OV ovf on iv (.VL TOVTWV TU&amp;gt;V TrvevynariKojv if/aXf^Htv rjTOL Trpnrrev^uiv

tKfiro TOVTO o f.p.vqp.m f.v(Tv (compare also Origen in the Catena,

//;.).
Stier adopts a similar view, but endeavours to save the sup

posed limitation of the use of Aeyei by saying that in the Church
the Spirit speaks. As there are in the Church prophets and pro

phetic speakers and poets, so there are liturgical expressions and

hymns which are holy words. Comparing vv. 18, 19, Col. iii. 16,

it may be said that the apostle is here giving us an example of this

self-admonition by new spiritual songs.
The view that the words are from a liturgical source is adopted

by Barry, Ewald, Braune, v. Soden, the last-mentioned suggesting

(after some older writers) that they may have been used in the

reception after baptism. Compare i Tim. iii. 16, which is not

improbably supposed to have a similar source.

e-yeipc is the reading of a decisive preponderance of authorities, X A B D
G K L P, apparently all uncials, Zyeipai being found only in cursives. In the

other places where the word occurs (Matt. ix. 5; Mark ii. 9, u, iii. 3,
v. 41 ; Luke v. 23 ; John v. 8), yet.pe is likewise supported by preponderant
authority, a third variation eyeipov occurring in some places. Fritzsche on
Mark ii. 9 has ably defended the propriety of Zyeipe, which is not to be
understood either as active for middle or as if ffeavrbv were understood, but

as a &quot;formula excitandi,&quot; &quot;Up!&quot;
like &yt, Z-n-fiye (Eurip. Orest. 789). So

in Eurip. Iph. Aul. 624, ^yetp d.de\&amp;lt;prjs e&amp;lt;j&amp;gt; u/nevaiov euru^ws ; and Aristoph.
Ran. 340, Zyeipe tf&amp;gt;\oytas \a/j.Tra.6as ev XfPff &amp;lt;- Tivd&amp;lt;ro wi&amp;gt;. This use
is limited to the single form Zyeipe. Zyfipai, says Fritzsche, would mean
&quot;excita mihi aliquem.&quot;

avdo-ra for avaffrrfdi = Acts xii. 7. This short form is also found in

Theocritus and Menander. Compare /card/So, Mark xv. 30 (in some MSS.
including A C), and avdpa, Apoc. iv. I.

Kal
6-m4&amp;gt;auo-ei,

&amp;lt;rot 6 Xpicrros. eVi^avcret from ITTLeaver KO&amp;gt;,
which

is found several times in Job (Sept.) ;
D* d e and MSS. mentioned

by Chrysostom and by Jerome read eTrnj/ava-ffs TOV Xptcn-or.

Jerome (quoted by Tisch.) relates that he heard some one disput

ing in the church, in order to please the people with something
new, saying that this was said with reference to Adam, who was

buried on Calvary, and that when the Lord on the Cross hung
above his grave, the prophecy was fulfilled,

&quot; Rise Adam, who

sleepest, and rise from the dead and Christ shall touch thee,

i.e. that by the touch of Christ s body and blood he
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should be brought to life. This story probably indicates how this

reading arose.

15-21. General exhortation to regulate their conduct with wis

dom, to make their market of the opportunity, atid, avoiding riotous

indulgence, to express theirjoy and thankfulness in spiritual songs.

15. pXeireTe ouc dxpijBus irws irepnraTeiTe.

This is the reading of X* B 17 and some other mss., Origen, and prob

ably Chrys. But TTWS d.Kpi(3s, Xe A D G K L F, with most mss., Vulg.

Syr. (both) Arm., Theodoret, Jerome, etc. Chrysostom has
d.Kpij3&amp;gt;s

TTWS in

text and comment, but in the latter TTUJS 6.Kpi(3ws occurs presently after, also

/SX^Trere TTWS irepuraTeiTe. As TTWS a.Kp. is the common later reading, it is

probable that its occurrence in the second place in the comm. is due to a

copyist of Chrys. The variation in the original text may have arisen from an
accidental omission of TTWS after -/3ws (it is actually om. in Eth. ), it being
there inserted in the wrong place. In Eadie s comment, ed. 2, TTWS is

similarly om.

ovv is resumptive,
&quot;

to return to our exhortation.&quot; Some, how
ever, regard this as an inference from what immediately precedes,
viz.

&quot; since ye are enlightened by Christ
&quot;

(Ewald, Braune) ;
but as

the substance of the exhortation is clearly the same as in w. 8-10,
it is unnecessary to look on this as an inference from ver. 14.

Harless follows Calvin, who says :

&quot;

Si aliorum discutere tenebras

fideles debent fulgore suo, quanto minus caecutire debent in pro-

prio vitae institute ?&quot; But this would seem to require an

emphatic avroi

On d/cpt/3ws compare Acts XXvi. 5, Kara rrjv d/cpt/3eo-rdrr;v

atpccrtv. As TreptTraTfiTe is a fact, the indicative is correctly used,
and is exactly parallel to i Cor. iii. u, e/cao-Tos /JAtTreVw TTWS

firoi.Ko8o/j.i. Most commentators expound the other reading.
Fritzsche s view of this has been generally adopted (Opuscula, p.

209 n.), viz. that d/cp. Trep.
= &quot;

tanquam ad regulam et amussim vitam

dirigere,&quot; the whole meaning TTWS TO d/cpi^o)*? epy&amp;lt;ieo-#
= &quot;

videte

quomodo circumspecte vivatis h. e. quomodo illud efficiatis, ut

provide vivatis.&quot; He exposes the fallacy of Winer s contention

(subsequently abandoned), that the words were a concise expression
for /3Ac7TT TTCOS TrepiTTaTtiTe, 8fl Se

vfj.3.^ a/cpt/Jws TrepiTraTetv. He
thinks the reading a(cpt/3ws TTUJS was a correction on the part of

those who, being familiar with a/c. ^AeVeu/, eiSeVcu, etc., were

offended with d/cp. TrtpiiraTdiv, which is, he says, most suitable to

this place.

P) ws acnxfxn, explaining TTWS, and so dependent, like it, on

/?AeVere, hence the subjective negation (Winer, 55. i). Then
TrepiTraToiWes need not be supplied.

16. e^ayopa^6fAkoi Toy Kcupoc.
&quot;

Sei/.ing the opportunity,&quot;
&quot;

making your market to the full from the opportunity of this life
&quot;

(Ramsay, Sf. Paul as Traveller, etc., p. 149). The same expres
sion is used in Col. iv. 5 with special reference to conduct
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towards those OUtside the Church, ei/ O-CK/HU 7rfpi7raTeiTe Trpos TOIIS

ew. TO] K. lay. Lit.
&quot;

buying up for yourselves,&quot; e being intens

ive, and corresponding to our &quot;

up. /caipoi v^ets uyopaeTe occurs

Dan. ii. 8, but in a different sense, viz.
&quot; wish to gain time.&quot; More

parallel as to sense is KepSurreW TO Trapor, Antonin. vi. 26.

ttyopuw, in the sense
&quot;buy up,&quot;

is found in Polyb. iii. 42. 2,

6t7^yopao&quot; Trap UVTWV TO. Tf /MOVOguAa TrAoia TravTa, K.T.A. In Mctrt,

1 olyc. 2 it has the wholly different sense :

&quot;

buy off,&quot;
Sia /Aids wpas

rr/v alwi iov KoAacru e^ayopa^o/ievot. Chrysostom says the expres
sion is obscure, and he illustrates it by the case of robbers entering
a rich man s house to kill him, and when he gives much to purchase
his life, we say that he e^r/yopao-ei/ euvroi . So, he proceeds,

&quot; thou

hast a great house, and true faith
; they come on thee to take all

;

give whatever one asks, only save TO Kf^dXaior, that is TT/V TTMTTIV.&quot;

This completely ignores rov Ktupov. Oecum. is more to the point :

6 K. OVK eVrii r/fjuv jSefiaios . . . ayopao~ov ovv avrov KOU Troi-rjcrov

iStov. So Theodore Mops., and so Severianus in Catena, adding
that

&quot; the present opportunity SovAeuet TOIS Trov^pois, buy it up,

therefore, so as to use it for
piety.&quot;

But it is futile to press the

idea of
&quot;purchasing,&quot;

or the force of e, so as to inquire from

whom the opportunity is to be bought, as &quot;from evil men&quot;

(Bengel, cf. Severianus, above),
&quot; the devil,&quot; Calvin

;
or what price

is to be paid (TU TTUVTU, Chrys.). The price is the pains and effort

required.
on at

Tjfjiepcu Tronqpai eicriv. So that it is the more necessary rov

Kaipov e ay. The moments for sowing on receptive soil in such

evil days being few, seize them when they offer themselves.

TTovypai is
&quot;

morally evil,&quot; not &quot;

distressful
&quot;

(Beza, Hammond,
etc.), an idea foreign to the context, which contrasts the walk of

the Christians with that of the heathen.

17. 8ia TOUTO. Viz. because it is necessary to walk apt/3ws.
ei yup Zcr(r8e a^poves d/cpt^ws ov TreptTraTr/rrtTC, Schol. ap. Cat. Not
&quot; because the days are evil,&quot; which was only mentioned in support
of gy. TOV /catpov.

jjtT) ytyeo-Qe a&amp;lt;f)poves.

&quot; Do not show yourselves senseless.&quot;

u&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;l&amp;gt;wv
differs from

ao-o^&amp;gt;os
as referring rather to imprudence or folly

in action.

dXXa owiere. So K ABP 17, dy
2

,
etc. Rec. has crwtcvres,

with D c E K L and most mss., It. Vulg. Syr-Pesh. ;
while D* G

have crwiovTes, which Meyer, with little reason, prefers as the less

usual form.

Somewhat stronger than ytvwo-K-eTe,
&quot;

understand.&quot; TI TO

6e \T]fia, cf. ver. 10.

18. Kai
(XT] fA9uo-Ko-0e oi^w. KO.I marks a transition from the

general to the particular, as in e^ure Tots ^.a^Tcus arTov KCU TW

Mark xvi. 7 ]
TTUO-U

r/
louSttta xVa

J
Ka 1
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Mark i. 5. Fritzsche, in the latter place, remarks that *ai in these

instances is not &quot;

imprimis,&quot; but &quot;

scriptores rem singularem jam
comprehensam communiori propterea insuper adjiciunt copulae

adjumento, quod illam tanquam gravem impensius inculcatam

volunt lectori.&quot;

It is out of the question to suppose any reference here to such

abuses as are mentioned in i Cor. xi., which would have called for

a more explicit censure.

cV w e&amp;lt;niv daom a. ev w, not
otvu&amp;gt;,

but fj.e6v(TK(r@a.L oivw.

ao-ama, &quot;a word in which heathen ethics said much more than

they intended or knew,&quot; Trench. It is the character of the

ao-wTos
&quot;

perditus,&quot;
thus denned by Aristotle : Tors a^pa-rets *ai fc

aKoAacrtav
8a.7ravr)pov&amp;lt;;

acroJTOtis KaA.oiyx.ev (Eth. Nic. iv. l). In

classical authors the adjective varies in sense between &quot;

lost
&quot; and

&quot;prodigal,&quot;
the latter, &quot;qui

servare nequit,&quot; being the more
common. The substantive occurs also Tit. i. 6

;
i Pet. iv. 4 ;

and the adverb Luke xv. 13, where see note. The Vulg. renders

by &quot;luxuria, luxuriose,&quot; words which in later Latin acquired the

sense of profligate living. In mediaeval Latin &quot;

luxuria
&quot; = &quot;

lascivi-

ousness.&quot; But the meaning in the N.T. is clearly &quot;dissoluteness.&quot;

The remark of Clem. Alex., TO ao-wo-Tov T^S /xe^r/s Sia ri}s ao-amas

cuvifa/xevos, was natural to a Christian writer accustomed to the

technical use of o-wetv, but no such idea seems implied in the use

of the word in N.T. acrwTos is not derived from
cruju&amp;gt;,

but from
aoco (Horn. //. ix. 393, 424, 681).

d\\d
Tr\T]poO&amp;lt;r0e

ec weufiaTi. The antithesis is not directly
between otvos and 7rvv/xa, as the order of the words shows, but

between the two states. Meyer remarks that the imperative

passive is explained by the possibility of resistance
;
but what other

form could be employed? The signification is middle, for they
must co-operate. The present tense cannot very well be expressed
in the English rendering ;

&quot; be filled
&quot;

is after all better than
&quot; become filled,&quot; which would suggest that the filling had yet to

begin, cV Trvev/xaTi is usually understood of the Holy Spirit, cV

being instrumental (Meyer), or both instrumental and expressing
the content of the filling (Ellicott, Macpherson, a/.). But the use

of eV with TrXrjpow to express the content with which a thing is filled

would be quite unexampled. Phil. iv. 19 is not parallel (Ellicott
admits it to be doubtful); still less Col. ii. 10, iv. 12 (where, more

over, the true reading is TrcTrXr/poe^opTy/AeVoi). Plutarch s eTrtirX^pwro
cv fj.aKapLOTr]TL (P/ac. Phil. i. 7. 9) is not parallel ;

the words there

(which are used of the Deity) mean &quot;

is complete in blessedness,&quot;

the alternative being
&quot;

something is wanting to Him.&quot; Meyei,
indeed, says that as St. Paul uses genitive, dative, and accusative

(Col. i. 9) with TrAr/poco, we cannot be surprised at his using eV, a

singular argument. The genitive and dative are both classical
;
the
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accusative in Col. i. 9 is not accusative of material. But such

variety in no way justifies the use of ev, the meaning of which is

wholly unsuitable to the idea &quot;

filled with.&quot; The nearest approach
to this would be the instrumental sense (adopted by Meyer, a/., in

i. 23). Where the material is only regarded as the means of

making full, it may conceivably be spoken of as an instrument
;
but

this would require the agent to be expressed, and, besides, would
be quite inappropriate to the Holy Spirit. For these reasons the

rendering mentioned in the margin RV. (Braune s also) is not to

be hastily rejected. &quot;Be filled in
spirit,&quot;

not in your carnal part,

but in your spiritual. Alford attempts to combine both ideas,
&quot;

let this be the region in, and the ingredient with which you are

filled,&quot; TTVCV/JM being the Christian s
&quot; own spirit dwelt in and

informed by the Holy Spirit of God.&quot; This seems an impossible

combination, or rather confusion of two distinct ideas. Macpher-
son, in order to secure a contrast between the &quot; stimulation of

much wine and the stimulation of a large measure of the
Spirit,&quot;

represents the apostle as saying, &quot;conduct yourselves like those

that are possessed, but see to it that the influence constraining

you is that of the Holy Spirit.&quot;
It is hardly too much to say that

this is a reductio ad absurdum of the supposed antithesis. There
is nothing about excitement, nor does St. Paul anywhere sanction

such conduct.

19. XaXourres eaurois. On eairrois = dAAryAois, see iv. 32. Not
&quot;to yourselves,&quot; AV. ;

&quot; meditantes vobiscum,&quot; Michaelis. Com
pare Pliny s description,

&quot; carmen Christo quasi 1 )eo dicere secum
invicem &quot;

(eawois) (Epp. x. 97). But the reference cannot be

specially to religious services, as the context shows
;

cf. Col.

iii. 1 6.

4/aXp.ois teal u
fju ois icai. iJScus TryeufjiaTiKals

= Col. iii. 1 6, except
that the copulas are there wanting. The distinction between these

words is not quite agreed upon. i//aX/u.os from
i/ uAAetv, primarily

the plucking of the strings, is used by classical authors to mean
the sound of the harp, and hence any strain of music. The Schol.

on Aristoph. Aves, 218, says : t^aA/Aos Kvpiicos, 6
r&amp;gt;}s KiQapa

Cyrilli Lex. and Basil on Ps. xxix. define it : Aoyos /xoucrt/cos,

fvpvOfJuas Kara TOVS apfioviKOvs Xoyovs wpos TO opyavav Kpoverai. And
to the same effect Greg. Nyss. It occurs frequently in the Sept.,
not always of sacred music, e.g. i Sam. xvi. 18 of young David,
ei8oTa TOV i//aAyu,oV, i.e. playing on the harp.

{y&amp;gt;ivos
is properly a song of praise of some god or hero.

Arrian says : v/xvot ynev es TOUS Qtovs TTOLOVVTOLL, tTrcurot Se es a.v6pw-

TTOVS (Exped. A/ex. iv. ir. 3). Augustine s definition is well

known :

&quot;

Oportet ut, si sit hymnus, habeat haec tria, et laudem,
et Dei, et canticum.&quot; Hence fyu/eir, to praise by a hymn.

wS?;, from aeaSw, aSco, seems to have originally meant any kind
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of song, but was specially used of lyric poetry. It is frequently
used in Sept. (Ex. xv. i

;
Deut. xxxi. 19-22 ; Judg. v. i, 12, etc.).

wvevfj.ariKais is omitted by B d e, and bracketed by Lachmann. Not only
is it attested by superabundant authority, but it seems essential as a further

definition of the preceding word or words. Probably it is to be taken (as by
Hofmann and Soden) with all three, ev is prefixed to i/-aX/xots in B P 17

67^, Vulg. , Jerome, and admitted to the margin by WH. After irvev/j.. A
adds ev -xo.pi.Ti, clearly from Col. iii. 1 6.

! vJfdXXorres TTJ icapSia up.an TW Kupico,

Rec. has ev before rrj K., with KL most mss. , Syr-Harcl. Arm., while

Lachm. reads ev rats Ka.pdia.is, with K A D G P, It. Vulg. Boh. Syr-Pesh.
Harcl. mg. But X* B have the singular without ev, and so Origen. In

Col. iii. 1 6 all MSS. have ev, and most MSS. and Vss. the plural, D K L
reading the singular.

Chrysostom interprets ev rfj /capSia as meaning &quot;heartily or

sincerely
&quot;

; p-f.ro.
crweo-ews TrpocrexovTts, i.e. from the heart, not

merely with the mouth. But this would be e* rfp Kappas without

20. euxapicrrourres iran-ore uirep TrdrruK. &quot;Even,&quot; says Chrysos-
tom,

&quot;

if it be disease or poverty. It is nothing great or wonderful

if when prosperous you give thanks. What is sought is that when
in affliction you do so. Nay, why speak of afflictions here ? we
must thank God for hell,&quot; explaining that we who attend are much
benefited by the fear of hell, which is placed as a bridle upon us :

a profoundly selfish view, to which he was no doubt led only by
the wish to give the fullest meaning to TTOLVTWV. Jerome is more
sober :

&quot; Christianorum virtus est, etiam in his quae adversa

putantur, referre gratias creatori.&quot; But St. Paul is not specially

referring to adversity ;
on the contrary, the context shows that

what he had particularly in his mind was occasion of rejoicing.

Theodoret, however, takes TTOVTWV as masc., that we must thank

God for others who have received Divine blessing. But there is

nothing in the context to favour this.

iv owjuiaTi TOU Kupiou r\\i.uv NTJO-OU XpioToC. When I speak of

doing something in the name of another, this may mean either

that I do it as representing him, that is, by his authority, or if the

action is entirely my own, that I place its significance only in its

reference to him. When an apostle commands in the name of

Christ, this is in the former sense
;
when 1 pray or give thanks in

the same name, it is as His disciple and dependent on Him.
TU&amp;gt; 0eu&amp;gt; KCXI Harp i, see i. 3. There is no need to refer -n-arpi

here to ( hrist; the article rather leads to the sense, &quot;God, who is

also the Father,&quot; namely, of us.

21. uiroTaacrofJ.ei oi dXXrjXois iv &amp;lt;ofjw XpiOToG.

XpiffTou with X A B L P, Vulg. Syr. (both) Boh. etc. GeoO of Rec. is in

most cursives, and D has XptcrroO lijcroD; G, Irjcrov X/x.&amp;lt;7roO. As
tj&amp;gt;&amp;lt;jpos XpicrroO
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is not found elsewhere, copyists naturally wrote
&amp;lt;6/3os GeoD, which was

familiar.

&quot; In the fear of Christ,&quot; i.e. with reference for Him as the

guiding motive.

&quot;Submitting yourselves.&quot; The connexion of this with the preced

ing seems rather loose. Ellicott says: &quot;the first thre,- [clauses]
name three duties, more or less specially in regard to God, the

last a comprehensive moral duty in regard to man&quot; suggested by
the thought of the humble and loving spirit which is the principle
of cii^apio-Tta. This does not meet the difficulty of the connexion.

Alford refers back to
//,?? /JL^VO-K., &quot;not blustering, but being sub

ject,&quot;
and Eadie is inclined to the same view

;
but this is forced,

and requires us to interpolate something which is not indicated by

anything in the text. Much the same may be said of Find! ay s

view. He illustrates by reference to the confusion in the Church

meetings in the Corinthian Church (i Cor. xiv. 26-34), &quot;when he

urges the Asian Christians to seek the full inspiration of the

Spirit, and to give free utterance in song to the impulses of their

new life, he adds this word of caution.&quot; This supplies too much,
and besides, vn-oTao-o-o/xevoi would be an unsuitable word to express
such readiness to give way in the matter of prophesying as St.

Paul directs in i Cor. Bloomfield, taking a similar view, supposes
that what is insisted on is subordination to a leading authority.
This preserves the sense of VTTOT., but not of dAAry/Vots. Blaikie

refers back to ver. 15.

In considering the connexion it must be borne in mind that

iVoTttcrcreo-0e in the next verse is in all probability not genuine, so

that the verb has to be supplied from vTrorao-cro/xtvot. There is

therefore no break between vv. 21 and 22. Further, the whole

following section, which is not a mere digression, depends on the

thought expressed in this clause of which it is a development. To
suppose a direct connexion with TrXrjpova-Oe ev TIT. does not yield a

suitable sense. The connexion with the preceding context is, in

fact, only in form, that with what follows is in substance. From
iv. 32 we have a series of precepts expressed in imperatives and

participles depending on
yiveerfle, TrepiTraTeire ; o&quot;oKt/u.uovTS, eayopa-

dju,i/oi, AaXowrts. Ver. 1 8 interrupts the series by a direct im

perative, as in w. 3 ff., 12 ff. St. Paul elsewhere (Rom. xii. 9)

carries on in participles a series of precepts begun in a different

construction, uTroo-ruyowres TO Trovrjpov, K.r.A. It is therefore

quite natural that here, where the participles AoAowres, evxap.,

though not put for imperatives, yet from their connexion involve

a command, he should make the transition to the new section

easy by continuing to use the participle. Comp. i Pet. ii. 18,

iii. i. Meyer admits that it is no objection to this that in what
follows we have only the v&amp;gt;7roYais of the wives, while the VTTOLKOTJ of
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the children and servants in ch. vi. cannot be connected with

{iTTorao-cr.
;
for in classical writers also, after the prefixing of such

absolute nominatives which refer collectively to the whole, often

the discourse passes over to one part only. But he thinks that

in that case ai ywaucts would necessarily have a special verb cor

relative with VTTOT. It is not easy to see the force of this.

22-33. Special injunctions to husbands and wives. Wives to be

subject to their husbands, husbands to love their wives. This rela

tionship is illustrated by that of Christ and the Church. As Christ

is the Head of the Church, which is subject to Christ, so the husband
is the head of the wi/e, who is to be subject to the husband ; and
Christ s love for the Church is to be the pattern of the man s love

for his wife. The analogy, indeed, is not perfect, for Christ is not

only the Head of the Church which is His body, but is also the

Saviour of it ; but this does not affect the purpose of the comparison
here.

22. al YumiKes TOIS 181019 dySpdcny u&amp;gt;s
TU Kupiw. So without a

verb B, Clement (when citing vv. 2 1-25), Jerome s Greek MSS. His
note is,

&quot; Hoc quod in Latinis exemplaribus additum est : subditae

sint, in Graecis Codd. non habetur.&quot; vTroTaa-a-eo-Oucrav is added
after dvS/xxcriv in NAP 17 al. Vulg. Goth. Arm. Boh. etc., and
Clement (when citing ver. 22 only). vTroTao-o-eo-fc in KL most

mss., Syr. (both), Chrys. D G also have wroTacro-eo-fle, but after

ywatKes. Lachmann adopted vTroracrcreo-^wo-av, but later critical

editors read without the verb. The testimony of Jerome, who
knew of no Greek MSS. with the verb, is very important. No
reason can be imagined for its omission if it had been in the text

originally, whereas the reason for its insertion is obvious, and was
stated even by Erasmus :

&quot;

adjectum, ut apparet, quo et sensus

sit lucidior, et capitulum hoc separatim legi queat, si res ita

postulet.&quot;
The latter reason is particularly to be noted. The

diversity in the MSS. which have the verb is also of weight. The
shorter reading agrees well with the succinct style of St. Paul in

his practical admonitions.

iSiois is more than a mere possessive, yet does not imply an
antithesis to &quot;other men&quot;

;
it seems rather to emphasise the rela

tionship, as in the passage quoted from Stobaeus by Harless (Floril.

p. 22 ): eavu&amp;gt;
r; YivOayopLK-fj (/&amp;gt;tAocro&amp;lt;os epwr^^eicra TI Trpwrov eirj

ywaiKi TO TW i8p, &amp;lt;?;, dpecTKetv avftpL Compare also Acta Thomae,

p. 24 (ed. Thilo): OVTWS el &amp;lt;Ls TroXvv xpoVov criyA/Jioicracra TO) iSioi av8pi.

That the word was not required to prevent misconception of

uvSpao-t is shown by its absence in the parallel, Col. iii. 18.

ds TW Kvpiw, not &quot;

as to their lord,&quot; which would have been

expressed in the plural, but &quot;

as to the Lord Christ,&quot;
&quot; as

&quot;

not

meaning in the same manner as, but expressing the view they are

to take of their submission; compare vi. 6, 7.
&quot;

Subjectw quae ab
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uxore praestatur viro simul praestatur ipsi Domino, Christo,&quot;

Bengal. So Chrysostom : OTO.V
vireiKrj&amp;lt;;

T&amp;lt;3 dvSpt, ws T&amp;lt;3 Kuptw
oovXevovcra Tyyov irtiOeadai.

23. OTI dvrjp eon. Ke^aXrj rfjs yui/CUK s. Assigns the reason of

dis rw KipiV The article before dvr/p in Rec. has no uncial

authority in its favour. &quot;A husband is head of his wife.&quot;

ws KCU, &quot;as also.&quot; Compare i Cor. xi. 3, TravTos uV5p9 r)

Kf(f&amp;gt;a.\r)
o Xpicrros ecrri, Kt&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;a\r)

8e ywaiKos 6 avrjp, Ke^aXry 8e TOV

Xpiorov 6 o s.

6 XpKTTOS K&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;a\T] TTJS KK\T](TiaS aUTOS (TWTYJp TOU awfiOTOS.

Rec. has /cal airr6s e art
&amp;lt;r.,

with NDbc KLP most mss., Syr. (both)
Arm. But the shorter reading is that of X* A B D* G, Vulg. The added
words are an obvious gloss. Boh. has eVrt without /cat, and Aeth. /cat with

out cffTi.

The apostle having compared the headship of the husband to

that of Christ, could not fail to think how imperfect the analogy
was ;

he therefore emphatically calls attention to the point of

difference
;
as if he would say :

&quot; A man is the head of his wife, even

as Christ also is head of the Church, although there is a vast

difference, since He is Himself the Saviour of the body, of which

He is the head
;
but notwithstanding this difference,&quot; etc. Calvin

already proposed this view :

&quot; Habet quidem id peculiare Christus,

quod est servator ecclesiae; nihilominus sciant mulieres, sibi maritos

praeesse, Christi exemplo, utcunque pari gratia non polleant.&quot; So

Bengel concisely :

&quot; Vir autem non est servator uxoris
;

in eo

Christus excellit; hinc sed sequitur.&quot; Chrys. Theoph. and

Oecum., however, interpret this clause as equally applicable to

the husband. KOL yap rj K(.&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;aXr]
TOV (rwfjiaTOS (rwTrjpia ecmv, Chrys.

And more fully Theoph. : axnrep /cat 6 Xpi(rros TTJS ex/oVr/oncis MV

Ke(f&amp;gt;aXrj, Trpovoetrai aiT?}s KOI crta^ft ourto TOLVVV KOL 6 ayr/p, crwrryp TOV

(TW/JiaTOS O.VTOV, TOVT(.(TTL T7/9 yVJ/ttt/COS. 7TWS OVV OVK
O&amp;lt;/)etAet

VTTOTMT-

crecrOai Trj K&amp;lt;j)aXrj
TO crw/ma, Tr} Trpovoovfjifvrj KOL o~a)ovo~r]. So

Hammond and many others. But auros cannot refer to any

subject but that which immediately precedes, viz. 6 Xpio-ros.

Moreover, to use o-w/^a without some qualification for the wife

would be unintelligible ;
nor is o-torrjp ever used in the N.T.

except of Christ or God.
24. dXXa

a&amp;gt;s ^ eKK\Y](na UTrorao-o-eTai TU
XpitjT&amp;lt;3,

OUTWS Kal at

yuktuKes TOIS di Spdaii . There is much difference of opinion as to

the force to be assigned to oAAa. Olshausen takes it as intro

ducing the proof drawn from what precedes ;
and similarly De

Wette,
&quot; But (aber) if the man is your head,&quot; a sense which uAAa

(which is not = Se) never has. Eadie gives the word &quot; an anti

thetic reference,&quot; such as dAA.a sometimes has after an implied

negative. He interprets :

&quot; do not disallow the marital headship,
for it is a divine institution, dAAa, but,&quot; etc. He refers for
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this use of dXAa to Luke vii. 7 ; John vii. 49 ;
Rom. iii. 31, viii. 37;

i Cor. vi. 8, ix. 12. The fact that in most of these cases we might
not incorrectly render &quot;

Nay,&quot;
or

&quot;

Nay, on the contrary,&quot; shows
how unlike the present passage they are. Nor are 2 Cor. viii. 7,

xiii. 4; i Tim. i. 15, 16, or the other passages which he cites, at

all parallel ;
and the negative to which he supposes dAXa to refer

(&quot;
do not disallow,&quot; etc.) is not even hinted at in the text. His

objection to the interpretation here adopted is that it sounds like

a truism. Harless and others take dAAd to be simply resumptive ;

but the main thought has not been interrupted, and there is no
reason for rejecting its adversative force. Hofmann, like Eadie,
reads into the text an objection which dAAd&quot; repels,

&quot; but even
where the husband is not this (namely, a o-wrrjp rov a-., making
happy his wife, as Christ the Church), yet,&quot;

etc. The view here

preferred is adopted by Meyer, Alford, Ellicott, Braune, Moule, etc.

eV Trarri. It is presupposed that the authority of the husband
is in accordance with their relation as corresponding to that of

Christ to the Church. &quot; is eicre/JeVi VO/AO$TUJV Trpoa-TeBeLKC TO iv

Theodoret.

wffirep of the Rec. is the reading of D K L and most mss.
; but

&amp;lt;I&amp;gt;s,

N A D* G P 1 7 67
2
etc. (B omits. )

idiots is prefixed to 6.vdpdffiv by ADKLP, Vss., but om. by XBD*G
17 67

2
. It has clearly been introduced from ver. 22.

25. ot aySpes, dyairaTe rds yucalicas.

Rec. adds eavrdv, with DKL, Syr. etc.; but fc?AB 17, Clem, (when
giving the whole passage) omit. G adds vfj.uv.

Ka0ws KCU 6 Xpioros, K.T.X.
&quot;

Si omnia rhetorum argumenta in

unum conjicias, non tarn persuaseris conjugibus dilectionem

mutuam quam hie Paulus &quot;

(Bugenhagen). Meyer also well

observes :

&quot;

It is impossible to conceive a more lofty, more ideal

regulation of married life, and yet flowing immediately from the

living depth of the Christian consciousness, and, therefore, capable
of practicable application to all concrete relations.&quot; Chrysostom s

comment is very fine :

&quot; Hast thou seen the measure of obedience?
hear also the measure of love. Wouldst thou that thy wife should

obey thee as the Church doth Christ ? have care thyself for her, as

Christ for the Church
;
and if it should be needful that thou

shouldest give thy life for her, or be cut to pieces a thousand times,
or endure anything whatever, refuse it not

; yea, if thou hast

suffered this thou hast not done what Christ did, for thou doest
this for one to whom thou wert already united, but He for her who
rejected Him and hated Him . . . He brought her to His feet by
His great care, not by threats nor fear nor any such thing ;

so do
thou conduct thyself towards thy wife.&quot;

26. iVa aurrj* ayidcrr] Ka6apicras TW Xourpw TOU uSaros iv pr)p.aTi.
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The immediate purpose of eavrov TraptftwKtv, ver. 2$. dyido-ry is

clearly not to be limited to &quot;consecration&quot;; it includes the actual

sanctification or infusion of holiness. It is the positive side,

KaOapifras expressing the negative, the purification from her former
sins. But as the remoter object is Iva Trapao-Tr/Vr?, the ceremonial
idea of dyiaeiv appears to be the prominent one here. Logically,

Ka6ap^Lv precedes dyideiv, chronologically they are coincident
;

cf. I Cor. vi. II, dAAa aTreAoixrao-^e, uAAu f)ytd(r6i)Te. The tense

of Ka$apio-as by no means requires the translation &quot;

after He had

purified
&quot;

(cf. i. 9), which would probably have been expressed by
a passive participle agreeing with avrrjv, indeed KaOapii^wv would
have been quite inappropriate.

TW Aourpw T. v.
&quot;

By the bath of water,&quot; distinctly referring to

baptism, and probably with an allusion in Aovrpw to the usual bath
of the bride before the marriage ;

the figure in the immediate
context being that of marriage.

prjfJiaTi. The first question is as to the connexion. By
Augustine the phrase is supposed to qualify TU&amp;gt; Aoirrpui TOV vS.,

&quot;accedit verbum ad elementum et fit sacramentum.&quot;

But as the combination is strange, and neither TO AoirrpoV nor
TO v8wp can form with lv p^Lan a single notion (like 17 TTICTTIS cv

Xp.), this would require the article to be repeated. The interpre

tation,
&quot; the bath resting on a command &quot;

(Storr, Peile, Klopper),
would require ev p. Xpioro?. Meyer, following Jerome, connects

the words with ayido-y,
&quot;

having purified with the bath of water,

may sanctify her by the word.&quot; The order of the words is strongly

against this, and, besides, we should expect some addition to

KaOap., which should suggest the spiritual signification of
&quot;purify

ing with water.&quot;

It is therefore best connected with Ka9apia;as. But as to the

meaning ? Alford, Eadie, Ellicott, Meyer take pr/^a to mean the

gospel or preached word taught preliminary to baptism. p%ia is,

no doubt, used in this sense (not in Acts x. 37 but) Rom. x. 17,

pr/fjia Xpicrrov ;
but there it is defined by Xpto-Tou, as in ver. 8 by

T^S Trio-Tews
; indeed, pr/pi is there used, not because of any special

appropriateness, but for the sake of the quotation. Elsewhere we
have piy/Ao. cov, Eph. vi. 1 7. It is far, indeed, from being correct

to say that &quot;the
gospel&quot; is &quot;the usual meaning of the Greek

term,&quot; as Eadie states, referring, in addition to the passages
mentioned above, to Heb. vi. 5 (where the words are 0eou pr/p.a) :

Acts X. 44, TU pr/fjMTa ravra : xi. 14, AaAryo&quot;ei pryyu.a.Ta Trpos ere. In

these last two places it is obvious that prj^ara means simply
&quot;words&quot; or

&quot;sayings,&quot;
as in Acts xxvi. 25, where St. Paul says of

his Speech before FestUS, dA^eta? /cat o-w(poo-rvr;S pr/paTO. d.TTO(f)@-y-

yo/xai. See also Acts ii. 14, ivMTUTatrOf. TU prjfjiaTa. fjiov. Needless
to say that pfy/wi is used of single sayings very frequently. There
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may be even Trovypov pfjfj-a or dpyov pr}/m (not to mention cases where

prj/j-a is used for &quot;a thing mentioned&quot; : see on Luke i. 65). That
the word is most frequently used, not to signify a Divine or sacred

saying, but where the connexion implies such a saying, is simply a

result of the fact that there was little occasion (in the Epp. none)
to refer to other p^/mra. There is no example of p^/xa by itself

meaning
&quot; the gospel

&quot;

or anything like this. Had it the article

here, indeed, there would be good reason for maintaining this

interpretation.
The Greek commentators understand p^a of the formula of

bapjisjn. TTOI O)
; says Chrysostom, ev ovo/xcm TOV liarpos KO.L TOV

Yiov KOL TOV dyiov nvev/mTos. It is true, as Estius remarks, that

if this were the sense we should expect KO! pharos ;
and Harless

adds that these definite words could hardly be referred to except
with the article, T&amp;lt;3 pr/paTi. But although

&quot; of water and prj/j-a

&quot;

might, perhaps, have been expected, ev is quite admissible
;
com

pare ev eVayyeAia, vi. 2. The^ objections from the absence of the

article, and from the fact that piy/zo. has not elsewhere this meaning,
i all to the ground when we consider that it is not alleged or sup

posed that pfjp.a of itself means the formula of baptism; it retains

its indefinite meaning, and it is only the connexion with the refer

ence to baptism in the preceding words that defines what prjfia is

intended.J So Soden. Moule renders, &quot;attended by, or condi

tioned by, an utterance,&quot; which would agree well with this inter

pretation. He explains it as &quot; the revelation of salvation embodied
in the name of the Father, the Son, and Holy Ghost.&quot;,; Macpher-
son denies the reference to baptism, and thinks it more natural to

speak of the cleansing as effected by the bathing (&quot; washing,&quot; AV.)
rather than in the bath, especially as &quot;of water&quot; is added. &quot;The

reference is most probably to the bath of the bride before mar

riage.&quot; Yes, such a reference there is
;
but what is it which the

reader is expected to compare with the bridal bath ? As there is

no particle of comparison, the words imply that there is a Xovrpor

uSaros, which is compared to the bath. And surely baptism could

not fail to be suggested by these words to the original readers.

As to Aovrpov, besides the meaning &quot;water for bathing,&quot; it has the

two senses of the English
&quot;

bath,&quot; viz. the place for bathing and
the action

;
but it does not mean &quot;

washing.&quot;

27. Iva. Trapaorrjcnf] auros eaurw, K.T.\. The remoter object of

n-aptowKfv depending on ayiaa-rj, etc. The verb is used, as in

2 Cor. xi. 2, of the presentation of the bride to the bridegroom,
7rap$eVov ayvr/v Trapao-TTycrai TW Xpio~rw. The interpretation,

&quot;

present
as an offering&quot; (Harless), is opposed to the context as well as

inconsistent with eeurro). avros is the correct reading, and

emphasises the fact that it is Christ who, as He gave Himself to

sanctify the Church, also presents her to Himself. This presenta-
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tion is not complete in this life, yet Bengel correctly says :

&quot;

id

valet suo modo jam de hac vita.&quot;

auras is the reading of K A B D* G L, Vulg. Syr-Harcl. etc. The Rec.
has

ai&amp;gt;T7)v,
with Dc K most mss. , Syr-Pesh. , Chrys. The latter is the read

ing which would most readily occur to the copyist ; no copyist would be

likely to depart from it if he had it before him, but avrds has a peculiar

emphasis.

eySo^oc Ti]v eKK\Y](Tiai . The tertiary predicate evSo^ov is placed
with emphasis before its substantive. Not &quot;a glorious Church,&quot;

but &quot; the Church, glorious,&quot;
&quot;

that He might present the Church
to Himself, glorious.&quot;

P.TJ exouo-cu &amp;lt;nuXoy. o-TuAos, which also occurs 2 Pet. ii. 13, is a

word of later Greek (Plutarch, etc.) for K^Ats ;
ao-TriAos occurs four

times in N.T.
dXV Iva.

T[. Changed structure, as if Iva.
fir] &amp;lt;=xti

had preceded ;

compare ver. 33.

28. OUTUS is connected by Estius and Alford with &amp;lt;Ls following :

&quot; So . . . as.&quot; This is not forbidden by grammatical considera

tions
;
for in spite of Hermann s rule, that the force of OVTUS is

&quot;

ut

eo confirmentur praecedentia&quot; it is used with reference to what

follows, introduced by ws or wa-n-ep, both in classical writers and in

N.T. Compare TOUS OUTOJS eTriora/jievous eiTretv &amp;lt;Ls ai Sets av uAAos

Swairo (Isocr. ap. Rost and Palm. ZO-TLV yap OVTWS wo-TTfp OVTOS

ewe-ret, Soph. Track. 475, is not a good instance, for OUTWS may
very well be referred to what precedes). And in N.T. i Cor.

iii. 15, OVTW Se &amp;lt;Ls Siu Triyxk : cf. iv. i. But in such cases ourws has

some emphasis on it, and apart from that it yields a better sense

here to take OVTWS as referring to the preceding statement of

Christ s love for the Church. &quot;Even so ought husbands . . .&quot;

If KCLI is read before ot ai/S/aes, as Treg. WH. and RV., the latter

view is alone possible.

The position of
6&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ei\ov&amp;lt;ji.v

varies in the MSS. Xb K L 17 and most have
it before ot dvdpes, A D G P after. The latter group add KO.I before oi dvSpet,
and of the former group B 17. As the position of the verb would hardly be
a reason for inserting A.-CU, it may be presumed to be genuine.

d&amp;gt;s
TO. eauTwc crwjj.aTa. The sense just ascertained for OVTWS

determines this to mean &quot;as being their own bodies
&quot;;

and this

agrees perfectly with what follows :

&quot; he that loveth his own wife

loveth himself.&quot; Moreover, although we speak of a man s love

for himself, we do not speak of him as loving his body or having
an &quot;

affection
&quot;

for it (Alford) ;
and to compare a man s love for his

wife to his love (?) for his
&quot;

body,&quot; would be to suggest a degrad
ing view of the wife, as, indeed, drotius does, saying :

&quot;

sicut

corpus instrumentum animi, ita uxor instrumentum viri ad res

domesticos, ad quaerendos liberos.&quot; Plutarch comes nearer to the

apostle s view : Kparelv Sti TOV dvBpa rijs ywai/co?, ov^ &amp;lt;Ls
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aXX ws ^v^-tjv crojyuaros, crvfLTraOovvTa KCU crvfji7rc(f)VKOTa ry
eiTOia. oJCTTrep ovi/ ooi/xaros ecrrt Ki

/8e&amp;lt;r6ai p:r)
ScwAei ovra rais ^01 cus

aiTov KO.I rats tTrtPfyutais 01 rw ywaiKos up^etv fixfapaivovTa. KIU

Xapio/A6vov (Conj. Praec. p. 422, quoted by Harless). The mean

ing is, Even as Christ loved the Church as that which is His

body, so also should husbands regard their wives as their own

bodies, and love them as Christ did the Church.
6 dycurwc TTJV eaurou yufcuKa eauToy dycnra. This is neither

identical with the preceding nor an inference from it, but rather

an explanation of ws TO. ecurroJv (r^/j-ara. If the latter words meant,
&quot;as they do their own bodies,&quot; they would fall immeasurably
short of this. It is, however, going beyond the bounds of

psychological truth to say that a man s love for his wife is but
&quot;

complying with the universal law of nature by which we all love

ourselves,&quot; or that it
&quot;

is in fact self-love,&quot; whether &quot; a hallowed

phasis
&quot;

of it or not. If it were so, there would be no need to

enforce it by precept. Although the husband s love for his wife

may be compared to what is called his love for himself, inasmuch
as it leads him to regard her welfare as his own, and to feel all

that concerns her as if it concerned himself, the two mental facts

are entirely different in their essence. There is no emotion in

self-love
;

it is the product of reason, not of feeling ;
and it is a

&quot;law&quot; of man s nature, not in the sense of obligation (although there

is a certain obligation belonging to it), but in the sense that it

necessarily belongs to a rational nature. The basis of conjugal
love is wholly different, and is to be found, not in the rational

part of man s nature, but in the affections. The love is reinforced

by reflection, and made firm by the sense of duty ;
but it can

never become a merely rational regard for another s happiness, as
&quot;

self-love
&quot;

is for one s own.
To refer to the stirring remarks of Chrysostom above cited,

when a man gives his life for his wife, is that an exercise of
&quot;

self-love
&quot;

? Surely no more than when a mother gives her life

for her child. There is none of this false philosophy in the

language of St. Paul.

29. TTjf eauToG crdpxa. The word is, no doubt, chosen with

reference to the wupf pta, quoted ver. 31. It is not perhaps
correct, however, to say that it is so chosen instead of o-w/xa, for

it is hardly probable that the apostle would have used o-wp,u in

this connexion in any case. Rather, the whole sentence is sug
gested by the thought of

&amp;lt;rap p.ta.

30. cm fAe Xif) ecr^ey TOIJ aajfAaros auTOu. Rec. adds IK Trjs

crap/cos avrov KCLL CK TWV ocrrewv avrov.

For the insertion are Kc D G L P (K has TOV o-oj/xaros for TWV

ocrreW) nearly all cursive mss., It. Vulg. Syr. (both) Arm., Iren.

Jerome, etc.
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For the omission X* A B 17 6y
2
,
Boh. Eth., Method. Euthal.

Ambrst. and apparently Origen.

It will be seen that the MSS. which omit decidedly outweigh those that

insert. Ellicott speaks of the testimony of X as &quot;divided,&quot; which seems
a singular way of neutralising the evidence of the earlier scribe by that of a

seventh-century corrector.

It is an obvious suggestion that the words might have been omitted by
homoeoteleuton. Reiche, who accepted the words (writing before the dis

covery of
{&amp;lt;), rightly observes that this can hardly be admitted in the case of

so many witnesses. He prefers to suppose that they were omitted in con

sequence of offence being taken at the apparently material conception
presented ;

and some other critics have adopted the same view. The
objection must have been very strong which would lead to such a deliberate

omission. But there is no reason to suppose that the words would have

given offence, especially considering such words as
&quot; a spirit hath not flesh

and bones as ye see Me have,&quot; not to mention &quot;

eating My flesh and drinking
My blood.&quot; Nor do the ancient commentators indicate that any such

difficulty was felt. Irenaeus, after quoting the words, adds: &quot; non de

spiritual! aliquo et invisibili homine dicens haec ; spiritus enim neque ossa

neque carnes habet,&quot; etc. Indeed, an ancient reader would be much more

likely to regard the words as a natural expansion of /teXy TOV cruvxaros CLVTOV.

On the other hand, nothing was more likely than that the words should be
added from recollection of the passage in Genesis, quoted in ver. 31. It is

objected to this, that the words are not quoted with exactness, &quot;bone&quot;

preceding &quot;flesh&quot; in Gen. This is to assume an exactness of memory
which is at least questionable. Once added, the ordinary copyist would, of

course, prefer the longer text.

As to the internal evidence, on careful consideration it will be found

strongly in favour of the shorter text. When Christ is called the Head or

Foundation, and the Church the Body or House, the language is that of

analog) ,
i.e. it suggests, not resemblance of the objects, but of relations

;

Christ in Himself does not resemble a Head or a Foundation-stone, but His
relation to the Church resembles the relation of the head to the body and of

the foundation-stone to the building. But what relation is suggested by the

bones of Christ ? Or if (rciyuaros be understood of the figurative or mystical

body, what conceivable meaning can be attached to the bones thereof?

This fundamental difficulty is not faced by any commentator. While trying
to attach some meaning to the clause, they do not attempt to show any
appropriateness in the language. The utmost that could be said is that the

words express an intimate connexion ; but unless this was a proverbial form of

expression, of which there is no evidence, this, besides losing the force of K,

would leave the difficulty unsolved. Moreover, the clause is so far from

carrying out the /aA?; TOV cr., that it introduces an entirely different figure.
This is disguised in the AV.

Had the words been &quot;of His flesh and of His blood,&quot; we might have
understood them as alluding to the Eucharist ; and it is worth noting that

several expositors have supposed that there is such an allusion ; but the

mention of &quot;flesh and bones&quot; instead of &quot;flesh and blood&quot; is fatal to

this.

The reader may desire to know how the omitted clause has

been interpreted. Chrysostom, in the first instance, explains it

of the incarnation, by which, however, Christ might rather be said

to be &quot;from our flesh.&quot; It is no answer to this to say, with Estius,

&quot;in hac natura ipse caput est,&quot;
which is to change the figure.
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Besides, it is true of all men, not only of Christians, that in this

sense they are of the same flesh as Christ
;
but this again is not

the meaning of IK. Alford says :

&quot; As the woman owed her

natural being to the man, her source and head, so we owe our

spiritual being to Christ, our Source and Head &quot;

;
and similarly

Ellicott, Meyer, etc. Surely a strange way of saying that our

spiritual being is derived from Christ, to say that we are from
His bones ! Others, as above mentioned, interpret of communion
in the Eucharist (so in part Theodoret and Theophylact, also

Harless and Olshausen).
Not without reason did Riickert come to the conclusion that it

was doubtful whether St. Paul had any definite meaning in the

words at all.

31. drrl TOUTOU = i Kev TovTov. Compare the use of CIVTI in

avff ffjv. Then the sense will be : because a man is to love his

wife as Christ the Church. V. Soden, however, takes drrt TOVTOV

to mean &quot;instead of this,&quot;
viz. instead of hating (ver. 29), observ

ing that the conclusion of this verse returns to the main idea there,

i.e. j)
tavrov crdpt;. See on Lk. xii. 3.

KaraXeivj/et acOpanros, K.T.\. A quotation from Gen. ii. 24,

which might have been introduced by
&quot;

as it is written
&quot;

; but with

words so familiar this was needless.

Most commentators interpret this verse of Christ, either

primarily or secondarily. So Jerome :

&quot;

primus vates Adam hoc
de Christo et ecclesia prophetavit ; quod reliquerit Dominus noster

atque Salvator patrem suum Deum et matrem suam coelestem

Jerusalem.&quot;
So many moderns, including Alford, Ellicott, Meyer,

the last mentioned, however, referring the wrords to the Second

Coming, the tense being future. Ellicott thinks this is pressing
the tense unnecessarily, whereas it may have the ethical force of

the future, for which he refers to Winer, 40. 6, whose examples
are wholly irrelevant to Ellicott s purpose. If the passage is inter

preted of Christ it refers to a definite fact, and the future must have
its future sense. Understood of Christ, the expressions av^pwTros
for Christ, and &quot;leave his father and mother,&quot; for &quot;leave His seat

in heaven,&quot; are so strange and so unlike anything else in St. Paul,
that without an express intimation by the writer it is highly un
reasonable so to interpret them. Can we imagine St. Paul writing,
&quot;

Christ will leave His father and His mother and will cleave to

His wife, the Church&quot;? We might not be surprised at such an

expression in a mystical writer of the Middle Ages, but we should

certainly not recognise it as Pauline. It is, if possible, less likely

that he should say the same thing, using av#po)7ros instead of

Xpicrros, and expect his readers to understand him. If the future

is given its proper meaning, the expression
&quot;

leaving His seat at the

right hand of God &quot;

is inappropriate.
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On the other hand, the whole passage treats of the duty of

husbands, the reference to Christ and the Church being introduced

only incidentally for the purpose of enforcing the practical lesson.

It was, indeed, almost inevitable that where St. Paul was so full on
the duty of the husband, he should refer to these words in Genesis
in their proper original meaning. This meaning being so exactly

adapted to enforce the practical precept, to take them otherwise,
and to suppose that they are introduced allegorically, is to break

the connexion, not to improve it.

There are some differences of reading. The articles before

7ra.Tf.pa. and fjLrjrepa are absent in B D* G, and are omitted by
Lachm. and Treg., and bracketed by WH. Tischendorf omitted

them in his yth ed., but restored them in the 8th in consequence
of the added evidence of X. O. TOV is added after -n-arepa in

X c A Dc K L P, Syr-Pesh. Boh. from LXX
;
not in X* B D* G 17,

Vulg. Arm. avrov is added after /^repa in P 47, Vss.

For 7rp6s T-TIV yvvalKa, which is in K B Dc K L, Orig., Ty yvvaiKl is read

by X* A D* G. The readings in the Sept. also vary.

32. TO p,uoTrjpiok TOUTO
fieya eorii

, tyw 8e Xeyu els Xpioroy ica!

els TT)C KK\T]criai .

The second els is om. by B K and some other authorities.

We must first determine the meaning of /Mva-r^piov and of p.eya.

On the former word see on i. 9. It does not mean &quot;a mysterious

thing or
saying,&quot;

&quot; a saying of which the meaning is hidden or

unfathomable.&quot; As Sanday and Headlam observe (Rom. xi. 25),
with St. Paul it is a mystery revealed. Again, as to /^tya, the

English versions not only the incorrect AV., &quot;this is a great

mystery,&quot; but the grammatically correct RV.,
&quot;

this mystery is

great
&quot;

convey the idea that what is said is, that the mysteriousness
is great, or, that the mystery is in a high degree a mystery. This is

not only inconsistent with the meaning of /xucrr^ptoi , assuming, as

it does, that &quot;hiddenness&quot; is the whole of its meaning (for to

speak of a thing as in a high degree a revealed secret would be

unintelligible), but it assigns to /xeya a meaning which does not

belong to it. In English we may speak of great facility, great

folly, simplicity, (-n-oXXrj ^wpia, evr/fleia) ; great ignorance (-n-oAAj;

uyvota) ; great perplexity (iroXXr) a-rropia.} : but /Acyas is not SO

used, for it properly expresses magnitude, not intensity. These

linguistic facts are sufficient to set aside a large number, perhaps
the majority, of interpretations of the clause. The sense must be
of this kind :

&quot; This doctrine of revelation is an important or

profound one.&quot;

What, then, is the ^vrrr-qpiov of which St. Paul thus speaks ?

Some suppose it to be this statement about marriage, which to the

heathen would be new. But this requires us to take Aeyw in the
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sense &quot;

I
interpret,&quot;

or the like, which it does not admit. It is

better to understand it as referring to the comparison of marriage
with union of Christ with the Church. The latter clause, then,

expressly points out that the former does not refer to marriage in

itself, and Aeyw has the same which it frequently has in St. Paul,
&quot;

I mean.&quot;

V. Soden takes TOVTO to refer to what follows :

&quot;

this secret, i.e.

that which I am about to say as the secret sense of this sentence, is

great, but I say it in reference to Christ and the Church,&quot; comparing
i Cor. xv. 51, /AUCTTI^HOV vp2v\eyu&amp;gt;.

This would be very elliptical.

Hatch translates :

&quot;

this symbol (sc. of the joining of husband
and wife into one flesh) is a great one. I interpret it as referring
to Christ and to the Church&quot; (Essays, p. 61).

The rendering of the Vulgate is :

&quot; Sacramentum hoc magnum
est

; ego autem dico in Christo et in ecclesia.&quot; There are several

other places in which //.uo-r^piov is rendered &quot;

sacramentum,&quot; viz.

Eph. i. 9, iii. 3, 9 ;
Col. i. 27 ;

i Tim. iii. 16
;
Rev. i. 20.

It was, however, no doubt, the rendering in this passage which
led to marriage being entitled a sacrament. In an encyclical
of 1832 (quoted by Eadie) occurs the statement, &quot;Marriage is,

according to St. Paul s expression, a great sacrament in Christ and
in the Church.&quot; But the greatest scholars of the Church of Rome
have rejected this view of the present passage. Cardinal Caietan

says :

&quot; Non habes ex hoc loco, prudens lector, a Paulo conjugium
esse sacramentum. Non enim dixit esse sacramentum, sed mys-
terium.&quot; And to the same effect Estius. Erasmus also says :

&quot;

Neque nego matrimonium esse sacramentum, sed an ex hoc
loco doceri possit proprie dici sacramentum quemadmodum
baptismus dicitur, excuti volo.&quot; As to the question whether

marriage is properly to be reckoned a sacrament or not, this is

very much a matter of definition. If sacrament is defined as in

the Catechism of the Churches of England and Ireland and by
other Reformed Churches, it is not, for it was not instituted by
Christ. Even if we take Augustine s definition,

&quot; a visible sign of

an invisible
grace,&quot;

there would be a difficulty. But if every rite

or ceremony which either is, or includes in it, a sign of something
spiritual, is to be called a sacrament, then marriage is well entitled

to the name, especially in view of the apostle s exposition here.

But to draw any inference of this kind from the present passage is

doubly fallacious, for this is not the meaning of //.UO-T^MOV ; and,

secondly, St. Paul expressly states that it is not to marriage that

he applies the term, but to his teaching about Christ and the

Church
; or, according to the interpretation first mentioned, to the

meaning of the verse from Genesis.

33. irX
rjt

KCU. up.eis oi Ka0 ecu ?K&OTO$ TTJC eaurou yu^aiKa OUTWS
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irXriv.
&quot; Howbeit not to dwell on this matter of Christ and the

Church, but to return to what I am treating of .&quot;

/cat v/Aets, ye also, viz. after the pattern of Christ. AV. drops
the KOI, which is important. The precept is individualised by the

e/mo-Tos, so as to bring more home its force for each man. ws

eairrov, as being himself, ver. 28.

r\
8e Y UI/

*]
&quot; l/a 4&amp;gt; P n TCU Tof afSpa. r) ywr) is best taken as a

nom. abs. and &quot; the wife let her
see,&quot;

etc. On
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;o(3-rJTai,

Oecum.

rightly remarks : ws TrpeVei yvvaiKa. (^o/Seto-^ai, /AT) SouAoTrptTraJs.
&quot;

Nunquam enim erit voluntaria subjectio nisi praecedat rever-

entia,&quot; Calvin.

VI. 1-9. Special injunctions to children and fathers, slaves and
masters. Slaves are called on to regard their service as a service

do -ie to Christ ; masters are reminded that they, too, are subject to the

s.ime Master, ivho has no respect ofpersons.
1. TO, reKfa, UTraKouere TOIS yoyeuai.i up.ojf lv Kupiu. ei Ki piw is

omitted by B D* G, but added in s A Dbc K L P, Vulg. Syr. etc.

Origen expressly, who mentions the ambiguity of the construction,
i.e. that it may be either rots eV Kuptco yovevaw or {&quot;Tra/ccn ere lv K.

If the words had been added from Col. iii. 20 they would probably
have come after Sucatoi/. Assuming that the words are genuine, as

seems probable, the latter is the right construction. &quot;In the

Lord,&quot; not as denning the limits of the obedience, lv ots at /AT)

Trpoo-Kpova-ys (TO&amp;gt; Knptw), Chrys., but rather showing the spirit in

which the obedience is to be yielded. It is assumed that the

parents exercise their authority as Christian parents should, and
we cannot suppose that the apostle meant to suggest to the

children the possibility of the contrary.
TOUTO yap eariy StKcuoy, i.e. KCU

&amp;lt;}&amp;gt;vcrei
Sucaioi/ KOI VTTO TOV vofjtov

Tiyjocrrdcro-erai, Theoph. Compare Col. iii. 20. From the children

being addressed as members of the Church, Hofmann infers that

they must have been baptized, since without baptism no one could

be a member of the Church (Schriften, ii. 2, p. 192). Meyer s

reply, that the children of Christian parents were aytoi by virtue of

their fellowship with their parents (i Cor. vii. 14), loses much of its

point in the case of children who were past infancy when their

parents became Christians. But no conclusion as to infant

baptism can be deduced.

2. ^TIS earn.! eyroXT] Trpcorr] ev eTrayye\ia. TJTIS, &quot;for such
is,&quot;

Alf. To translate
&quot;

seeing it is
&quot; would be to throw the motive to

obedience too much on the fact of the promise.

Trpom; lv 7T. has caused difficulty to expositors. The second

commandment has something which resembles a promise attached.

Origen, who mentions this difficulty, replies, first, that all the com
mandments of the Decalogue were -n-pwrai, being given first after the

coming out of Egypt ; or, if this be not admitted, that the promise
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in the second commandment was a general one, not specially
attached to the observance of that precept. The latter reply has

been adopted by most modern commentators. Others have

supposed &quot;first&quot; to mean &quot;first in the second table&quot;; but the

Jews assigned five commandments to each table, as we learn

from Philo and Josephus. See also Lev. xix. 3 and Rom. xiii. 9.

The position of the precept in the former passage and its omission

in the latter agree with this arrangement. In either case this

would be the only commandment with promise. Meyer and
Ellicott suppose, therefore, that it is not the Decalogue alone that

is referred to. Braune and Stier understand Trpwrt] as first in point
of time, namely, the first which has to be learned. Compare Bengel
(not adopting this view) :

&quot; honor parentibus per obedientiam

praesertim praestitus initio aetatis omnium praeceptorum obedi

entiam continet.&quot;

eV e-n-ayYeXia. Ellicott, Meyer, and others take this to mean
&quot;in regard of, or, in point of, promise.&quot; &quot;The first command we
meet with which involves a promise

&quot;

(Ell.). Meyer compares
Diod. Sic. xiii. 37, lv 8e evyeyeia KOU TrAoirra) Trpwro?. But to make
this parallel we should understand the words here :

&quot; foremost in

promise,&quot; i.e. having the greatest promise attached, or, at least,
&quot;

having the advantage in point of promise,&quot; which is not their

interpretation. Chrysostom says : ov rfj raei el-rev avrrjv -n-pwTrjv,

dAAa 777 eVayyeAia. But it is precisely rr) Ta that Ell. and Mey.
make it first, only not of all the commandments. It is better, then,
to take ev (with Alford) as = characterised by, accompanied with,
so that we might translate &quot;with a promise.&quot; But to what

purpose is it to state that this is the first command in order

accompanied with a promise, especially when it would be equally

true, and much to the purpose, to say that it is the only command
with a promise ? On the whole, therefore, remembering that it is

children who are addressed, the interpretation of Stier and Braune
seems preferable. Westcott and Hort give a place in their margin
to a different punctuation, viz. placing the comma after TT/DWTI?, and

connecting eTrayyeAia with Iva.

3. tea eu aoi ylvr]To.i, K.T.\. The text in the Sept. proceeds :

Kal Iva. yiia/cpoxpovios yf-vy CTTI T}S y}s 17? Kvpios 6 0eos crov 8i8a&amp;gt;cri trot.

The latter words are probably omitted purposely as unsuitable to

those addressed. The future Zo-y is to be regarded as dependent
on iva, a construction which is found elsewhere in St. Paul, as

I Cor. IX. 1 8, ivo. dSciTravov $^crw TO tvayy. : Gal. ii. 4, iva.
r)jj.a&amp;lt;s

KaraSouAwo-ouo-tv. In Rev. xxii. 14 we have future and conjunctive,

just as in classical writers future and conjunctive are used after

OTTWS. It is possible that la-y is used here because there was no
aor. conj. of the verb. In the passage referred to in Rev. the
future is

12
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4. KOI ol im-repes. ai marks that the obligation was not all

on the side of the children. So *cu ot Kvpioi, ver. 9. Trarepe?,

&quot;patres potissimum alloquitur, nam hos facilius aufert iracundia,&quot;

Bengel. /AT) Trapopyi^cre, Col. iii. 21, /AT) epe^t^ere, &quot;Do not
irritate.&quot;

ec ircuSeia. Kal couOeuia Kupiou. TratSeta occurs only in one
other place in St. Paul, viz. 2 Tim. iii. 16, TrScra ypa^rj . . .

ax^eAi/AOS . . . Trpos TratSetai/ TT)V ev StKaioo-vvfl. The verb TraiSeuw

also, although used of chastening in i Cor. xi. 32 ;
2 Cor. vi. 9, is

employed in a wider sense in 2 Tim. ii. 25 ;
Tit. ii. 12. There is

no sufficient reason, then, for supposing that the two substantives

here are distinguished, as Grotius thinks :

&quot;

TratSeta hie significare
videtur institutionem per poenas : vovOeo-ia autem est ea institutio

quae fit verbis,&quot; followed by Ellicott and Alford. Rather, TraiSeia

is, as in classical writers, the more general, vov9ea-ta more specific,
of instruction and admonition. vovdecria is a later form for

vovfleTT/o-ts. Kuptov is not &quot;

concerning the Lord,&quot; as Theodoret,
etc., a meaning which the genitive after such a word as vovO. can

hardly have, but the subjective genitive ;
the Lord is regarded as

the guiding principle of the education.

5. ol SouXoi, uiraKouere TOIS Kara o-cipKa Kupiois. This is the

order in X A B P, etc. Rec. has rots Kvptoi? Kara crap/ca.

Bengel thinks that K. o-ap/ca is added, because after the mention
of the true Kvpio-s it was not fitting to use /ci ptot without qualifica
tion. In Col. iii. 22 a sentence intervenes, but still the reason

holds good, for o Kupios was their Kvpios also Kara irvev/jLa.

Sto-TTOT^s is the word used for the master of slaves in the Pastorals

and i Peter.

fxera 4&amp;gt;6j3ou
Kal TpojAou. These words are similarly associated

in i Cor. ii. 3 ;
2 Cor. vii. 15; Phil. ii. 12, expressing only anxious

solicitude about the performance of duty, so that there is no
allusion to the hardness of the service. In Col. iii. 22 it is

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;o/3ov-

/itvot TOV Kvpiov.

iv dirXoT7]Ti rfjs KapSias. The word a-rrXoTrjs is used several

times by St. Paul (by him only in the N.T.), and always indicates

singleness and honesty of purpose, sometimes showing itself in

liberality. (See Fritzsche s note on Rom. xii. 8, vol. iii. p. 62.)
Here the meaning is the obvious one, there was to be no double-

heartedness in their obedience, no feeling of reluctance, but

genuine heartiness and goodwill. IW yap /cat /JLCTO. (&amp;gt;6(3ov
/cat rpo/tou

8ov\(vciv, dAA OVK ef 6^0109, dAXa Kaxovpyws, Oecum.
as TW Xpiorw, as ws TW Kupiw, v. 22,

&quot; so that your service to

your master is regarded as a service to Christ.&quot;

6.
fjiT)

KUT
64&amp;gt;0aX|j.o8ouXtav.

&quot; Not in the way of
o&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;6.&quot;

The
word is not found elsewhere except in Col. iii. 22, and may have

been coined by St. Paul. The adjective o&amp;lt;$aA/xoSovAos is found
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in the Apost. Constit., but with reference to this passage (i. p.

299 A, ed. Cotel.). The meaning is obvious.

ws dyOpwirdpeo-Koi. This word is not found in classical writers
;

it occurs in the Sept., Ps. lii. (liii.)
6

;
not as a rendering of our

Hebrew text. It is also found in Psalt. Sol. iv. 8, 10. This is the

opposite of (Ls TW Xpio-Tw as well as of the following words.

dXV ds SouAoi Xpicrrou TroiouyTes TO 0eXr|jj.a TOU 0eou. TOV before

Xptcrrov rests on insufficient authority, D K L, etc., against N D*
(! L P, etc. Not subordinate to the following clause, as if it were

&quot;as servants who are
doing,&quot; etc., for the words are clearly in

contrast to the preceding, and TTOIOWTCS TO 6i\. has much more
force if taken as a separate character. .

6, 7. CK
&amp;lt;J/uxTJ9 P.T euvoias SouXeuorres cos TW Kupicu. IK i^v^ij^

may be connected either with what precedes or with what follows.

The latter connexion (adopted by Syr. Chrys. Jerome, Lachm. Alf.

WH.) seems preferable, for TTOIOWTC? TO fleA^/xa TOV &fov does not

require such a qualification, nor is there any tautology in taking
CK

if/,
with the following, for these words express the source in the

feeling of the servant towards his work
; /LUT cwota? his feeling

towards his master (Harless). Compare Raphel s apt quotation
from Xen. : OVKOVV evvoiav TrpoiTOv, e^r/v eyw, Secret avrov [TOV eTTt-

TpoTTor] Xetv crot Ka^ TO S
&quot;o^5 ^ /^eAAoi dp/cecretv O.VTI crov Trapwv. (Oecon.

xii. 5). Treg. puts a comma after euvotas, \VH.. after SovAeiiovTes.

ws before TO) Kuptw rests on preponderant evidence, N A B D*
G P, Vulg. Syr. It is omitted by Dc K L. Internal evidence is

in its favour, since SovA. TCO K. would be tautologous with

8. elSoTes OTI eKao&quot;Tos o a,v TTOI^O-T] dyaOov, TOUTO
KO[u&amp;lt;reTai irapa,

Kupiou.

There is great uncertainty as to the reading.
8n Macros 8 SLV (or tav) Troiria-y, A D G P 17 37, Vulg. Arm.
8rt ^KaffTos edv TL, B, Petr. Alex.

6rt edv TI ^/caaros, L* 46 115-
8 4a.v TI eKatrros TTOI^O-TJ, L** and most cursives. This is the Rec. Text.

bn (probably to be read 5 TI) av TrotTjcrr;, X*, corrected by tf
c
by the

insertion of & before dv.

There are minor variations.

The best supported reading is that first mentioned, which is adopted by
Treg. and Tisch. 8 ; but Meyer and Ellicott think the Rec. better explains
the others. WH. adopt the reading of B.

In the reading of Rec. the relative is to be understood as separated from
TJ by tmesis. Cf. Plato, Legg. ix. 864 E, T)V &v nva. /cara/SXdi/ T;.

Ko/jLifferai, K A B D* G, is better attested than the Rec. Ko/ouetrcu. TOV

also of Rec. before Ki ptou is rejected on the authority of all the chief

uncials.

is to receive back, as, for example, a deposit, hence
here it implies an adequate return. Compare 2 Cor. v. 10, tva

KO/jiL(T7]TaL Kao~TOS TO. Sia TOV o~Gj/xa.TOS, and Col. iii. 25.
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This lesson to slaves is equally a lesson for all kinds of service,

as the following for all masters.

9. KCU ol KU PIOI. See on /ecu, ver. 4.

T&amp;lt;X aura iroieiTe. I.e. act in a similar manner, in the same

spirit. De Wette refers it to dyadov. The Greek comm. pressed
TO. aura as if it meant 8ovX(verf. avTots.

dyieVres TTJV aTretX-qc.
&quot;

Giving up your threatening.&quot; The article

indicates the well known and familiar threatening,
&quot;

quemadmodum
vulgus dominorum solet,&quot; Erasmus.

eiSoTes, K.T.\. Wetstein cites a remarkable parallel from Seneca,

T/iyesf. 607, &quot;Vos, quibus rector maris atque terrae Jus dedit

magnum necis atque vitae, Ponite inflates tumidosque vultus.

Quicquid a vobis minor extimescit, Major hoc vobis dominus
minatur ! Omne sub regno graviore regnum est.&quot;

Kai avToiv Kal vfxaiv is supported by preponderant authority, X* (eavruv)
A B D*, Vulg. Boh. Arm., Petr. Alex. etc. Dc G have Kal avrCiv vfj.uv; K
and most cursives, Kal V/JL&V avrCiv. Meyer thinks the mention of slaves

(avr&v) here appeared unsuitable, partly in itself and partly in comparison
with Col. iv. I. Whether this be a correct account of the causes of the

variation, it cannot be doubted that the reading attested by the best MSS.
here is the more forcible, expressing, not merely the fact that

&quot;ye
also

have a Master,&quot; but that both you and they are subjects of the same Master.

like Trpoo-wTToA^/zTm??, and the verb

e
o), is found only in N.T. and ecclesiastical writers. The

expression -n-poo-co-n-ov Aa/A/3aVeo/ has a different meaning in the N.T.

from that which it had in the O.T. In the latter it only meant to

show favour, in the former it is to show partiality, especially on
account of external advantages.

10-12. Exhortation to prepare for the spiritual combat by

arming themselves with the panoply of God, remembering that they
have to do with no mere mortalfoes, but with spiritualpowers.

10. TOU Xoiirou. So N* A B 17.

TO AoiTroV. Nc D G K L P, Chrys. etc.

Meyer points out that B 17 have SwapovaOe instead of tvS., a variation

which Meyer thinks may have arisen from a confusion of the N of \onrov

with the N of eV5w. , thus pointing to the reading XotTroV. Properly, TOV

AOITTOU means &quot;henceforth, for the future,&quot; Gal. vi. 17, in which sense TO

\onrbv may also be used ;
but the latter alone is used in the sense for the

rest,&quot;
Phil. iii. I, iv. 8 ;

2 Thess. iii. I. As the latter is the meaning here,
we should expect TO \our6i&amp;gt;.

dSeX&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ot (AOU is added in Rec. before evSw., with S c K L P, most

cursives, Syr. (both) Boh., but om. by N* BD 17, Arm. Aeth.

A G, Vulg. Theodoret have dSeA^ot without /*ou. It has probably
come in by assimilation to other passages in which TO \onr6v

occurs (see above). St. Paul does not address his readers thus in

this Epistle.
&quot;Be strengthened.&quot; Cf. Rom. iv. 20. Not



VI. 11, 12] THE PANOPLY OF GOD iSl

middle but passive, as elsewhere in N.T. (Acts ix. 22
;
Rom. iv. 20

;

2 Tim. ii. i
; Heb. xi. 34). The active occurs Phil. iv. 23 ;

i Tim.
i. 12; 2 Tim. iv. 17. The simple verb

&amp;lt;Wa//.ow,
which B 17 have

here, is used in Col. i. 1 1 ,and according to N* A D* in Heb. xi. 34.

IvSwafAovcrOai occurs once in the Sept. Ps. li. (lii.) 7 rather in a bad
sense. There is no reason why a verb which occurs once in the

Sept. and several times in the N.T. should be said to be &quot;

peculiar
to the Alexandrian Greek.&quot;

KO.I iv TW Kpdrei rfjs locoes O.UTOU. Not a hendiadys. Compare
i. 19.

11. eySucmafle rr\v irai OTrXiai TOO 0eou.
&quot; Put on the panoply of

God.&quot; TravoTrAta occurs also in Luke xi. 22. The emphasis is

clearly on -n-av. not on TOV &eov. Observe the repetition in ver. 1 3,
&quot; of God,&quot; i.e. provided by God, otTrao-iv SiaW^a rr/v /^aa-tXiKT/j/ irav-

Teu^iav, Theodoret. There is no contrast with other armour, nor

is 7ra.vo7rA.ia. to be taken as merely =
&quot;

armatura.&quot; The complete
ness of the armament is the point insisted on. St. Paul was, no

doubt, thinking of the Roman soldiery, as his readers also would,

although the Jewish armour was essentially the same. Polybius
enumerates as belonging to the Roman Trai/oTrAia, shield, sword,

greaves, spear, breastplate, helmet. St. Paul omits the spears, and
adds girdle and shoes, which, though not armour, were an essential

part of the soldier s dress.

irpds TO 8ui/ao-0cu.
&quot; To the end that ye may be able.&quot;

o-n}va&amp;lt;.

Trpo s,
&quot;

to hold your ground against,&quot; an expression suited to the

military figure.

Tas p-eOoSeias. Cf. iv. 14. The plural expresses the concrete

workings of the /xefloSeia. We can hardly press it as specially

appropriate to the military metaphor and = &quot;

stratagems.&quot;

12. OTl OUK eO Tl.l ^piv f\ TTaXt] TTpOS CUflO, KO.I CJClpKCl.

iliuv, with ^ A D K L P and most mss. and Vss.

iifuv, B D* G, Goth. Aeth., adopted by Lach., and admitted to the

margin by Treg. and WH. The second person would very readily occur to

a scribe, the whole context being in the second person.

fj -rrdXrj.
&quot; Our wrestling.&quot; The word is suitable to

7iy&amp;gt;o? al/xa
KO.I o-., but not to the struggle in which the Traj/orrAta is required.
The word is indeed found in a more general sense (see Ellicott),
but only in poetry, as &quot;

wrestling
&quot;

also might be used in our own
tongue. But as the word is here used to describe what the

struggle is not, it is most natural to supply a more general word,
such as 17 /x,ax?7 or //a^ertov, in the following clause, according to

an idiom frequent in Greek writers.

alfxa KCU o-apKd, in this order here only. Jerome understands
this of our own passions ;

but that would be Trpos TT;J/ crap/ca without

alfia. Moreover, the contrast is clearly not between foes within

and foes without, but between human and superhuman powers.
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irp&s TOIS dpx&amp;lt;is, irpos ras e^ouaias. See on i. 21.

irpos TOUS Koo-fioKparopas.
&quot;

World-rulers.&quot; The word /cooy/.oKpa-

T(Dp occurs in the Orphica (viii. n, xi. n), and is used by the

Schol. on Aristoph. Nub. 397, Secray^wo-is 6 /yacrtAevs TOJV AiyuTrnW
Koa-p.oKpa.Twp yeyovws. It frequently occurs in Rabbinical writers

(transliterated), sometimes of kings whose rule was world-wide, as

&quot;tres reges Koo-//,oKpaTope?, dominatores ab extremitate mundi ad
extremitatem ejus, Nebucadnesar, Evilmerodach, Belsazar

&quot;

(Shir
Rab. iii. 4, ap. Wetst.

) ;
also of the four kings whom Abraham

pursued (Bereshith Rabba, fol. 57. i). These are so called to add

glory to Abraham s victory. Also the angel of death is so called,

and by the Gnostics the Devil (Iren. i. i). In the Test. XII Patr.,
Test. Sol. the demons say : ^/A^rs eoyxev TO. Aeyo/icvo, crroi^fLa, ol

KO(TfjLOKpa.Tope&amp;lt;s
TOV Koa-fj-ov TOVTOV. It appears, therefore, that it

differs from &quot;

rulers
&quot;

in implying that their rule extends over the

KoVjuos. Schoettgen supposes that St. Paul means the Rabbis and
Doctors of the Jews, and he cites a passage from the Talmud
where it is argued that the Rabbis are to be called kings ;

he also

compares Acts iv. 26. But the context appears to be decisive

against such a view. The contest is clearly a spiritual one. Com
pare the designation of Satan as 6 eos TOV atwvos TOVTOV, 2 Cor.

iv. 4 ;
6 ap^wv TOV KOO-/J.OV TOVTOV, John xiv. 30.

TOU (TKOTOUS TOIJTOU.

So, without TOV cuwvo?, K* A B D* G 17 672, Vulg. Boh. Syr-
Pesh. and Hard, (text), etc.

After ffK&rovs, TOV al&vos is added by tf
* D K L P most mss. The

words were not likely to be omitted because they seemed superfluous or diffi

cult to explain ;
and an omission from homoeoteleuton is not to be supposed

in the face of so many documents. They might, on the contrary, have been
added as a gloss, the phrase (TKbrovs TOUTOV being rare.

irpos Ta irveu/jiaTiKa TT]S Tronrjptas.
&quot;

Against the spirit forces of

wickedness,&quot; which belong to or are characterised by 7rovr;pia.

RV. has &quot;hosts of wickedness.&quot; So Alford, Ellicott, Meyer, com

paring TO iTTTriKoV, &quot;the cavalry,&quot; Rev. ix. 16; TO TTO\LTIKOV, Herod,

vii. 103; TU Ar/o-TpiKa, Polyaen. v. 14. 141. But these are not

really parallel; i-n-n-tKov, primarily meaning &quot;appertaining to l-mmi,&quot;

hence &quot;equestrian,&quot;
was naturally used for brevity to designate the

cavalry of an army, as Tre^t/m the infantry, just like our &quot; horse and
foot.&quot; Thus Polyb. xv. 3. 5, Avvi/?as e\\fLiru&amp;gt;v TOIS MTTriKots,

&quot;

in

the matter of cavalry
&quot;

;
ib. xviii. 5. 5, An-tuAoi . . . KO.& oo-ov Iv

TOIS TTC^IKOIS cAAtTrcts tlcri . . . KCLTO. TOCTOVTOV Tots tTTTTi/cots oiacfre-

povcri Trpos TO ftf.\.Tiov TWV aAAwr EAAr/rwv : ib. iii. 114. 5, TO TWV

iTTTrtKoJv 7rAry$os TO (n /XTrav Tot5 Kap^rjoovioi^ eis [J-vpiovs. ... In

Rev ix. 1 6 we have o aptfylOS TU&amp;gt;V frTpaTeu/xaTwv TOU nririKOV. But

irvev/jbaTtKov never had such a signification, nor would its etymology
lead us to expect that it could be so used

;
for it does not mean



VI. 12] THE PANOPLY OF GOD 183

what relates to Trvci /uara, but to TO Trvev/xa. It would be almost as

reasonable to conclude from the use of the English &quot;horse&quot;

and &quot;foot,&quot;
that

&quot;spirit&quot;
could be used for a host of spirits, as to

draw a like conclusion about Trrer/xaTiKa from the use of l-n-iriKa., etc.

Moreover, TO. wren/fa does not mean &quot; hosts or armies
&quot;

of horses or

of horsemen
; and, if we were to follow the analogy of its meaning,

we should interpret TO. TTV. TT)S TTOV. as = the Trvev/AaTiKov constituent

of Troj T/pia. TU Ar/o-Tpi/ca, too, does not mean &quot;bands of robbers,&quot;

but of &quot;pirate ships,&quot;
which are themselves called A^o-TptKui ,

Polyaenus, v. 14. 141 ;
and TO TroAmKoV, in Herod, vii. 103, means

that part of the population which consists of TroAiVat. This word,
like ITTTTI/COV, used in such a connexion as it has there, at once

conveys this meaning. But to give 7rvv/mca here the meaning
&quot;

spiritual armies, or hosts,&quot; is to depart wholly from the ordinary
use of the word.

Giving up, therefore, this rendering as untenable, we may trans

late
&quot;

the spiritual forces, or elements of wickedness.&quot;

ev TOIS eiroupcuaois is connected by Chrysostom with 17 WA?/
IcrTLV. Thus : ev Tots 7r.

r/ ^-O-X^I KeLTat . . . cos av i eAeyev, ^

a-wdr/K-r) Iv rivi KCITOU : ev xpuo-w, i.e. our contest is for the heavenly

blessings, and so Theodoret, Oecum. al. But in the illustration

cited it is the connexion with Ken-cu that makes this sense possible ;

the idea is
&quot;

rests in, or depends on,&quot;
which does not suit

rj -jroXt]

The view generally adopted by modern expositors is that TO. lir.

means the seat of the evil spirits or spiritual hosts referred to,

corresponding to the TOU depos of ii. 2. As Alford expresses it,

that habitation which in ii. 2, when speaking of mere matters of

fact, was said to be in the arjp, is, now that the difficulty and im

portance of the Christian conflict is being set forth, represented as

cv TOIS CTT. over us and too strong for us without the panoply of

God. He compares TO. Trereiva TOV ovpavov, Matt. vi. 26. This
comment seems to amount to this, that these spiritual hosts dwell

in the air
;
but to impress us the more with the difficulty of the

combat, the air is called
&quot;

heaven.&quot; There is, however, no proof
that TO. cTroupavia meant the atmosphere, and this is not the mean

ing of the word elsewhere, e.g. i. 3, 20, ii. 6.

The view of Eadie, a/., is that TO. CTT. means the celestial spots

occupied by the Church, and in them this combat is to be

maintained, &quot;These evil spirits have invaded the Church, are

attempting to pollute, divide, and overthrow it.&quot; Barry, while

adopting the former view of TO. CTT., yet adds that the meaning
points to the power of evil as directly spiritual, not acting through
physical and human agency, but attacking the spirit in that higher

aspect in which it contemplates heavenly things and ascends to the

communion with God.
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In the Book of the Secrets of Enoch, which is pre-Christian, and

perhaps as early as B.C. 30, we have &quot;a scheme of the seven

heavens which, in some of its prominent features, agrees with that

conceived by St. Paul. Paradise is situated in the third heaven

as in 2 Cor. xii. 2, 3, whereas, according to later Judaism, it be

longed to the fourth heaven. In the next place the presence of

evil in some part of the heavens is recognised. Thus, in Eph.
vi. 12, we meet with the peculiar statement, Against the spiritual

hosts of wickedness in the heavens &quot;

(Morfill and Charles, p. xl).

Charles points out other parallels between the Epistle and the

Book of the Secrets of Enoch ; e.g. Eph. iii. 10, iv. 10, 25 (pp. xxii,

xli) ;
and the possibility that the present passage has been in

fluenced by these speculations must be admitted.

13-18. Detailed description of the spiritual armour.

13. iv rfj TJfj-epa rfj -novr]pa.
&quot; The evil

day,&quot;
the day of the

power of evil, when the conflict is most severe, &quot;any day of which
it may be said, this is your hour, and the power of darkness,

&quot;

Barry. Meyer understands it as referring to the great outbreak of

Satanic power expected to occur before the second coming.
airavra Karepydo-a/xcvot ;

Oecum. and Theoph. take this to mean
&quot;

having overcome
all,&quot;

AV. marg. ;
but although the verb has this

sense occasionally in classical writers, or rather &quot;

to despatch, to

finish,&quot;

&quot;

conficere,&quot; it never has it in St. Paul, who uses it twenty
times. This would not be decisive if this meaning were more
suitable here. But the conflict is perpetual in this world, it is

ever being renewed. On the other hand, we cannot without

tautology understand this clause as merely expressing preparation
for the combat. KaTepyueo-$at, too, means to accomplish a

difficult work : &quot;notat rem arduam,&quot; Fritzsche, and could hardly be
used of mere arming for the fight. It appears, then, to mean

having done all that duty requires, viz. from time to time. The

Vulgate (not Jerome) has &quot;omnibus
perfecti,&quot; or, in some MSS.,

&quot;in omnibus
perfecti,&quot; following, as some think, the reading

KareipyaoyAeVoi. A has KaTepycur/neVot, doubtless a mistake for

KarepycKra/xevoi, not meant for KaTeipyaoyxe rot. crrr/vat, opposed to

&amp;lt;euyeii ,

&quot; hold your ground.&quot;

14. oTTJTe ouy. This a-rrfTf. cannot be taken in the same sense

as the preceding, otherwise we should have the end there aimed at,

here assumed as already attained when the arming begins.
In the following details of the figure, each part of the equip

ment has its appropriate interpretation, which, however, must not
be pressed too minutely. In the case of the breastplate and the

helmet, St. Paul follows Isa. lix. 17, eveSvo-a.ro StKatooaVr/v ws

OuipaKa, KOU Trepie^ero 7rept/ce&amp;lt;^)aXatov (Tu&amp;gt;Tf]pLOv
ITTL T/S K&amp;lt;^aA^?, but

the remainder of Isaiah s description was unsuitable, viz. KO.L

IfiaTiov e/cSiK^crews KOL TO TrepiySoAatov ryAou. The
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figure of Isaiah is more fully carried out in Wisd. v. 18, 20,

Aryi/ erat TravoTrAtav rbv ,fjXov avrov . . . evSuVerat Owpaxa SIKCUO-

(Tvvrjv, KOL Trcpi^crerai KopvOa Kpurtv avvrroKpi/rov. Xr/if/tTai dcrTrtSa

a.KaTafj.d^r]TOv ocrioT^TO, 6vvti Se airoTO^ov opyrjv eis poyx^atav. In

Isa. xi. 5, 8iKaioo-vvr) and dA/^eia are both girdles.

irepi^uo-dfiei Oi TTJK oa^uK UJAWI Iv d\Y]0eia. The aoristS are

properly used, since the arming was complete before the o-r^re.

The present would mean that they were to be arming themselves

when they took up their position, which would be rather a mark of

unpreparedness. The girdle was a necessary part of the equipment
of a soldier to make rapid movement possible ; and, indeed, was

commonly used to support the sword, though not in Homeric
times. But there is no reference to that use here, the sword being
not referred to until ver. 17. tv dAr/fleia, &amp;lt;h/, instrumental, &quot;with&quot;

;

&quot;

truth,&quot; not the objective truth of the gospel, which is the sword,
ver. 1 7, but truth in its widest sense as an element of character.

Compare ch. v. 9.

TOC OoijpaKa rf]s SiKaioaucTjs, genitive of apposition. SLK., as in

ch. v. 9, Christian uprightness of character, which like a breast

plate defends the heart from the assaults of evil. Eadie (with

Harless, /.) understands it of the righteousness of faith, i.e.

Christ s justifying righteousness, remarking that the article has a

special prominence. But the article is used in accordance with

the ordinary rule, OwpaKa having the article. The faith by which
this justification is attained is mentioned in ver. 16. That no
Christian possesses entire rectitude is not an objection, the breast

plate is not faultlessness, which would, in fact, be inconsistent with

the figure, but the actual Tightness of character wrought by Christ.

15.
uTro8T)&amp;lt;rdfivoi TOUS ir68as, no doubt referring to the &quot;

cal-

igae
&quot;

of the Roman soldier.

iv eToijjiao-ia. The more classical form is eroiynor^s, but

Hippocr. has erot/Aao-ta. The word occurs in the Sept. in the

sense of &quot;preparedness&quot; (Ps. ix. 41, x. 17), but more frequently
as representing the Hebrew ,i3, which they rendered according

to their view of its etymology, not its meaning. It is quite
erroneous to interpret it here by this use, or rather misuse, of it, as

some expositors have done, taking it, for example, to mean &quot;

vel

constantiam in tuenda religione Christi, vel religionem adeo ipsam
certain illam quidem et fundamento cui insistere possis, similem,&quot;

Koppe. This is also against the figure. Shoes are not the firm

foundation on which one stands, but we may compare with them
the readiness of mind with which one advances to the conflict, and
which is wrought by the gospel rov eiay. It is not preparation to

preach the gospel that is meant, for the apostle is addressing all

Christians
; and, moreover, this interpretation does not agree with,

the figure.
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njs eipr)CT]s, peace with God and amongst men, see ch. ii. 17 ;

an oxymoron, av TO&amp;gt; oia/3o\w TroAe/Aw/xei eipryi/ei oyu.ev TT/DOS TOV eoV,

Chrys.
16. eV TTCUTIC. So S B P 17, a!., Cat. text, Vulg. Boh. Syr-Harcl.

Aeth.

eVi TrScriv, A D G K L most cursives, Syr-Pesh. Arm. etc.

There is a similar variety in Luke xvi. 26, where X B L Boh. read tv,

but A D X A al. (iri. This alone is sufficient to set aside Ellicott s suggestion
that tv here was a correction for the ambiguous diri. Meyer thinks it was
substituted as the more common.

If cTrt is read it is not to be rendered &quot;above
all,&quot;

AV. Beza,
nor &quot;over

all,&quot;
but &quot;in addition to

all&quot;;
cf. Luke iii. 20, Trpoa-cdrjKf

KOI TOVTO C7TI TTU.Cn.

TOV SupeoV. #upeos is used in Homer of a great stone placed

against a door to keep it shut. In later writers, Plutarch, Polybius,

etc., it means a large oblong shield,
&quot;

scutum,&quot; according to Polyb.

4 ft. by 2^, differing from the doTris, which was small and round.

But in Wisdom, quoted above, oo-um?? is the UO-TTIS or &quot;

clypeus.&quot;

St. Paul s purpose, however, is different, and he is describing a

heavy armed warrior well furnished for defence.

rfjs morews, genitive of apposition. Only where faith is weak
does the enemy gain access. In i Thess. v. 8 faith and love are

the breastplate.
lv w SuKrjaeo-Se. The future is properly used, not because the

combat does not begin until the day of the great future conflict

with evil, but because the whole duration of the fight is contem

plated. At all times ye shall be able, etc.

TO, jSeXr] TOU Tronrjpou TO. ir-eTrupwfitVa crp&rai. The figure alludes

to the darts or arrows tipped with tow dipped in pitch and set on

fire, mentioned, for example, in Herod, viii. 52. Some of the

older interpreters (Hammond, a/.) understood the word to mean

poisoned, the word &quot;

fiery
&quot;

being used with reference to the

sensation produced ;
but this is contrary to the grammatical mean

ing of the word. &quot;

Fiery darts
&quot;

is a suitable figure for fierce

temptations ; beyond this there is no need to go.

o-ftea-aL is appropriate, since the shields alluded to were of wood
covered with leather, in which when the arrow fixed itself the fire

would go out. So Thucydides tells us of hides being used for this

very purpose (ii. 75).

rd is omitted by B D* G, and bracketed by Treg. and WH. ; omitted by
Lachm. If omitted, the interpretation would be &quot;fire tipped as they are.&quot;

The authority for omission is small ; but the insertion would be more easily
accounted for than the accidental omission.

17. KCU TTJC TrepiK&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;aXaiaf
TOU aamjpiou Seao-0e. This verse IS

separated from ver. 16 by a full stop in RV. as well as by Lachm.

Tisch., not Treg. WH. But though the construction is changed,
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as in i. 22, this is only a result of the rapidity of thought for which

a strict adherence to the participial construction might be a

hindrance. The same vividness of conception leads the writer to

put rrjv TreptK. first.

2wT?7pioj/ is not used elsewhere by St. Paul
;
here it is taken

with the preceding word from the Sept. Theodoret understands

it as masculine, referring to Christ; and so Bengel, &quot;salutaris, i.e.

Christi
&quot;

;
but this is refuted by the parallel, i Thess. v. 8, where

the TreptK. is the hope of salvation. Soden thinks that in that

passage the apostle purposely corrects the o-om^nov of the Sept.

Kcu. TTjy fidxaipac TOU Trt eufiaros. This cannot well be a genitive
of apposition, since the following clause explains the sword as p%/,a

eoi). Olshausen, indeed, and Soden, take the relative o as refer

ring to TTvevyaaros. They understand the writer as speaking of the

Holy Spirit in relation to man, as finding expression in the word
of God. But there is no parallel for thus calling the Spirit p^/m
eou. It is much more natural to interpret TOD irv. as

&quot; which is

given by the Spirit
&quot;

;
nor is there any difficulty in taking this

genitive differently from the others, since this alone is a genitive
of a personal name. Chrysostom suggests the alternative : T/TOI TO

Ilvetym (f&amp;gt;r]criv, r/rot iv rfj Trvfv/jiaTLK-fj /xa^atpa (or JJTOL TO ^aptcr/m TO

Ov, Sta yap 7n/eup.cm/o}s yua^atpa?, K.T.A..).

pT]fia 0eoG. Compare Heb. iv. 12,6 Aoyos TOU eov . . .

To/xorrepo? vTrep Tracrav //.a^atpai/ dtcrTO/jiOv.

Seuo-$e.
&quot;

Accipite, oblatum a Domino,&quot; Bengel.
A D c K L, etc., read 5ea&amp;lt;T0cu, perhaps only by itacism. The verb is

omitted by D* G, al.

18. 810, -nrcurris irpoaeuxrjs K&amp;lt;X! Se^aews, K.T.\. These words
are best taken with the principal imperative crrr/re, not simply with

the previous clause, for Truo-Tys and iv iravrl Katpw would not agree
with the momentary act Beao-6e, which is itself subordinate to

&quot; With all prayer, i.e. prayer of every form.&quot;

and 8070-19 differ in this respect, that the former is

used only of prayer, whether supplication or not, to God, while

oVr/o-ts means
&quot;

request,&quot;
and may be addressed to either God or

man. Here, then, we may say that -n-p. expresses that the prayer
is addressed to God, and 8., that it involves a request. Compare
Phil. iv. 6, ev TravTi TYJ Trpoo-euxf} /cat TTJ Se /ycret, and see on Lk. i. 13.

iv trai Tl Kaipui corresponds with the aSiaAetVrws -n-poa-fv^ea-Oai of

i Thess. v. 1 7.

iv ni/eufiaTi. &quot;In the
Spirit&quot; (cf. Jude 21) not = eK

t/a&amp;gt;x??9,
for

which interpretation St. Paul s usage supplies no justification,

besides which it was not necessary to say that the prayer was to be
from the heart. Chrysostom supposes eV irv. to be in contrast to

/2a.TToAoytu/s, which is also open to the objection that he who has put
on the specified armour must be assumed not to pray iv

y
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Kal els cturo.
&quot;

Thereunto,&quot; i.e. to the Trpoo-etn(oyu,erot ev TT. K.

ev TTV.

Rec. has TOVTO after avrb, with D J K, etc. ; but O.VTO alone, NAB (D*
G, avrbv). The frequent occurrence of avrb TOVTO in St. Paul accounts for

the insertion.

eV irdcrT] irpocrKapTeprjcrei. Compare Col. iv. 2, rrj

rpOfT/caprepetTe, yp^/yoporvres ev a.vrrj ev ev^apitma,
&quot;

keeping
watch,&quot; or &quot;being watchful&quot;; cf. Mark xiii. 33, dypuTrveire Kal

Trpocrev^eo-Oe : ib. 35, ypi/yopetre : Luke xxi. 36, dypvTrveire iv Travri

/caipo) 8eo/x,evot, K.T.A..

ilpoo-Kaprep^o-is is not found elsewhere, but the verb Trpoo-Kap-

Tepeaj is frequent both in classical writers and N.T. always with the

sense of continued waiting on, attention to, adherence, etc. Cf.

Acts ii. 42, TYJ 8i8a\YJ : ib. 46, ev TO! tepw : viii. 13, TO! &amp;lt;J&amp;gt;tAtTrTru&amp;gt; :

Mark iii. 9, fvo. TrAotaptov Trpoa-Kapreprj aura) : Rom. xii. 12, Trpoo-ev^r] :

ib. xiii. 6, eis auro TOVTO. It is clear, then, that Alford is not justi

fied in rendering it
&quot;

importunity
&quot;

in order to avoid a hendiadys.

Practically, there is a hendiadys.

irepl Trcirrwf TWC ayidiv, Kal uirep e/jiou. ai, introducing a special

case, see ch. v. 18. Harless and Eadie distinguish Trept here from
VTTCP, regarding the latter as more vague.

&quot;

They could not know
much about all saints, and they were to pray about them.&quot; Eadie

admits, however, that such a distinction cannot be uniformly
carried out. Meyer, to prove the prepositions synonymous, quotes
Dem. Phil. ii. p. 74, /AT) Trept TWV BLKCLLMV ju^S vrrep TWV eo&amp;gt;

7rpayyU.aTo&amp;gt;v

eTvai rryv ySovAryv, dAA VTrep TWV ev TT^ X^P 1? ^u^ ^n^s passage rather

indicates the contrary; &quot;not about a question of justice, but in

defence of.&quot; So also the similar one, ou Trept So^s ovo v-n-ep //.epovs

Xwpas TroA.e/Aovo-t, z&amp;gt;. &quot;not about a matter of glory, but in defence

of,&quot;
etc. v-n-ep o6r)&amp;lt;s might have been used, but the idea would not

be quite the same. Here, too, vrrep expresses with more precision
&quot; on behalf of&quot;

;
but the reason of the difference is probably not to

be found in the difference between TTOVTCOV TWV dytwv and eyu.ov, but

in the fact that the special object of the latter prayer is stated :

&quot;and on behalf of me, that,&quot; etc. See Dale, Lect. xxiv. p. 437.

19, 20. The apostle s requestfor their prayers for himself, that

he may havefreedom to proclaim the mystery of the gospel for which

he is an ambassador.

tea fioi 8o0fj Xoyos eV dcoi^et TOU orofiaTos fiou. Aoyo?, in the

sense of utterance, as 2 Cor. xi. 2, iStwrT/? TW Aoyw. The words

ev dvoi ei TOU CTT. are by some connected with the following. Thus
Grotius :

&quot;

ut ab hac custodia militari liber per omnem urbem

perferre possem sermonem,&quot; etc., but Trapp^o-ia never refers to

external freedom, and its meaning here is further determined by
7rappr;artacrw/Aat, ver. 20. To take Trappryo-to. as merely epexegetical
of dvoi^ei T. or. would be very flat.
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Taken with the preceding, the words may mean the opening of

the mouth by God, as in Ps. li. 17. Or they may mean, &quot;when I

open my mouth.&quot; The latter is the interpretation adopted by
Alford, Ellicott, Eadie, Meyer. But so understood, the words are

superfluous, not to say trivial.

On the other hand, with the former interpretation they give a

fulness of expression to the idea in SoOrj Xoyos, which is in harmony
with the gravity of the thought ; they complete from the subjective
side what is expressed on the objective side in 8o8fj Xoyos. This

is the view of Harless, Olsh. Soden. The absence of the article

is also in its favour. Compare Col. iv. 3, although there it is Iva

6 eo9 avoi^rj r^lv 6vpav TOV Xoyou.
&quot;

Opening the mouth &quot;

is an

expression used only where some grave utterance is in question.
iv TrappT]CTia ycwpumi. &quot;To make known with openness of

speech&quot;; cf. Phil. i. 20. The margin of RV. connects ev Trapprja-ia.

with the preceding words, as the AV. had done. This involves a

tautology with Trapp^o-cao-w/xcu.

Soddi] of Rec. rests on very slight evidence.

TO fjuKm^pioy TOU euayy. See ch. i. 9-

20. uirep ou Trpeo-f3euGj Iv dXu crei. ou refers to TO /X,WT., for this is

the object of yvcopib-ai, and yvwpio-ai. is in substance connected with

jrpeo (3ev&amp;lt;i). Compare Col. iv. 3, AoAr/crai TO /nxrr. TOV Xpurroi) Si o

Kat SeSe/zat. The simplest view is probably the best :

&quot;

I am an
ambassador in chains

&quot;

; but Grotius understands the words to

mean :

&quot; nunc quoque non desino legationem
&quot;

;
but this would

require some emphasis on aXvcret, as, for example, /cat ev aX.

Trpeo-^euw : and there is no reference here, as in Phil. i. 1 2 ff., to the

good effects of his imprisonment. The oxymoron is noted by
Bengel and Wetstein :

&quot;

alias legati, jure gentium sancti et

inviolabiles, in vinculis haberi non poterant.&quot; So, indeed,

Theoph., TOi S
7rpeo~/3e&amp;lt;,s voyu.os p.rjSf.v Trdcr^fiv KO.KOV. ev dXvcret is in

distinct opposition to Iv Trappr/o-ta.

Paley and others have drawn attention to the use of aXvo-is

here as referring to the &quot;custodia militaris&quot; in which St. Paul
was kept at Rome, Acts xxviii. 16, 20; cf. 2 Tim. i. 16. It is true

the singular might possibly be used in a general sense, although
the instances cited from Polyb. of eis T^V aXva-Lv c/rnrn-Tetv (xxi. 3.

3, iv. 76. 5) are not parallel, since the article there is generic.
Still it can hardly be denied that the term has a special suitability
to the circumstances of this imprisonment, or rather custody. Of
course, Secr/Aoi as the general term might also be used, and therefore

the fact that it is used, Col. iv. 18, is no objection.
Iva iv auTw

TrappY]&amp;lt;na(Twp.cu.
Co-ordinate with the preceding

Iva. Soden, however, takes the clause as depending on the

ev dX., the meaning according to him being that St. Paul
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might have been set at liberty on condition that he did not preach
the gospel, but remained in custody in hope that the result of the

trial would be that he would be at liberty to preach. This, he adds,

corresponds to o&amp;gt;s Sei /* XaXrjo-ai, and escapes the tautology involved

in the other interpretations.
21-24. Personal commendation of Tychicus, who carries tJie

letter, andfinal benediction,

21. ica 8e el8r]T KCU ujxeis. /cat is probably simply
&quot;

ye as well

as others.&quot; Meyer and others suppose a reference to the Epistle
to the Colossians, &quot;ye

as well as the Colossians&quot;; cf. Col. iv. 7. But
this seems forced, for this significance of /&amp;lt;at could hardly occur to

the readers. But it may mean, &quot;although there are no personal
relations between us.&quot; Alford understands: &quot;as /have been

going at length into the matters concerning you, so if you also, on

your part, wish,&quot; etc.

TO. KOT
5

f!6
= Col. iv. 7.

TI Trpdo-oru), nearer definition of TO, K&amp;lt;XT c/xe, &quot;how I
do,&quot; not

&quot; what I am
doing,&quot;

which they knew was the one thing that

always engaged his thoughts.

TUXIKOS o dycurr)TOS d8e\&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;o9
KCU TUOTOS SiaKOcos. Tychicus is

mentioned, Acts xx. 4, as accompanying St. Paul from Macedonia
to Asia. His services as SIUKWO? are alluded to 2 Tim. iv. 12;
Tit. iii. 12. It was only e/ Kvpiw that he was Paul s Sia/covos. In

Col. iv. 7 crwSoiAos is added.

22. ov eTrepl/a eis auro TOUTO (
= Col. iv.), i.e. for the very

purpose now to be mentioned : Tva yvwre TO. -n-epl rjfj.wv, K.T.\. = Col.

iv. 8 (where, however, there is a difference of reading).
23. Eip^T] TOIS d.8\4&amp;gt;ois,

K.T.X. A truly apostolic benediction

as to substance, but differing in form from St. Paul s final benedic

tions. First, it is in the third person, not the second, TOIS dSeA^ots
instead of V/MV, /Aera Travrwv TWV ay. instead of /Ae$ v/mwv. The
whole form, too, is markedly general. This agrees well with the

view that the Epistle was addressed to a circle of Churches.

Secondly, the benediction is in two parts, not, as elsewhere, one
;

and, thirdly, x&quot;P
ts

&amp;gt;

which elsewhere comes first, here concludes,
and dprjvrj, elsewhere last, is here first. These points all speak for

the genuineness of the Epistle, and against the hypothesis of

imitation.

jjieTo, moreus. TTMTTIS is presupposed, therefore it is not

IT. Love is the characteristic of a true faith.

For dyaTrrj A has Xeos, suggested probably by recollection of I Tim. i. I ;

2 Tim. i. i.

24.
C

H X^P 1S
f
JLeT^ ToVTOH TWC dyaTTwcTuc TOV Kuptoc r\^

Iv d(j)9ap(ria.

elsewhere means the incorruptibility of future im-
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mortality ; see, for example, Rom. ii. 7 ;
2 Tim. i. 10. The

adjective a&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;$a/m&amp;gt;s
has a corresponding meaning, (lod is u^ap-ros,

Rom. i. 23 ;
i Tim. i. 17; the dead are raised

a&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;0afrrm,
i Cor.

xv. 52; the Christian s crown is ue^apros. So i Pet. iii. 4, the

ornament of women is to be eV TW atfrddprw TOV Trpaeos nal fjarvxiov

Tri/er /xaros. The word, then, does not point merely to time but to

character, and that suits very well here as an attribute of love. It

is more than &quot;

sincerity
&quot;

(d(f&amp;gt;9opia,
Tit. ii. 7) ;

it is
&quot;

imperish-

ableness, incorruptibility.&quot; It is a &quot;spiritual, eternal love, and
thus only is the word worthy to stand as the crown and
climax of this glorious Epistle,&quot;

Alford. Some connect the word
with xuVHS - Soden defends the connexion on the following

grounds : first, that if connected with dyaTrwvrwv, iv
d&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;@.

must

express a character of the dydTnrj, in which case dya-n-av lv
d&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;0.

would be an unsuitable form of expression for dya-n-dv lv
dyd-n-ii

d(f&amp;gt;0dprw ; and, secondly, that d^Oapa-La almost always contains a

point of contrast with the transitory nature which belongs to the

creature in this world
;

it belongs to the sphere of heavenly exist

ence, serving to designate eternal life as the highest blessing of

salvation
;
and this is the gift of xa/Pts

&amp;gt;

which culminates in the

bestowal of it. Bengel, who connects
d&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;8.

with xaPts
) remarks,

however, well :

&quot;

Congruit cum tota summa epistolae : et inde

redundat etiam d&amp;lt;$a/Wa in amorem fidelium erga Jesum
Christum.&quot; The writer, in fact, returns to the fundamental

thought of i. 3-14.
There is no analogy for the connexion with TOV Kvpcov rj/Awv,

adopted by some expositors.

A[i.iiv is added in N CDKLP most mss., Amiat.** Syr. (both) Boh., not

in N* A B G 17, Ann. Amiat.*





THE

EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS.

HPOI KOAOHAEIZ.

The spelling of the name is uncertain. In the title the spelling Ko\o&amp;lt;r&amp;lt;ras

is given by X BDGL 17 (KoXotraets), while A B* K P have KoXcwo-aets,
which X also has twice at the top of the page, and so G once (once also

KoXo&amp;lt;roas). In the subscription J&amp;lt;
A B* C K 17 agree in KoXcwaaeis, while

B2 D G L P have KoXo&amp;lt;r&amp;lt;ras.

In ver. z K B D G L have KoXoo-o-cu?, K P 17, al. KoXacrcrats (A non liquef).
The versions also vary. Syr. (both) have a, with Boh., but Vulg. and

Arm. o.

Coins give the spelling with o, and for the name of the people KoXoff-rjvuv
or &quot;KoXoffffyvuv. But the form with a appears in Polyaenus and in some
MSS. of Herodotus and Xenophon. The latter may have been a provincial

pronunciation and spelling. WH. and Lightfoot adopt a in the title, o in

ver. 2 ; Tregelles has a in both places, as well as in the subscription (which
WH. omit). Tischendorf preserves the correct spelling with o, remarking,
&quot;videtur KoXa&amp;lt;r&amp;lt;rcu scriptura sensim in usum abisse. At inde non sequitur
iam Paulum ita scripsisse.

&quot; As the heading did not proceed from the pen of

St. Paul, this conclusion agrees practically with that of WH. and Lightfoot as
to the spelling here.

1. 1. SALUTATION. FlaOXos diroo-roXos, K.T.\. See Eph. i. i.

KOI Tip,o0eos. Timothy s name is joined with that of Paul

also in 2 Cor. Phil, i Thess. 2 Thess. Philemon. In Phil, and

Philemon, however, the apostle proceeds in the singular, whereas
here the plural is maintained throughout the thanksgiving.

6 dS\4&amp;gt;6s. This does not imply any official position (OVKOVV
KO.I a7roo-ToA.os, Chrys.) ;

it is the simplest title that could be

employed to express Christian brotherhood. So it is used of

Quartus, Rom. xvi. 23 ;
of Sosthenes, i Cor. i. i

;
and of Apollos,

i Cor. xvi. 12
;
and of an unnamed brother, 2 Cor. viii. 18, xii. 18.

Compare 2 Cor. ix. 3, 5.

2. TOIS lv K. dyiois KCU morcus d8e\&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;ois. dytois, as in all similar

salutations, must be taken as a substantive. De Wette, however,
13
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and apparently Syr. and Vulg., connect it as an adjective with

dSeX^ots. Tricrroi? is more than &quot;

believing,&quot; which would add

nothing to dytois and dSeA^ois. It is
&quot;

true, steadfast.&quot; Cf. Acts

xvi. 15.
eV Xpio-Tw. Closely connected with TTIO-TCHS dS., but refers

chiefly to Trio-rots. Cf. TUG-TOS Sid/coros eV Kupiw, Eph. vi. 21. Only
in Christ we ~e they

&quot;

faithful brethren
&quot;

;
the article, therefore, is not

required. eV Xp. might, indeed, have been dispensed with
;
but it

suits the formality of the introductory greeting.

After tv X/xary, Irjcrov is added in A D* G 17, Vulg. Boh., not in K B D
K L P, Syr-Harcl. Arm. etc. (Syr-Pesh. has IijtroO before X/uirry).

It is remarkable that St. Paul s earlier Epistles are addressed

rrj eKKXrja-ia, rats eK/cAr/a-icus ;
whereas here, as in Rom. and Eph.,

the address is to the saints and brethren. This can hardly be
accidental. It certainly gives the address a more personal and
less official aspect, and may have been adopted because the

apostle had no personal relations with the heads of these Churches,
to which he was personally unknown. It has been objected to

this, that in iv. 1 6 the Church of the Laodiceans is mentioned
;

and, again, that the Epistle to the Philippians, to whom St. Paul
was personally known, is similarly addressed. As to the former

objection, it may be fairly replied that to speak of his Epistle

being read in the Church is very different from addressing it to the

Church ;
and as to the second, although the word eK/cA^crta is not

used in the address to the Phil., we have what may be regarded as

an equivalent, crvv eTrio-KoVots KCU Sia/Wots. It is hardly satisfactory
to say that the disuse of eK/cA^o-ia in the address is characteristic of

the later Epistles ; for, first, this is not an explanation ; and,

secondly, the word is used in Philemon, rfj KO.T OLKOV o-ov eK/c/V^cr/a.

Xcipis ufJUf KCU elprJKT) diro 0eou irarpos f]ii.u\&amp;gt;

= Eph. i. 2, where
there follows KOL Kuptou Irjcrov Xptorov.

These words are added here also in X A C G and most MSS. Boh.

Arm., also P in a different order, Irjaov Xp. rou Kvpiov i)/j.&i&amp;gt;.
The words

are absent from B D K L 17, al. Amiat. Fuld. Syr-Pesh. (text). Origen and

Chrysostom both expressly attest the absence of the words. The latter, after

quoting the preceding words, observes : rbv vlbv
f&amp;lt;riyrj&amp;lt;ret&amp;gt;

/cat ov TrpofftdTjKfv
u)s iv Tracrais rats eTricrroXcus Kal Kvpiov IijcroD XptcrroO. The addition has

plainly come in by assimilation to Eph.

38. Thanksgiving for their faith and love, passing on into the

assurance that the gospel they were taught by Epaphras was the true

universal gospel, which proved its genuineness by thefruit itproduced,
both among them and in all the world.

3. euxapi.oToCfi.ef. In all St. Paul s Epistles to Churches, with

the exception of that to the Galatians, the Salutation is followed by
thanksgiving. In Eph. as in 2 Cor. this is in the form evAoy^ros 6
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eos, elsewhere in some form of fv^apurrSi. On the verb, see

Eph. i. i 5.

TW col irarpi. We have the same form of words in iii. 1 5 ;

elsewhere, however, always 6 cos /cat Trar-^p.

Here also Kal is inserted by X A C2 D c K L P, and apparently all other

mss. except those mentioned below ; Vulg. Arm. Theodoret, al.

It is wanting in B C* D* G, Chrys. (D* G Chrys. have ry irarpi). Old

Latin, Syr. (both) Boh. Eth.

Tisch. 8th ed. (in deference to S), restores Kal, which he had omitted in

7th ed. (WH. and RV. omit). Lachm. also omits, but reads T with U*
F G. Meyer thinks Kai was omitted in a mechanical way after the preceding
GeoO Trarpos.

It is observable that in iii. 17, K A agree with B C in omitting Kal, while

D F G, with K L and nearly all others, as well as Syr-Pesh., insert it. The
evidence for the omission there is decidedly preponderant. It is less so here,

yet perhaps decisive enough when we consider how certainly the scribes

would stumble at the unusual form. The reading ry Trarpl appears to be

another attempt to get rid of it. Compare i. 12 below, where N 37, with

other authorities, have
6e&amp;lt;p

before Trarpl.

cuxapicrToup.ei irdrrore irepl ufiuy n-pocreuxofiei Oi. It is

questioned whether -n-avTore is to be joined with evxapio-Tmyicv or

with Trpocrevx. The latter connexion is adopted by the Greek

commentators, also by Bengel, Olshausen, Alford, Ellicott, etc.

But Eph. i. 1 6 is almost decisive for the other connexion, ov

TravofjiaL evxapicrTwv v-rrep V/JLWV p-v^iav vfjifav TTOIOU/XCVOS cm TWV

irpoo-evxtav fj(,ov. Compare i Cor. i. 4 ;
i Thess. i. 2. -Trpocrevx. is,

in fact, a nearer definition of TTCIVTOTC.
&quot; We give thanks on your

account always in our
prayers,&quot;

or (as Meyer),
&quot;

always when we

pray for
you.&quot;

&quot;

Always praying for you
&quot; would require the

addition of words specifying the object of the prayer.

The reading varies between irepl and virtp. The latter is read by B D* G
17, al., but AC DC

J K, with most mss., have irepi. virtp would readily be
introduced from ver. 9, where there is no variant.

4. aKoucracTes TTJI marir ujiwc Iv Xpiorw
3

|T]&amp;lt;rou. Assigns the

ground of his thanksgiving. He had heard from Epaphras, ver. 8.

The addition of cV Xp. Iiycr. as a more precise definition of TUO-TIS,

which of itself expresses only a psychological conception, is quite
natural here, where St. Paul is addressing for the first time those

who were unknown to him. So in Eph. i. 15. In Rom. i. 8 the

specification of TTIO-TIS had preceded w. 2, 3. The article is un

necessary, as TrtcTTt? eV Xp. is one notion. See Eph. I.e.

KCU TTJV dyd-m]! r\v ex Te ^5 iroVTCis TOUS dytous.

ty exert is read in tfACD*GP 17 37 47, al. Old Latin, Vulg. Boh.

Syr-Harcl. Arm. But Dc K L and most mss Chrys. Theod. Syr-Pesh. have
TT}V aydinji TTJV els, while B has rrjv dydwr/v et s. The reading with fjv HxfTe

might be a conformation to Philem. 5 while
TT]I&amp;gt; ayaTrrjv rrjv might be a con

formation to Eph. i. 15.

5. 8id Tt]v eX-n-iSo. The Greek comm. and most moderns
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connect this with the words immediately preceding, &quot;the love

which ye have to all the saints.&quot; aya-n-are, &amp;lt;??o-i,
TOUS dytous 01

8td TL avOpwinvov a\Xa Sto. TO i\Tri,eiv TO. /zeAAovra ayaOd, Theoph.
The reasons alleged are (i) the remoteness of fv^apio-rov^v ; (2)
the following clause, ty TrporjKova-are, suggests that the words Sia

rijv eA7ri8a describe the motives of the Colossians for welldoing,
rather than the reasons of the apostle for thanksgiving ; (3) in

other Epistles the ground of thanksgiving is the spiritual state of

the persons addressed
; (4) et^a-pio-reiv is never used with Sia in

the N.T.
;
and (5) the connexion with eu^. would break up the

triad of graces which St. Paul delights in associating together. (So

Meyer, Soden, Alford, Ellicott, Lightfoot.) (i), (2), (5) are con
sidered by Lightfoot decisive. Yet surely there is something
strange in assigning the future hope as the motive of Christian

love. As Eadie observes, if the apostle had said that they loved

one another because of the common hope which they had in

heaven, or that this prospect of a joint inheritance deepened their

attachments, the meaning might have been easily apprehended ;

but why the hope in itself should be selected as the prop of such

love, we know not. Of all the graces, love has the least of self in

its nature. Such passages as 2 Cor. ix. 6, Gal. vi. 9 f. are not

analogous ;
for what creates a difficulty is not the mention of

expected reward as a motive for action, but as a motive for love.

As eA.7us here is not the grace of hope, but the object (rrjv diroKei-

/jLevrjv), reason (5) loses its force
;
as eATrts does not mean the same

thing as in i Thess. i. 3, for example, it is quite natural that it

should fall into a different connexion. Nor does there seem to be
much weight in the second reason. The words fy TrporjKovo-are,

K.T.A., involve an appeal to the first teaching they had received,
which was sound and full. This goes very well with e^apto-rofi/xej/ ;

but if the hope were described as the motive of their love, what

appropriateness would there be in referring to their former instruc

tion in it? As to (3) and (4), the clause aKovo-avres does imply
that the ground of his thanksgiving was their faith and love

;
but

it is consistent with this that what prompted him to feel thankful

for these graces was the thought of the hope laid up for them, and
hence with this connexion Bid is not only admissible, but is alone

suitable. The signification of ^^apto-rcti -inrep (i Cor. x. 30; Eph.
v. 20) is not that required here. There is good reason, then, for

BengeFs interpretation :

&quot; ex spe patet, quanta sit causa gratias

agendi pro dono fidei et amoris.&quot; If rjv *xfT be omitted the con
nexion with dyd-n-rjv is grammatically harsh.

Estius, De Wette, Olshausen, and others connect Sio. TT)V \TT,

with both TTIO-TIV and dydir^v. This connexion is certainly awkward,
and the sentiment not Pauline. Theodore Mops, connects the

words with
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is clearly objective, as in Rom. viii. 24 ; Gal. v. 5.

rr]\&amp;gt; d-n-oKifjieVT)i . The thought of the
&quot;hope,&quot;

i.e. the bless

ing hoped for, being already prepared is not expressed in this

form by St. Paul elsewhere, except perhaps i Tim. vi. 19, but is

clearly put in I Pet. i. 4, K\.rjpovo^,ia.v . . . TTr)pr)p.{.vr]v Iv ovpavols.

In substance it is involved in Phil. iii. 20, and, indeed, in Matt.

vi. 20.

fjc irpoT]Kou(TaTe. The -rrpo- has reference, according to Meyer,
to trie future fulfilment. Bengel understands it simply as &quot; ante-

quam scriberem,&quot; but the context rather suggests that the

reference is to their early teaching in contrast to the later errors.

The apostle now is not teaching them anything new, but desires

to confirm them in the true doctrine which they had already learned.

Compare w. 7, 23 and v. 6. Hence also the mention of the truth

of the gospel in the following words :

lv TW Xoyw rfjs dXrjOeias TOU euayyeXiou. That euayyeXtou is the

principal notion here is shown by the participle TrapoVros, which

agrees with it, and not with aXi?$eias. And this is confirmed by
the connexion of eX-?? and evayyeXiov in ver. 23. The genitive

uX?7$eias then qualifies Xoyos, and this compound notion is

explained by ei ayy. rj aX. TOT) evayy., Gal. ii. 5, 14, is not exactly

parallel, because there the formula has a direct polemical purpose.
Here the point is that 6 Xoyos TOV erayy. is a Xoyos -n}s dXrjO^a^ in

opposition to those false teachers who would fain complete it by
their TrapaSoo-eis, ii. 8, which were KCI/T) a-n-a-n/.

6. TOU iraporros eis up.ds. A quite classical use of TrapeTvai as

implying
&quot; has come and remains.&quot; ov Trapeyei/ero KCU aWo-xT/, aXX*

l/xetve Kal eortv eKei, Chrys.; cf. Acts xii. 20. It needs, then, no
further addition.

&amp;lt;X! iv iravrl TW Koa/ .w eoriK
Kapiro4&amp;gt;opoufi6fOi

. TTO.VTI ro3

here is not an insignificant hyperbole, but intimates the

catholicity of the true gospel in opposition to the merely local

character of false gospels ; compare ver. 23.

Tischendorf, ed. 8, places a comma after IO-TLV, This con
struction escapes the irregularity involved in the doubling back
of the c mparison by the second /cameos. The comparison then

may be either as to the mere fact of the presence of the gospel, so

that ICTTLV =&quot;
exists,&quot; or as to the contents of it, which agrees

better with the designation of the gospel as Xoyos rfjs aX-qflctas.

The readers then are assured that the gospel which has come to

and remains with them is the same as in the whole world
; they

need have no fear that it was imperfect ;
it is the false teachers

that are not in agreement with the universal gospel. So Soden.
But most COmm. connect eort with KapTro()&amp;gt;opovfjifvov

KOL avf.

Kal is prefixed to iariv in D^GKL, etc. Old Lat. Vulg. Syr. (both)

Chrys.
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It is absent from X A B C D* 17, al. Boh. Arm. Eth. The evidence

against it, therefore, is quite decisive. It was doubtless added to simplify
the construction, and is defended on the ground of this simplicity by Ols-

hausen and Eadie. Ellicott, who had previously hesitated, thinking that it

might have been omitted to modify the hyperbole, omitted the word in his

5th ed.

Kapiro(f)opm /j.vov. The middle voice is not elsewhere found ;

its force here is probably intensive, denoting the inherent energy,
while the active (which is used below, ver. 10) would rather denote
external diffusion (Lightfoot). Verbs like o-tS^po^opetcrtfcu, -rvp.-rravo-

&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;opcl&amp;lt;r0at
are not parallel, since in them &amp;lt;opeto-$ai means &quot;

to

wear.&quot;

Those comm. who connect eortV with the participles explain
this periphrastic present as expressing continuity of action, as in

2 Cor. ix. 12, ov p.6vov (.crrlv TrpocravaTrXrjpovcra, K.T.X., and Phil.

ii. 26, 7rnro@{i)V
rjv.

KCU. au^cn op.ecoi rests on preponderant evidence, N A B C D*
G I, Vss. Rec. omits, with D I)C

K, etc.

avav6/j.cvov doubtless refers to the outward expansion, as Kapircxfr.

to the personal, inner working. &quot;The gospel is not like those

plants which exhaust themselves in bearing fruit and wither away.
The external growth keeps pace with the reproductive energy,&quot;

Lightfoot. Observe the order
;

first the preservation of the gospel

amongst those who received it, and after that its extension to

new circles. Both are to the Colossians a proof of its truth and

sufficiency.

Ka0ws KCU lv u^lv, so that they did not come behind their

brethren in this respect.
If we connect the participles with mV, the comparison is

very curiously doubled back on itself. Moreover, as Olshausen
observes (defending the addition of /cat after KOO-/XU)), the words
Ka$u&amp;gt;s Kal lv vfilv do not fit the beginning of the proposition, /ca$ws

KOL ev TravTi TW KOO-/AO), since the Colossians are, of course, included

with the rest in the whole world. Lightfoot explains the irregu

larity thus :

&quot; The clause reciprocating the comparison is an after

thought springing out of the apostle s anxiety not to withhold

praise where praise can be
given,&quot;

and he compares i Thess. iv. i

(not Rec.), TrapaKaXovuev lv
Kvpio&amp;gt; Ir/crov Iva, KO.$U&amp;gt;S TrapfXd(3fTf Trap

r)fj.wv TO 7rai9 Sa vyiias 7repLTraTf.lv Kal apccrxeiv tw, KaOuts Kal TrepiTra-

Tflrt, Iva. TrepicrcTfvrjTe /xaXXov. But that passage is not really

parallel ;
for *a$ws Kal TreptTrarelrc is entirely distinct from Ka#d&amp;gt;?

TrapeXa/Jere, and is a courteous admission that they were actually

walking as they had been taught. Here there is nothing of the

kind, and the difficulty (apart from that mentioned by Olshausen)
is that we have the mere repetition,

&quot;

in you as also in all the

world, as also in
you.&quot;

The difficulty, of course, disappears in the



I. 7] THANKSGIVING 199

Rec. Text with the insertion of KO.L or, since we are compelled to

omit KCU, with the adoption of the construction above referred to,

as then the comparison in Katfws KCU iv vp.lv is with

d&amp;lt;j&amp;gt; rjs rjfjiepas, K.T.X. To be closely joined with Ka$ws KCU ev

vfj.lv; the fruitfulness and growth began at once, so that it was

independent of these later TrapaSdo-ets.

rjKouaaTe Kal eireyvwre rr]v \dpiv. There is no occasion to regard

rrjv x&quot;-P
iv as the object of the latter verb only (as Meyer, Alford,

Kllicott, Eadie understanding
&quot;

it,&quot;
i.e. the gospel, as the object of

Ty/coiWre). x^Pts was tne content of the gospel message, which is

called TO euayyeAiov TTJS ^aptros rov eov (Acts xx. 24), and as such

may be said to be heard. We can hardly, indeed, say, with Light-

foot, that St. Paul uses
x&quot;P

ls as a &quot;

synonyme for the gospel,&quot; of

which use he gives as instances 2 Cor. vi. i, viii. 9, ytvajo-Kerc

TT/V \Q-pw TOV Kvpiov rjfjiwv Irjcrov Xptcrrou, on 81 v/J-as tTTTM^evfre

TrAoixrios wv. Here the word suggests a contrast with the false

gospel, which was one of Soy/iara (ii. 14). Compare Gal. ii. 21, OVK

u0To&amp;gt; rr/v \a.pw rov eov.

eVeyvwre implies not so much developed knowledge as active

conscious recognition, or taking knowledge of; cf. Acts iii. 10,

iv. 13, xxii. 24, 29, xxvii. 39, xxviii. i
;

i Cor. xiv. 37 ;
2 Cor.

1. 14 (eTreyrwre ry/xas OTTO /xepous).

iv d\T]0eia. Even although the gospel was itself Xoyos TT}S

a\7)d(La&amp;lt;;,
there was the possibility that as known by them it was

imperfect ;
hence this is added to guard them against the error of

the false teachers, who insisted on supplementing it by their philo

sophy (ii. 8, 28).
7. Ka0ws efidflere diro Eira^pa. This gives them a further

assurance as to the source of their Christianity ;
the apostle gives

his seal to the teaching of Epaphras, which conveyed the full

gospel of the grace of God, so that having received this in truth as

they did, they had no need to listen to strange teachers.

Epaphras appears from iv. 1 2 to have been a Colossian
;
either

a native, or now reckoned as an inhabitant of Colossae. From the

present passage we gather that he was the founder of the Church
there (compare the KU^OJ? and

d^&amp;gt; i?s i^uepas.) He was at this time

a fellow-prisoner of St. Paul (Philemon 23) : or perhaps a-vva.ixfj.d-

AUTOS there only means that he was so constantly with St. Paul as

practically to share his captivity. As the name is a shortened form
of Epaphroditus, it was natural to conjecture that the Epaphroditus
of Phil. ii. 25 was the same person. But the names were common,
occurring frequently in inscriptions ;

and as Epaphroditus appears
to be in close connexion with the Philippians (whose ttTroWoAos he

was), there is no sufficient ground for the identification.

TOU dyaiTTjTou owSouXou Tjp.wi . So Tychicus (iv. 7) is called
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Aos, the servitude being, of course, to Christ. This designa
tion appears intended to command high respect for Epaphras, who
is thus placed as near as possible to the apostle.

os eon irioros uirep iqjjiwy Sidtcoyos TOU Xpiorou. See note on the

reading. The reading r/^wv makes Epaphras a representative of

St. Paul in preaching the gospel at Colossae ; probably at the time

when the apostle was dwelling for two years at Ephesus, at which

time &quot;

all that dwelt in Asia heard the word of the Lord Jesus
&quot;

(Acts xix. 10). This would explain the attitude of authority which

St. Paul assumes in this Epistle towards a Church which he had
not himself seen.

SICIKOVOS has clearly its general meaning &quot;minister,&quot; not the

special sense &quot;

deacon,&quot; as the genitive TOV Xpto-roS shows. This

designation of him as THO-TOS virlp fj/Auv, /c.r.A.., serves still further to

confirm the confidence of the Colossians in their first teacher. If

tywov is read, virtp v/xwv would mean &quot;

for your benefit,&quot; not
&quot; instead of

you,&quot;
for there is no personal reference here, as in

Philemon 1 3, Iva, VTrep crov
/JiOi Biaxovfj. The genitive TOV XptcrroS

is, indeed, decisive of this, for this implies that his ministry was
one of spiritual benefit, which would not be suitable to a messenger
from the Colossians to St. Paul.

There are two rather important varieties of reading in ver. 7. The Rec.
Text has Kal after icaOus on comparatively weak authority, viz. D 37 47 K L
Syr-Harcl. Arm., against fc*ABCD*Gi7P Vulg. Syr. Pesh. and other

Vers. KO.L was doubtless added from assimilation to the two preceding
KaBws Ko.1. Ka0ws tydOere without Kai can only mean that Epaphras was their

first teacher.

The other important variation is between vntp i]fj,uv and inrtp V/JL&V, and
with respect to this there is a remarkable conflict between MSS. and versions.

i}fj.uv is read by tf
*A B D * G.

Ambrosiaster (Comm.
&quot;

qui eis ministravit gratiam Christi vice
Apostoli&quot;).

{I/JLWV by tf
c C D1*5 K L P and most MSS.

The versions, however, are nearly all on the side of ft/acD?, Vulg. Syr.

(both) Boh. Arm. Eth. Goth. Chrys. also interprets {i/j.u&amp;gt;v.
The other

Greek comm. are silent as to the word in their comments, and the reading in

their texts, which is ii^Civ, maybe due to editors. Of the old Latin, d (and e)

with f have &quot; vobis
&quot;

(against the Greek D F), while g has &quot; nobis
&quot;

(agree

ing with G).
Internal evidence favours TJ/JLUV. First, &quot;for your benefit

&quot; would hardly
be expressed by for^p V/A&V, but either by V/JLUV, cf. 8iaKovov irepiTo/j.r)s, Rom.
xv. 8, or V/MV, as in I Pet. i. 12. The form of expression does not indicate

that any emphasis on &quot;

for your benefit
&quot;

is intended, as if the apostle meant
to impress on the Col. that whatever Epaphras had done was for their good.

Secondly, it is easy to understand how V/JLUV might be substituted for
T]fj.wi&amp;gt;,

partly on account of the recurrence of inrtp vfj.ur in the neighbouring context

(
vv -

3&amp;gt; 9) and in connexion with this, from the significance of ijfj.u!v not being
understood. The two words being pronounced alike, these circumstances

would naturally lead to v^Civ being written by mistake in the first instance, and
the second to its preference when both readings were deliberately compared.
On the other hand, Meyer thinks that T//XWC is due to the influence of the

preceding i)/j.u&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;
and the following rjfiuiv. Editors differ in their judgment ;
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Lachm. Treg. WH. Lightfoot, RV. Barry, Moule adopt -fi/nunf, v/j.wi&amp;gt; being

given a place in the margin by WH. RV.
On the other hand, Tisch. Meyer, Ell. Eadie, Soden prefer bfj-uv. Eadie

in support of this points out that i^utD? would include Timothy. But there is

no reason why Timothy should be so pointedly excluded, as would have been

the case had ^uoO been used, any more than with ffvv5ov\ov and S^Xttxras.

8. 6 KCU 8r]Xwcras Tjfuy TTJI ufAwk dyaTrrjv iv iryeufJiaTi, viz. their

love to St. Paul in particular. This appears clear from tjplv rrjv

vfj.S)v, as well as from the subsequent Sta TOVTO KOL ^cts. The
words may be regarded as a courteous justification of the didactic

tone which the apostle adopts, and perhaps also as an indication

that Epaphras had not made any complaint of the Colossians.

Meyer (reading v/xwv) understands love to Epaphras ; Ellicott,

brotherly love.

lv TrvevfiaTL expresses the ground of their love, which was not

individual sympathy, personal acquaintance, or the like, but

belonged to the sphere of the Holy Spirit s influence. It was ov

crapKiKij, a.\Xa Trvf.vfJia.rLK ^, Oecum. Compare ocro6 oix IwpaKacri TO

Trpoo-coTroV /JLOV ev (rap/a (ii. 7).

9-12. Prayer for their advancement in spiritual knowledge, not

speculative, butpractical.
9. Aid TOUTO. On account, namely, of all that has preceded

from ver. 4 ; cf. i Thess. ii. 4. Chrys. strikingly observes : Ka.6a.Trep

6V rots dywo-iv e/cetVous yuaXicrTa Steye&amp;lt;.po//.ej/ TOUS eyyi S ovTas TT}?

VIKTJS ovra) ST) KOI 6 IlavAo? TOVTOVS p.d\i(na TrapaKaAei TOVS TO

TrXeov KarupOfOKOTas. Cf. Eph. i. 15. /cat 17^615, &quot;we
also,&quot; by

its position emphasises the transition from the conduct of the

Colossians to its effect on the apostle and his friends.

d&amp;lt;|&amp;gt; TJS T)fj^pas TiKouWfiei/ echoes the similar expression in ver. 6.

So the apostle s prayer was, as it were, an echo of their faith.

An encouragement to them to proceed as they had begun.
ou Troy6fie0a irpocreuxofi.ei ou Cf. Eph. i. 16. Called by Ellicott

an &quot;

affectionate hyperbole
&quot;

; yet it is hardly to be called a hyper
bole, for it would at no moment be true to say that he had ceased

to pray for them. It is not asserted that the expression of the

prayer was uninterrupted. As they did not cease to grow and
bear fruit, so he did not cease to pray. Cf. Acts v. 42, OVK

tTravovTo 8t8acr/&amp;lt;ovTC9, K.T.A., and contra, Acts xiii. IO, ou Travo-y

Sicurrpe cptov, and i Sam. xii. 23. /cat atrot /icrot, K.T.A., adds the

special request to the more general Trpoo-euxo/ievot. Compare Mk.
xi. 24, ocra 7rpo(Tv^fcrOe /cat atTeur^e.

Iva. after words like 6f.Xf.iv, alreio-Oai, signifies merely the purport
of the wish or prayer ;

cf. Phil. i. 9, where TOVTO as object of

Trpoo-er^o/Aai is explained by Iva, TrXr/pwOr/Tf r^v ejrCyvwriv. For the

accusative, compare Phil. i. Ii, TreTrAi/pcu/xeVoi /capTrov St/catoo-iV^s,
&quot;

that ye may be perfected in,&quot; Oltramare. eVi
yvwcrij/, stronger
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than yvwcm: see i Cor. xlii. 12. The difference, however, seems
to be rather that the former word implies a more active exercise of

a faculty, and hence lends itself better to the expression of practical

knowledge. This distinction agrees well with Rom. i. 21, 28.

Compare on the verb, ver. 6. Lightfoot remarks that cTriyvoxris

is a favourite word in the later Epistles of St. Paul
; but, in fact,

although it occurs four times in this Epistle and twice in Eph.,
it is used only once in Phil.

(i. 9), whereas it is thrice used in

Rom. In the later Epistles, however, it is always used in refer

ence to spiritual knowledge. See Trench, Syn, Ixxv.

TOU 0e\rjp,aTos aurou. The following context, w. 10-12, shows
that what is meant is the Divine will as to their conduct, as in

iv. 12
;

i Thess. iv. 3, v. 18
;
Rom. xii. 2

;
not the x*Pts mentioned

as the object of their knowledge in ver. 6 (Sta TOV vlov Trpoo-ayeo-flui

77/xas avrw, OVKCTI Si dyyeAwv, Chrys. etc.). The knowledge which

is here meant is, in fact, the consequence of that which is there

attributed to them. Knowing the
x&quot;P

t?
)
tnev should know also

that what God required of them was nothing but conduct corre

sponding thereto. This in opposition to the false teachers and the

doctrines of their
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;iA.oa-o&amp;lt;/ua.

iv irdarr\ o-o&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ia
KCU owEaci nreujiaTiicfj.

&quot; In all spiritual wisdom
and understanding,&quot; ev introducing the manner in which the

7r\Yjpu&amp;gt;Orjvai
is carried out, and rrda-r) and TrvevfjiaTiK-rj being taken

with both substantives. To connect TTV. with oweo-ei alone would
be to give the inappropriate meaning,

&quot; wisdom of all kinds and

spiritual understanding.&quot;

On crania see Eph. i. 8, where the words are Iv irao-fl &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;ia.

KO.I

(ftpovTJtrei. These three, o-o^io, (frpovrjcris, eruvco-is, are reckoned by
Aristotle as the three intellectual dperat or excellences (Eth, N.
i. 13), the first being the most general and thorough, embracing
the knowledge of first principles as well as that of particulars ;

while he distinguishes ^poi r/o-ts as the practical knowledge of par
ticulars from o-ui/eo-is, which is critical

; rj &amp;lt;^&amp;gt;povijcrts eVmxKTiKr; eoriv

. . . f] Se o-wveo-is icptriKi; (Eth, N. vi. 7. n). Demosth. (269. 24)
defines

crvvf.cn&amp;gt;;, -rj
TO. KaXa KCU alcr^pa. Siayvwcr/cerat, which agrees

with Aristotle s KPLTIKIJ. It would appear, therefore, that o-weo-is

was the faculty of deciding what was right or wrong in particular

cases, while o-o&amp;lt;ia apprehended the general principles. But
rn i/eo-is is used by St. Paul in a more general sense

;
see Eph.

iii. 4 ;
cf. Luke ii. 47. The two words frequently occur together

in the O.T., e.g. Ex. xxxi. 3; Isa. xxix. 14; Eccles. xiv. 20;
(t Cor. i. 19 is a quotation), and the corresponding adjectives in

Matt. xi. 25.

TTvevfjiaTiKfj, given by the Spirit. Compare i Cor. xii. 8, &amp;lt;S

flfV Oltt TOU TTPCU/XaTOS OlOOTCU XoyOS &amp;lt;TO&amp;lt;^&amp;gt;laS.

The word is emphatic in this position, marking the contrast
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with the false teaching, which had Aoyov o-o&amp;lt;tas,
a pretence of

wisdom (ii. 23) which really proceeded from 6 vovs r^s o-apKos

(ii.
1 8). We have the apostle s o-o^ta crap/axr/, 2 Cor. i. 1 2

; avdpoyirivr},

i Cor. ii. 5, 13 ;
TOV KOO-UOV TOVTOV, i Cor. ii. 6, etc.

10. Trepnrarrjo-cu ujias diw; TOU Kupiou. A similar expression
occurs i Thess. ii. 12, d^uos TOV eov : and Eph. iv. i, Tys KA^reojs,

&quot;in a manner worthy of,&quot;
i.e. befitting your connexion with Him.

The infinitive expresses the consequence (and proof) of TrA-qpwtfr/i/ui,

del 717 TTLO-TCL CTV^evyvvcri TIJV TroAiretav, Chrys.

If i&amp;gt;yuas
after TrfpnraTrjffai were genuine (Text. Rec.), the infinitive might

conceivably be regarded as dependent on irpo(revx6/ji.evoi ; but it is certainly

spurious, being omitted by X* A B C D* G 17, al. Clem., Boh. It is added

in S D c K L P, most mss. Chrys. Theodoret, Arm.

els iT-dcrav dpecrKeiai . I.e.
&quot;

so as to please God in every way.&quot;

Compare I Thess. IV. $, TTWS Set vyu.as TrepiTraretv KOL apf.arKf.iv ew.

In classical authors apf.o-Kt.ia, has generally an unfavourable sense,

&quot;obsequiousness,&quot; and it is so defined both in Eth. Eudem. (TO

Xiav Trpos rjoovtjv, ii. 3) and by Theophrastus (Char. 5). Polybius
uses it especially of trying to gain the favour of a sovereign.

Similarly Philo, irdvra KGU Xcyetv KCU Trparreic f&amp;lt;nrovSaev ets apecTKetav
TOV Trarpo? KCU /JacriXews (i. p. 34), but he also uses it of pleasing
God. The dv$pw7rois dpeo-Kfiv is disavowed by the apostle in Gal.

i. 10
;

i Thess. ii. 4; compare ch. iii. 22. The verb is used, how

ever, without any unfavourable connotation, in Rom. xv. 2 (TW

dpo-KTw) and elsewhere.

eV ivanrl epyw dyaOw cjualifies the following, as ev Trda-rj SvvdfjLfi

qualifies the following participle. Most commentators separate

Kap7ro&amp;lt;opoi VTes and auavo//.ei ot
;
but then av. rrf eTTtyvwcret becomes

tautologous with TrXrjpwOrJTf TT]v eVtyi/wo-tv, ver. 9. Moreover, the

combination KapTroffropov^evov Kal av$. in ver. 6 seems to require
that the two participles here also should be taken together. What
is true of the gospel in the world and amongst the Colossians is

also to hold good of those whose lives are inspired by its teaching.
The participles refer to the logical subject of Trfpnrarfjcrai, not to

irAr/pto^T/Te (Beza, Bengel). Cf. Eph. iv. 2. rfj riyv&amp;lt;o&amp;lt;re

irov 0eo?,
&quot;

by the knowledge of God,&quot; instrumental dative, a frequent use of

the dative with avar. (So Alford, Eadie, Ellicott, Lightfoot,

Soden, RV.mg.) The fruitfulness and growth are wrought through
the cTTiyvwo-is TOV eou, and this again results from the practice of

his will, ver. 9.

Some commentators take the dative as one of reference, as in

Rom. iv. 20 (?), &quot;increasing in the knowledge of God&quot; (Moule,
RV. text), which, after -n-XrjpwBrJTe TTJV eViyv., ver. 9, would be
somewhat of a tautology.

rrj iiriyvdjffei is the reading of S A B C D* G P 17, al. Amiat. Arm. al.

{v is prefixed in tf 47, and a few others, Chrys. Old Lat. and Vulg-Clem.
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have &quot;in scientia Dei,&quot; which is doubtful. Text. Rec. has els rr^v eirlyvuxriv,

with Dc K L most mss.
, Theodoret, Theoph. Oec. This appears to be an

attempt to simplify the construction. Meyer, on the contrary, regards the

dative as an explanation of the more difficult (?) els rr]v fir., which, he thinks,

is also confirmed by the parallelism in structure of the other participial clauses,

which conclude with a definition introduced by els. He understands it as
&quot;

in

respect of,&quot;
that is, always more fully attaining to a knowledge of God, els

indicating the final reference, or direction of the growth, comparing Eph.
iv. 15 and 2 Pet. i. 8. As to the comparative difficulty of the readings,
Alford s judgment, that the simple dative &quot;is by far the most difficult of the

three readings,&quot; is surely more correct than Meyer s. els Tr\v eiriyv. would,
in fact, present no difficulty to the ordinary reader.

11. l\&amp;gt;

-n-do-T] Sumfjiei SukafjLoujjLei oi. Theodoret takes this iv as

instrumental, rfj Qdn. poirfj Kparwo/xevot, and so Eadie, Ellicott, and

Meyer. &quot;Strengthened with all (every form of) strength,&quot;
Ell. (a

translation which is itself ambiguous).
It is simpler and more natural to understand ev IT. 8. as

&quot;

in

(i.e. in the matter of) all strength&quot; (Alford, Lightfoot). It thus

corresponds with ei/ Trdo-rj cro^ta and Iv Trarrl pyw, which are both

subjective. Bwa^ov^evoi, present, &quot;becoming strengthened.&quot; The

simple verb is not used elsewhere by St. Paul, who, however,

employs Iv^wa^ova-BaL several times. But owafj.ovo-6ai. is in Hob.
xi. 34, and B has it in Eph. vi. 10. It is frequently used by the

Greek translators of the O.T., but is not a classical word. The
connected virtues here, inrofjiovr) and /jLaKpoOv^a, indicate that what

is referred to in this clause is steadfastness under trial, as the former

referred to active conduct.

Kara TO Kpdros TTJ? SOT]S aurou. &quot;According to the might of

His
glory.&quot; Strength is supplied in a manner correspondent with

the power which belongs to the glory of God, i.e. His majesty as

manifested to men. Compare Eph. i. 19. The rendering of AV.

(Beza, etc.),
&quot; His glorious power,&quot; is sufficiently refuted by avrov.

Thomas Aquinas understands by
&quot; His

glory,&quot;

&quot; His Son Christ

Jesus.&quot;
But although the Son may be called a-n-avyacrp-a T^S Sofr/s

avrov, it would not be intelligible to use
17 8dfa avrov as a sub

stitute for His name. Eightfoot remarks that KpdYos in N.T. is

&quot;applied solely to God&quot;; but see Heb. ii. 14, TOV TO /cparos e^ovra.

TOV 6a.va.Tov, TOVT Icrri TOV OLafioXov.

els irao-ar uirofioi i^ KCU (j.aKpo0ujjiiav. &quot;To all endurance and

longsuffering.&quot;
&quot; Patience &quot;

is a very inadequate rendering of

viropovr), which includes perseverance or steadfast continuance in a

course of action. Thus we have KapTrofyopovcriv Iv vwo/jiovrj, Luke
viii. 1 5 ; VTTO/AOJ/T/ epyov ayaOov, Rom. ii. 7 ;

Si
V7ro/jiovrj&amp;lt;; rpe^wyU-ev,

Heb. xii. i. Even the VTTO/AOJ/^ of Job, to which James refers, was

by no means the uncomplaining endurance of suffering to which

we give the name of &quot;

patience.&quot; Job was, in fact, the very
reverse of &quot;

patient
&quot;

;
but he maintained his faith in God and his

uprightness in spite of his sore trials. jj.aKpo6vfji.ia. comes much
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nearer to our notion of
&quot;

patience
&quot;

(cf. i Cor. xiii. 4) ;
not so much,

however, patience under suffering, hut &quot;the self-restraint which

does not hastily retaliate a wrong.&quot; It is the opposite of o^vOv^ia.

Chrysostom distinguishes the two words thus : ^aKpoOv^l ns

Trpos cKetvovs ous ovrarov /cat a/JLVvacrOat iiTro/zeVei Se ot&amp;gt;s ov Svvarai

a^vvaa-Oai but this, though correct as to ^aKpoOv^fl, is clearly

inadequate for vTro/icvei.

11, 12. jjieTa xap&s eu)(api.oToGrres. /u.era ^apas is joined by many
comm. to the preceding (Theodoret, Olsh. De W. Alf. Eadie,

Lightfoot, RV.). In defence of this it is said that eixaP t
&quot;r ^ of

itself implies joyfulness, so that p-fra %. if attached to it would be

flat and unmeaning ;
also that by joining the words with evx- we

lose the essential idea of joyful endurance. Lightfoot, quoting

Jas. i. 2, 3, irufrav ^apav r/yrycracr^e . . . orav
Treipacrfj.ol&amp;lt;; TTpnrt&amp;lt;n]T

TTCH/CtAotS, yiVW(TKOrTS OTL TO SoKt/UOV VfJiWV T^S TTlCTTeWS KttTepya^eTCU

vTrop-ovrjv, remarks that this parallel points to the connexion with

the preceding, and adds that the emphatic position of the words if

connected with ci x- cannot be explained. It may be replied that

evxapia-reiv does not necessarily imply joy. See, for example,
i Cor. xiv. 1 8, &quot;I thank God, I speak with tongues more than you
all,&quot;

x. 30 ;
Col. iii. 17. xaP^ *s so far fr m being flat or unmean

ing, that without it evxaPto
&quot;

7mVTS would be too weak. The idea of

joyful endurance is not lost when the prayer passes from endur
ance to joyful thanksgiving ;

and the emphatic position of the

words is sufficiently explained by the writer s desire to emphasise
this characteristic of their thanksgiving with special reference to

the trials implied in VTTO/JLOV^ and p.a.Kpo6v^.ia. The words thus

acquire greater significance than if they slipped in as it were after

pa.Kpo6viJiLa.v- The connexion with ef^apio-Toi-vTes is also favoured

by the structure of the preceding clauses, each of which com
mences with a defining adjunct. This connexion is adopted by

Chrys. Theoph. Oecum., also Ellicott, Meyer, Soden, Lachm. Tisch.

In any case
t\&amp;gt;x-

is not to be connected with ov Travo^Ba, as

Chrys. Theoph. /., which unnaturally separates this clause from
the preceding, making them parenthetical. This interpretation was

suggested by the reading ^Ss : but even if that is correct, the

transition from the second person to the first is quite in St. Paul s

manner; cf. ii. 12, 13.

TW riarpi. The designation of God thus absolutely as 6 ITar^p,
when Christ has not been named immediately before (as in Rom.
vi. 5; Eph. ii. 18; Acts i. 4, 7, ii. 33), is remarkable. But we
have TOV KvpLov in ver. 10, and, what is perhaps more to the point,
TOV vlov TV}? uyuTr^s airov in ver. 13.

X 37 (t-&amp;gt;
9ew TU varpi), Vulg-Clem. Boh. al. prefix 0e$ irarpi.

&quot; Who qualified you,&quot;
or &quot; made you com-
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patent,&quot; i.e. given you a title. The same verb occurs 2 Cor. iii. 6

(only), os KCU iKu.vti)(Tf.v 7//ms SiaKoVous KCUJ/^S Sta$r/K?/s,
&quot;

qualified US

to be ministers,&quot; cf. ib. ver. 5. The adjective 1*011/09 is of frequent
occurrence in the N.T., always with the idea of reaching to a

certain standard,
&quot;

sufficient,&quot; and so when time or quantity is in

question, &quot;considerable.&quot; See Mark xv. 15 ;
Luke xxii. 38, IKO.VOI/

tori : Acts xxii. 6, &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ws

IKO.VOV : 2 Cor. ii. 16, ?rpos ravra TIS tKavos :

2 Tim. ii. 2, omves i/cavot lo-ovrat /cat erepous StSa^cu. It does not

mean
&quot;dignus,&quot; &quot;worthy,&quot; although with a negative that transla

tion is not unsuitable in Matt. iii. ii, viii. 8. Here, then, iKavwo-ev

is not &quot;

dignos fecit,&quot; Vulg., but &quot; idoneos fecit.&quot;

There is an important variety of reading. For iKai&amp;gt;Jj&amp;lt;ravTi (which is read

by &&amp;lt;ACD
C KLP most mss., Vulg. Boh. Syr. (both), Chrys. etc.) we have

KaXtcravTt, in D* G 17 80, Goth. Arm. Eth., also Didymus (once), Am-
brosiaster ; while B has KaX^iravTi. nal iKavi^aavTi, which is adopted by
Lachm., but appears to be a combination of both readings. The confusion

between TOIIKANftCANTI and TS2IKAAECANTI would be easy, and the

latter word would naturally occur to a copyist.

iVia? is the reading of K B 4 23 80 115, Amiat. Syr-Pesh. marg. Eth.

Didymus, Theoph. Ambrosiaster.

Tf/mr, ACDGKLP most mss., Vulg-Clem. Fuld. Syr-Pesh. and Hard,

text, Chrys. Theodoret, etc.

Internal evidence seems rather to favour vfj.as. The natural tendency of

scribes would be to generalise such a statement, and this would be assisted by
Tj/xas which presently follows. On the other hand, it would be quite natural

for St. Paul to enforce the exhortation involved in his prayer by such a

personal application. In the next sentence, where he passes to a direct

dogmatic statement, he naturally and of course uses ^/xas. (Yet P, al. Amiat.

Goth, have v^as there also.) Compare Eph. iv. 32, v. 2. vfj.as is adopted
here by Tisch. WH. Soden, and is given a place in the margin by Tregelles,

Lightfoot, RV.

els TTji jiepiSa TOU K\r)pou, &quot;for, i.e. to obtain, the portion of

the lot.&quot; Compare Ps. XV. 5, Kupio? /xepis TT}S /ob/povo/uas p.ov.

KX^pos (pp. &quot;a lot
&quot;)

is not synonymous with KX^povo/Ata, it does

not designate the whole, but the allotted part ;
cf. Acts viii. 21, OVK

fcrri croi /xepis ouSe /cA?}pos : xxvi. 18, nXr/pov ev TOIS ^yiacr/Aei/ois.

What is a /ncpts in reference to the whole is a
KA%&amp;gt;OS

in reference

to the possessor. The genitive, then, is one of apposition,
&quot; the

portion which consists in the lot&quot; (Lightfoot, Soden). It is, how
ever, possible to understand it as partitive, &quot;to have a share in

the KA.i}pos,&quot;
and so most comm. Chrysostom observes : Sia TL

KaXel ; Sei/cvus on oi Scis a7ro KaTopOdifJidruiv ot/ceuov
f3acriXfLa&amp;lt;i

t, referring to Luke xvii. 10. Compare also Luke xii. 32,
6 Trarryp v/jiu&amp;gt;v

8ovvai vfjuv rrfv /Sao-iAeiav.

TU
&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;WTI. Chrys. Oec. Theoph. followed by Meyer, #/.,

connect with tKarwo-avrt,
&quot;

by the
light,&quot;

IKO.VQVV iv TW (f)wri being

nothing else but KaXetv ets TO 0;os (r Pet. ii. 9) regarded in its

moral efficacy, the result of which is that men are
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;o&amp;gt;s

iv Kvptoi

(Eph. v. 8). This light has power, it is the light of life (John
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viii. 12); has its weapons (Rom. xiii. 12); produces fruit (Eph.
v. 9), etc.

;
and without it men were incapable of partaking in the

kingdom of Christ. But &amp;lt;tos is not the means, but the result
; and,

moreover, the distance of ev TO&amp;gt; &amp;lt;am from LKO.V. forbids the con

nexion, for there is no such emphasis on the words as to account for

their position. It is the deliverance that is the thought dwelt on, not

the means. It is better to connect the word with rrjv /xepiSa, K.T.\.

(Alf. Lightfoot), or, if with one of the three substantives, with

K\r/pov, which has a local sense (Ellicott, Soden). Thus lv TW &amp;lt;U&amp;gt;TI

= &quot;in the kingdom of
light.&quot; Compare 2 Cor. xi. 14; i Tim.

vi. 16; i John i. 7; Rev. xxi. 24. /cA^pos eV TW (om, then, is

equivalent to the IX-rls &amp;lt;i7ro/m//,evv7 lv TCHS oupai/ots, &amp;lt;a&amp;gt;s being here

chosen because the apostle had already in his thoughts the repre
sentation of the natural condition of men as O-KOTOS. There is

nothing, therefore, in the objection, that if this were the sense in

tended eV rots ovpavois would have been used, or ev rfi u&amp;gt;fj,

or the

like. Eadie s interpretation, &quot;the inheritance which consists in

light,&quot;
is untenable, and is certainly not supported by his examples

of xA^pos eV from Acts viii. 21, xxvi. 18.

13 flf. From the prayer for their increase in knowledge, St. Paul

goes on to give them positive instruction which will be a safeguard

against the false teaching which threatens them. They have already
been translated from t/ie kingdom of darkness to the kingdom of
God s beloved Son, and it is in Him only that they have redemption.

13. os eppuo-aro (epucraTO, B* G P Lightf.) ^p.as K rfjs

eoucrias TOU CTKOTOUS.
&quot; Who rescued us from the power of dark

ness.&quot; eppucraTO, 8etKvvs on a&amp;gt;s al^fj.dXu&amp;gt;TOi eTaAaiTrcopov/xe^a.

Theoph. e^ovo-ta (from IfCO-T/.), properly means &quot;

liberty of action,&quot;

as in i Cor. ix. 5 ; hence in relation to others,
&quot;

authority,&quot;

generally &quot;delegated authority&quot; (but not always; see Jude 25).

Lightfoot, following Wetstein, maintains that the word here means

&quot;arbitrary power, tyranny.&quot; But the instances he cites seem quite
insufficient to support this. In Demosth., for example, De Falsa

Leg. p. 428, TT)V ayav Tavrrjv i^ovuiav, it IS the word ayav that

introduces the idea of excess, just as we might speak of the
&quot;

excessive exercise of authority.&quot; From the etymology of the

word it is applicable, whether the efeivai is assumed or rightfully
derived. Whatever its use, however, in Plutarch or other writers,

the usage of the N.T. gives no support to Lightfoot s view. It is

a word of very frequent occurrence (being found nearly one
hundred times), and always in the simple sense of

&quot;

authority
&quot;

(abstract or concrete). If the &quot;

idea of disorder is involved &quot;

in

T/ efouo-i o. TOU o-KoYous here and in Luke xxii. 53, it is suggested by
O-KOTOVS, not by efovo-ia. When Chrysostom, after explaining
T?}S efoDO-ias by rfjs rupavi iSos, adds : xaXeirov /cat TO aTrAws eTvcu

i&amp;gt;7ro TO) StaySoAa) TO Se KCU ^UCT towias, TOT/TO \aXeTrwTfpov, his
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meaning seems to be :

&quot;

It is hard to be simply under the power
of the devil

;
but that he should also have authority is still harder.&quot;

This gives much more force to his words. That tov&amp;lt;na is not

opposed to /foo-iAeta, as an arbitrary tyranny to a well-ordered

sovereignty, see Rev. xii. 10, 17 /JacriAeia TOV eov rj/j-wv /ecu
rj

efovo-ia TOV Xpio-Tov O.VTOV. The whole passage is strikingly

parallel to Acts xxvi. 18, TOV lirLo-Tpeij/ai.
airo CTKOTOVS eis

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;uJ9

Kal

TT}S eovo~tas TOV 2arava CTTI TOV eov, TOV XaySetv aurovs d&amp;lt;eo~iv

d/xaprtaiv Kal /cX?/pov Iv rot? r;ytao-/xeVots. CTKOTOS here is not to be

regarded as personified, as if it were equivalent to &quot;the devil&quot;

(Augustine) ;
it is rather the characteristic and ruling principle of

the region in which they dwelt before conversion to Christ.

KCU fAeTOTT]crec. The verb is appropriate, being that which is

employed by classical writers to signify the removal of whole

bodies of men. Yet it is doubtful whether such an idea is

present here
;

cf. Plato, Rep. vii. p. 5 1 8 A, IK re &amp;lt;WTOS eis O-KOTOS

/A0(.o~rajU.eVu&amp;gt;v
Kat CK CTKOTOUS eis (a)S.

TOU uioG TTJS dya-mis aorou. Not of angels, as the false teachers

would have it. VTTO TOV KA/^povoyuov ecryu.v, ou^ VTTO TOVS otKera?,

Severianus.

T^S dyaTnys avrov. Augustine understands this as a genitive
&quot;

auctoris.&quot;
&quot;

Caritas quippe Patris . . . nihil est quam ejus

ipsa natura atque substantia . . . ac per hoc films caritatis

ejus nullus est alius quam qui de ejus substantia est genitus
&quot;

(De Trin. xv. 19). He is followed by Olshausen and Lightfoot.
But such a form of expression has no analogy in the N.T. Love
is not the &quot;substantia&quot; or &quot;natura&quot; of God, but an essential

attribute. An action might be ascribed to it, but not the genera
tion of a person.

Theodore of Mopsuestia interpreted the expression in an

opposite way : viov ayd-n-rj^ avTor IxaXeo-ev cos ov
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;vo-ei

TOV IlaTpos
ovra iuoi/ aAA dyaTn; TT}? vto$o-tas a^iw^eVra TOVTCOV. But an

explanation of the nature of the Sonship would be alien to the

context. The simplest interpretation is, &quot;the Son who is the

object of His love.&quot; It corresponds exactly with Eph. i. 6, eV

Tc3
rjyaTrrjfjifvia

v w l^o/xev, jc.r.A., only that it gives more pro
minence to the attribute. Love is not merely bestowed upon
Him, but makes Him its own. vtos

6Svvr)&amp;lt;s yxov in Gen. xxxv. 18

(Meyer, Ellicott) is not parallel.

Lightfoot thinks this interpretation destroys the whole force of

the expression ;
but it is not so. It is because Christ is the

central object of God s love that those who have been translated

into His kingdom are assured of the promised blessings thereof.

14. ec u&amp;gt; exojAev, K.T.X. = Eph. i. 7.

The words 5t& TOV at/taros ai/roD of the Rec. Text are an interpolation
from Eph. i. 7. They are found in many minuscules, and in Vulg-Clem,
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Demid. Syr-Pesh. Arm., Theodoret, Oec. ; but apparently not in any uncial

nor in the other versions.

For t!xo/iej B, Boh. Arab. (Lips. Bedwell) read H&amp;lt;rxo/j.ev. In the

parallel passage, Eph. i. 7, N* D* (not the Latin d) Boh. Eth., Iren.

(transl. )
have fd-^o^ev. Lightfoot thinks that this reading in Eph. was a

harmonistic change to conform to the text which these authorities or their

predecessors found in Col., and judges that
e&amp;lt;rxo/J.fv

is possibly the correct

reading here. WH. also give it a place in the margin. Yet it is hard to

suppose that St. Paul wrote different tenses in the two places. Moreover,
Icrxo/xej does not appear to be a suitable tense ; if past time were to be

expressed, we should expect 4a&quot;x.ri
Kat

Ji- V (cf. Rom. v, 2). Weiss rejects it.

. This expression does not occur in

the Epistles of St. Paul elsewhere, but twice in his speeches in

Acts (xiii. 38, xxvi. 18). In Eph. i. 7 we have the equivalent,
a&amp;lt;eo-tv TWV Trapa.irTMfj.drwv ; generally in the Epp. he prefers the

more positive StKaiocrwr/. Lightfoot suggests that the studied

precision in the definition of uTroAurpwo-is points to some false

conception of uTroA. put forward by the heretical teachers. Later

Gnostics certainly did pervert the meaning of the term. Irenaeus

relates of the Marcosians that they held etvcu reAetW aTroXvTpuxnv

O.VTTJV TT/I/ eTuyi tocriv TOV dpprjrov /xeye^ous (i.
21. 4). HippolytUS

says : Aeyowt TI (frutvfj appr/ro&amp;gt;
cTriTi^eires X^P 01 T&amp;lt;? r

*1
v u-Tro^vrpwcriv

Aa/3ovri, K.r.A. (Haer. vi. 41). In the baptismal formula of the

Marcosians are the words : cts &amp;lt;Wcr/.v KCU aTroAin-pajo-iv /cat /coivwviav

TU&amp;gt;V Swa/xeojv (Iren. i. 21. 3), where the last words
&quot;surely

mean
communion with the (spiritual) powers.&quot; In an alternative

formula, also given by Irenaeus, the words are et? Avrpwo-ii/

ayyeAtKT/v, which is explained by Clem. Alex. (Exc. Theod.

p. 974) as r)v KCU ayyeAot exovo
&quot;

tv - ^ * s n t likely that there was

any historical connexion between these later Gnostics and the

Colossian heretics; but, as Lightfoot observes, &quot;the passages quoted
will serve to show how a false idea of aTroAirrpcuo-is would naturally
be associated with an esoteric doctrine of angelic powers.&quot;

15-17. The pre-eminence of Christ. In His essential nature He
is above all created things, being the image of the invisible God; and
more than that, all things have been created through Him and held

together by Him.
15. 05 lvriv, K.T.X. On this verse Lightfoot has a valuable

excursus. The arrangement of the passage 15-20 is twofold.

We have, first, the relation of Christ to God and the world, 15-17 ;

and, secondly, His relation to the Church, 18 ff. This division is

indicated in the construction of the passage by the repeated on eV

airroj, 1 6, 19, introducing in each case the reason of the preceding
statement. The relation to the Church begins with *ai auras, ver. 18.

Some commentators regard 15-17 as descriptive of the Word
before the Incarnation, the Aoyos ao-ap/cos ;

and 18-20, of the

Incarnate Word, Aoyos Wa/)/cos. But this is inconsistent with

14
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&quot;

is,&quot;
which shows that St. Paul is speaking of Christ in His present

glorified state. Compare 2 Cor. iv. 4, TOV (/ximoytov TOV tvayytXtov

TT/S SO^TJS rov Xpio-roi), o? co-ru/ etKcov TOV coi . The exalted Christ

is now and continues to be what He was in His own nature as

the Word before He became incarnate, John xvii. 5.

e lKoiv is primarily an image (so in Rev. often, coinp. Matt. xxii. 20).
It differs from 6/j.olufj.a, which expresses mere resemblance, whereas elK&v

implies representation of an archetype. avrtfj yap dicbvos
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;v&amp;lt;ris fjiL/j-ij/jLa elvat

rov dpxeruTrov (Greg. Naz. Orat. 30). It may be used, therefore, to express
resemblance in some essential character. So in Ileb. x. I, eiKiliv is con
trasted with ffKid. Compare I Cor. xv. 49, ryv eiKova. rov xo t/coO . . .

TTJJ&amp;gt;

elK. rov eirovpaviov : Rom. viii. 29, crv[j.[j.6p&amp;lt;povs TTJS eii&amp;lt;6vos rov viov avrov, an
idea expressed again 2 Cor. iii. 18, rrjv avrr]i&amp;gt;

eUbva
/j.era/j.op&amp;lt;pov/me6a

: and
Col. iii. 10, rbv avaKaivovu.evov tear elicbva rov Krlcravros avrov. An allusion

to Gen. i. 26, 28. With the same allusion in I Cor. xi. 7 the apostle calls

the man etKwv KO.I 56a Qeov. This last passage, in particular, forbids our

adopting the view of some commentators, that the expression denotes &quot;the

eternal Son s perfect equality with the Father in respect of His substance,

nature, and eternity&quot; (Ellicott, quoting Hil. De Syn. 73: &quot;perfectae

aequalitatis significantiam habet similitude.&quot;). As Lightfoot remarks: &quot;The

idea of perfection does not lie in the word itself, but must be sought from
the context, e.g. wav TO ir\r]pw/j.a, ver.

19.&quot;

The expression is frequently used by Philo in reference to the Logos,

e.g, rbv abparov Kal voyrbv Beiov \byov eiKbva \eyei Qeov (De Miuid. Op. 8,

Opp. I. p. 6) ; X670S 5^ tariv fiK&v Qeov 5t ou ffvfj,Tras b K6ff[j.os eorifjuovpyeiro

(De Monarch, ii. 5, II. p. 225) ; and notably De Somniis, I. p. 656, K0.0a.irep

rty avOrjXiov avyr]v ws ij\iov oi fj.T) ovv6.jji.evoi rbv rf\i.ov avrbv idelv
6pw&amp;lt;n

. . .

oOrws teal rijv rov Qeov elKova, rbv S.yye\ov avrov \6yov, wy avrbv Karavoovo~i..

Compare with this John xiv. 9, 6 ewpa/cws ejj.e ewpaxev rbv irarepa..

Closely allied to eltc&v is xapaKrrip, similarly applied to Christ in Heb.

i, 3, &i&amp;gt; awavyafffj-a. rrjs 56|ijs Kal xapa/crrjp rrjs iiTrocrrdcrews avrov.

TOU dopdrou. This word, which by its position also is emphatic,
makes prominent the contrast with the etKwv, the visibility of which
is therefore implied. Compare Rom. i. 20, TO. aopara avrov . . .

rots -rroLrjfj.ao-i voov/j-tva KaOoparaL. Here Christ is the visible mani
festation of the invisible. Chrysostom, indeed, and the Nicene
and post-Nicene Fathers, argued that, as the archetype is invisible,

SO must the image be, r/
TOV aopdrov etKwv KCU avrrj doparos *ai

o/xotoj? doparos. But, as Lightfoot says, &quot;the underlying idea of

the eiKwv, and, indeed, of the Aoyos generally, is the manifestation

of the hidden.&quot; Compare John i. 18, ov ouSets ewpa/ce TTWTTOTC 6

vfo? (v.l. /xovoyevr^s eos), 6 &&amp;gt;v ets TOV KoXirov TOV Trarpos,

y^o-aTo, and xiv. 9, quoted above.

daTjs KTICTCWS. TrpwroroKos seems to have been a

recognised title of the Messiah (see Heb. i. 6), perhaps derived

from Ps. Ixxxix. 28, eyw -n-pwroroKov 0r/cro//.ai avrov, which is inter

preted of the Messiah by R. Nathan in Shemoth Rabba, 19, fol.

1 1 8. 4. Israel is called God s firstborn (Ex. iv. 22
; Jer. xxxi. 9),

and hence the term was readily transferred to the Messiah, as the

ideal representative of the race.



1.15] PRE-EMINENCE OF CHRIST 211

The genitive here is not partitive, as the following context

clearly shows, for ev airw fKTia-6-r) TO. Travra. Setting this aside,
commentators are not agreed as to the interpretation of 7rpamm)Kos.

Kadie, Hofmann, a!., understand it of sovereignty. Alford and

Lightfoot, while giving the first place to the idea of priority to all

creation, admit sovereignty over all creation as part of the connota
tion. So Theodore of Mops., OVK CTTI xpovov Aeyercu JJLQVOV uAAa

yap KOL eVi TrpoTi^o-ews (but he interprets K-mrea&amp;gt;? of the new
creation). In defence of this interpretation of the word Ps.

Ixxxviii. 28 is quoted, where after Trpcororo/cov ^o-o/xai avrov the

explanation is added, { i/^Aov trapa rots /Jao-tAet o-i rr;s y-^s : also what

appears as a paraphrase of this, eOrjKev K\-rjp6vop.ov TTCIVTWV, Heb.
i. 2 : also Ex. iv. 22 Rom. viii. 29, eh TO cu/ai avrov TrpwroTo/coj/

lv TroAAots dSeA^ots. Job xviii. 13, &quot;the firstborn of death,&quot; for
&quot; a fatal malady

&quot;

;
and Isa. xiv. 30,

&quot; the firstborn of the
poor,&quot;

for &quot;the very poor,&quot;
are also referred to. Lightfoot quotes R.

Bechai, who calls God Himself the firstborn of the world, and he
concludes that the words signify

&quot; He stands in the relation of irp.

to all creation,&quot; /..
&quot; He is the Firstborn, and as the Firstborn the

absolute Heir and Sovereign Lord of all creation.&quot;

The passages cited do not justify this interpretation. In Ex.

iv. 22 the word does not at all mean
&quot;sovereign,&quot;

which would be

quite out of place even apart from the prefixed
&quot;

my,&quot;
but &quot;

object
of favour.&quot; In Ps. Ixxxviii. 28, again, the added words, if taken
as an explanation of irpwr. simply, would go too far

;
but it is the

TrpwToroKos of God, who is said to be &quot;higher than the kings of the

earth.&quot; #ryo-o//.ai ain-ov irp. is,
&quot;

I will put him in the position of a

firstborn,&quot; and the following words are not an explanation of irp.,

but state the result of God s regarding him as such. Compare the

English phrase,
&quot;

making one an eldest son by will.&quot; By no means
would the words of the psalm justify such an expression as TT/DWTO-

TOKOS TWV /3a&amp;lt;riAeW, unless it were intended to include the vp.

amongst the /Sao-tAer?. As the context forbids our including the

7rpwTOTo/co? here amongst the /mo-is, the interpretation leaves the

genitive inexplicable. It is called
&quot; the genitive of reference

&quot;

;
but

this is too vague to explain anything, as will appear by substituting
either KOCT/XOI; for KTiVfcos, Or /x.eya9 for Trpcor. Thus TrpwroroKOS TOV

Koo-pov for
&quot;

sovereign in relation to the world,&quot; and /ueyas -rrao-r/s

KTtcrews are equally impossible. If by
&quot;

genitive of reference
&quot;

is

meant &quot;

genitive of comparison,&quot; then we come back to the relation

of priority in Trpwros. In fact, the genitive after irp. must be ist,

genitive of possession, as
&quot;

my firstborn,&quot; 2nd, partitive,
&quot;

firstborn
&quot;

of the class, or 3rd, of comparison, as in John i. 15, Trpwros pov ty.
A moment s reflection will show that Isa. xiv. 30 is not parallel,
for there &quot;the firstborn of the

poor&quot; is included in the class. In

Job xviii. 13 (which, moreover, is poetical) the genitive is posses-
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sive, &quot;death s chief instrument.&quot; Rom. viii. 29, there is no

genitive, but Trp. is included ev TroXXots dSeX^ois.
Rabbi Bechai s designation of Cod as &quot;firstborn of the world&quot;

is a fanciful interpretation of Ex. xiii. 2. R. Bechai probably
meant by the expression &quot;priority,&quot;

not &quot;supremacy.&quot; The first

born were to be consecrated to God because He was the First of

all. But it must be remembered that the Hebrew word is not

etymologically parallel to TTPWTOTOKOS.
Hence the only tenable interpretation of the words before us is

&quot;

begotten before Tra.ua.
KTtcris,&quot;

the genitive being like that in

John i. 15, TrpcoToroKOv TOV fov KOI Trpo TrdvTtov TOW KTICT/AUTIOV,

Justin M. Dial. 100. The only ideas involved are priority in

time and distinction from the genus /mo-ts.
OL&amp;gt;X

ws
d8eX&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;7/i/ e^wv

TT)V /mem/, dAA &amp;lt;Ls Trpo TroV^s KTtcrews yewr/^et s, Theodoret
;
and so

Chrysostom : ou^t dias K. TI/XT}? iAAa xpdvou fjiovov eori tr^/xavrtKOv.

Compare Rev. iii. 14, 17 dp^ -r
*?
s KTMTCWS TOV eov. TTPWTOKTICTTOS

or TrpwTOTrAacrTos would have implied that Christ was created like

Tracra KTICTIS.

Isidore of Pelusium, in the interests of orthodoxy, assigns an
active meaning to TTPCOTOTOKOS (to be in that case thus accented),

not, however, a meaning corresponding to the signification of

TrpwToroKos in classical writers, which is
&quot;

primipara,&quot; and could

yield no tolerable sense, but as &quot;primus auctor.&quot; His words are :

ov TrpwTOV TT)S KTtcrecos . . . dAAa Trpwrov avrov rexo/cerai TOUT tern

TreTTOtTyxei at T^/V KTICTIV Iva.
V) TpiTrjs cruAAa/^s o^u/iCn/S, d)S TrpajTOKTtcrTos

()&amp;gt;.
iii. 31). Basil seems to adopt the same view, for, comparing

ver. 19, he says : el Se TrptoToro/cos ve/cpwv flprjTai, BLO. TO atTtos etvat

TT}S f.v ve/cpaJv dracrTatrea)?, OUTU) KGU 7rpa)TOTO/cos KTt crea)?, Sta TO CUTIOS

etvat TOV $ OVK OVTU&amp;gt;V ets TO elvat. Trapayayetv TT/V KTitrtv
(
Contra

Eunom, lib. iv. p. 292 D). (The true reading in ver. 19 is Trp. CK

TWV vtKpwv, but Trp. TOJV v. is in Rev. i. 5.)

This interpretation is followed by Michaelis and some others.

In addition, however, to the unsuitableness of TLKTZLV in this

connexion, TrpwTos is unsuitable, since there would be no possibility
of a SeuTepOTOKOS.

mirnys /mcrews. KTUTIS in N.T. has three meanings : ist, the

act of creation (the primary meaning of KTIO-IS as of &quot;

creation
&quot;),

Rom. i. 20, d7ro KTto-ews KOO-/J.OV i 2nd,
&quot;

creation
&quot;

as the universe

of created things, Rom. viii. 22, Tracra
-fj

KTICTIS o-uo-Tevdei : 3rd, &quot;a

creation,&quot; a single created thing, Rom. viii. 39, oirre TIS KTUTIS eTepa.

Here it may be questioned whether Traces /cmmus means &quot;all

creation&quot; (RV. Alford, Lightfoot, /.) or &quot;every creature&quot; (AV.

Meyer, Ellicott, a/.). In favour of the latter rendering is the

absence of the article, which we should expect after Tras in the

former sense. It may be replied that KTio-t? belongs to the class

of nouns which from their meaning may sometimes dispense with
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the article, such as yfj (Luke ii. 14; Heb. viii. 4), ovpavos (Acts
iii. 21, #/.), KOO-/AOS (Rom. v. 13, xi. 12, 15, &amp;lt;?/.).

Yet it is very

rarely, and only in particular combinations, that these words are

without the article. As an instance of KTLO-LS the aggregate of

created things being without the article, is cited Mark xiii. 19, airb

apx*)* KTio-ecos, the parallel in Matt. xxiv. 2 1 having O.TT ap^s KOO-/AOV.

So also Matt. x. 6
;

2 Pet. iii. 4.

But granting that KTIO-IS here = KOO-/AOS (which might be ques

tioned) the point to be noted is the anarthrous use, not of KTIO-IS,

but of the compound term dp^r) KTUTCWS, like dpx f] KOO-/XOV ;
and

this is precisely parallel to the similar use of Kara/BoXr) KOO-/XOU,

which we have several times with airo and irpo, always without the

article. So we have frequently d-rr dp^s, ev dpxf, PX^S -

Similarly, eis reAos, ecos rcAou?, ftexpi reAous. air opx^s being regu

larly used without the article, it is in accordance with rule that in

CITTO dpxr/s KTicrews the latter word should also be anarthrous.

Moreover, even KOO-/AOS and
yrj,

which are cited as examples of

words occasionally anarthrous, do not dispense with the article

when Tras precedes, probably because of the possible ambiguity
which would result. There appears, therefore, no sufficient

justification for departing from the natural rendering,
&quot;

every
created

thing.&quot;
This furnishes an additional reason against the

interpretation which would include the 7rpom&amp;gt;TOKos in Tracra

KTltrtS.

This exposition of the unique and supreme position of Christ is

plainly directed against the errors of the false teachers, who denied

this supremacy.
The history of the ancient interpretation of the expression

TrpwTOTOKos T. KT., is interesting and instructive. The Fathers of

the second and third centuries understand it correctly of the

Eternal Word (Justin, Clem. Alex., Tert, Origen, etc.). But when
the Arians made use of the expression to prove that the Son was
a created being, many of the orthodox were led to adopt the view

that the words relate to the Incarnate Christ, understanding, there

fore, KTuri.9 and KTL&a-Ocn of the new spiritual creation, the KO.IVT/

KTio-t?. (Athanasius, Greg. Nyss., Cyril, Theodore Mops.) As

Lightfoot observes, this interpretation &quot;shatters the context,&quot; for,

as a logical consequence, we must understand Iv avrw wrta-Or) TO.

Travra ci/ rots oipavots Kal CTTI TTJS y^s and ver. 1 7 of the work of the

Incarnation
;
and to do this is

&quot;

to strain language in a way which
would reduce all theological exegesis to chaos.&quot; In addition to this,

the interpretation disregards the history of the terms, and &quot; takes

no account of the cosmogomy and angelology of the false teachers

against which the apostle s exposition here is directed.&quot; Basil

prefers the interpretation which refers the expression to the Eternal

Word, and so Theodoret and Severianus, and the later Greek
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writers generally (Theoph. Oecumenius, etc.). Chrysostom s view
is not clear.

16. on introduces the proof of the designation, TT/DWTOTOKOS

Tracr^s KT. It leaves, therefore, no doubt as to the meaning of that

expression, and shows that the Trpwrdro/cos is not included in TTCUJ-U

KTicrts, for TO. TTO.VTO. is equivalent to Tracra KTICTIS.

iv aurw is not simply = Si avrov, i Cor. viii. 6 (Chrys. etc.).

The latter designates Christ as the mediate instrument, the former

goes further, and seems to express that the conditioning cause of

the act of creation resided in Him. The Eternal Word stood in

the same relation to the created Universe as the Incarnate Christ

to the Church. The latter relation is constantly expressed by er,

which is also used by classical writers to express that the cause of

a relation exists in some person. Comp. ver. 17, iv at&amp;gt;ra&amp;gt; &amp;lt;rw-

to-TrjKev, and for the preposition, Acts xvii. 28, tv aurw w;u,v KCU

KLvovae6a Kai
tcrfjiev. The originating cause e ov TO. -jravra. is God

the Father, Rom. xi. 36 ;
i Cor. viii. 6.

The Schoolmen, following, indeed, Origen and Athanasius, inter

preted the words of the causa exemplaris, viz. that the idea omnium
rerum was in Christ. So that He was, as it were, the Archetypal Uni

verse, the summary of finite being as it existed in the Eternal Mind.
This view has been adopted by Neander, Schleiermacher, Olshausen,
and others. Olshausen says :

&quot; The Son of God is the intelligible

world, the /c007*05 VO^TO S, that is, things in their Idea. In the

creation they come forth from Him to an independent existence.&quot;

This would correspond to Philo s view of the Logos (which to

him, however, was a philosophical abstraction), ouSe 6 CK TWJ/ iSea&amp;gt;i/

Kooyxos aAAoj/ av exot TOTTOV
rf

TOV Oelov Xoyov TOV ravra SiaKocryu,?^-

aravTa. (De Mundi Op. iv. 4, torn. i. p. 4), and again : oo-a av

fv9vfj.-qfJ.aTa Texr], uxnrep Iv ouca) TW
Aoya&amp;gt;

Sia^et s (2)e Aflgf. Abr. i.

torn. i. p. 437). Lightfoot regards the apostle s teaching as &quot;an

enlargement of this conception, inasmuch as the Logos is no

longer a philosophical abstraction, but a Divine Person,&quot; and he

quotes, seemingly with assent, the words of Hippolytus : !xa ^
ecumS ras ev TW Trarpt TrpoevvotjOeicras tSeas oOev KeAeiWros Trarpos

yivfcrBai KOCT/J.OV TO Kara JEV Aoyos aTreTcXttro dpetrKtov e&amp;lt;3 {Haer.
x- 33)-

But, however attractive this interpretation may be, it is incon

sistent with eKTLo-Or), which expresses the historical act of creation,

not a preceding tlvai, iv avrw. Nor has it any support elsewhere

in the N.T.

^KTIO-OT), &quot;were created.&quot; Schleiermacher (Studien u. Kritiken,

1832) alleges that the verb is never used in Hellenistic Greek of

creation proper, and therefore understands it here of constitution

and arrangement ;
and he interprets the statement as referring to

the foundation of the Church. The word is often so used in classical
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writers. But in the N.T. KTL^W, KTICTIS, /mcr/Aa are always used of

original creation or production. See for the verb Mark xiii. 19;
Rom. i. 25 ;

i Cor. xi. 9 ;
i Tim. iv. 3; Apoc. iv. n, x. 6. Its

use in Eph. ii. TO, 15, iv. 24 is not an exception, the Kaivos dvOpw-
TTOS being regarded as a new creation.

The tenses of
KTI&amp;lt;T$-&amp;gt;/,

tKrurrai are to be noted
;
the former is

suitable to the historical fact of creation, the latter to the per
manent relations of the creation to the Creator ; comp. o-Wo-n/Kev,
ver. 17.

TCI Trarra, all things collectively, presently specified as to place
and nature, eV TOIS ovpavois KOI Itrl

rfj&amp;lt;; yj/s, an expression desig

nating all created things, the heaven and earth themselves not

excluded, as Wetstein would have it, who infers that not the

physical creation is meant, but &quot;habitatores . . . qui recon-

ciliantur.&quot; The compendious expression is adopted because the

apostle has chiefly in view the heavenly beings ;
but TO. irdrra

shows that the statement is meant to be universal.

The rd of Text. Rec. before iv rols ovp. is omitted by X* B D* G P 17, a!.

dfgVulg.
Inserted by Kc A D K L and most mss.

nf before M r??s 7775 is omitted by X* B, d fg Vulg.
Inserted by X* A C D G K L P.

It will be observed that the authority for omission is much greater in the

first clause than in the second, although the one cannot be inserted or omitted

without the other. It is possible, therefore, that r&, was accidentally omitted

in the first clause after ir6.vra, and then omitted from the second for the sake

of uniformity. On the other hand, it may have been inserted in both places
from the parallels in ver. 20 and in Eph. i. IO.

TO. oparo, KCU TO, dopara, a Platonic division
; 6S)fjiv ovv, cl

fiovXa, (77, 8vo e*$r) Ttav OVTOII/, TO
p.f.v oparov, TO St dctSes. The

latter term here refers to the spirit world, as the following context

indicates. Chrys. Theoph. Lightfoot, etc., suppose human souls

to be included, but it is more probable that man as a whole is

included among the opard.
cire Qpovoi, K.T.\. In the parallel, Eph. i, 21, we have v-n-epdvut

Tram?? PX*?? K a e^OWtas KOL
Swa/zea&amp;gt;s

KCLL
KvpioTf]TO&amp;lt;;.

It will be
noted that both the names and the order are different. Moreover,
the addition in Eph., KOL Travros ovo/xaros oro/xa^o/xevov, show s that

St. Paul is only adopting current terms, not communicating any
incidental revelation about objective facts (see on Eph. i. 21).

The gist of the passage is to make light of the speculations about
the orders of angels, but to insist on the supremacy of Christ.

&quot; His language here shows the same spirit of impatience with

this elaborate angelology as in ii.
18,&quot; Lightfoot. It is said,

indeed, that St. Paul &quot;

is glorifying the Son of God by a view of

His relation to created being; and assuredly this would not be

best done by alluding to phases of created being which might all
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the while be figments of the imagination
&quot;

(Moule). But it is

sufficient for the purpose that the existence of angelic beings in

general should be a reality. If St. Paul accepts as true the funda

mental assumption of the heretical angelology, it seems to follow

that revelations about heavenly existences may be found elsewhere

than in the Scriptures, for this system of the angelic hierarchy
could not be derived either from the O.T. or from reason.

Opovoi are not mentioned elsewhere in the N.T., but in Test.

XII. Patr. (Levi 3) they are placed in the highest (seventh) heaven.

Probably the name was meant as a designation of spirits who

occupied thrones surrounding the throne of God. Comp. Rev.

iv. 4. Clement of Alex, seems to regard them as so called because

supporting or forming the throne of God (Proph. Ed. 57), as the

cherubim are represented in Ezek. ix. 3, x. i, xi. 22
;

Ps. Ixxx. 2,

xcix. i. For a summary of Jewish and Christian speculations as

to the angelic hierarchy, Lightfoot s note may be consulted.

TO, irdrra K.T.\. This is properly separated from the foregoing

by a colon after eouo-tat. The sentence emphatically restates in a

form applied to the present what had already been said of the

relation of Christ to the creation. Thus what was described in

1 6 as a historical act by cK-rio-flr?, is here repeated, regarded as a

completed and continuing fact
;

so Iv CU-TW o-weo-TTy/cev expresses
what for the present existence of things is the logical consequence
of their origin Iv avrw and, lastly, /cat avros eo-rtv TT^O TraiTaiv

repeats TTPWTOTOKOS Tracri?? /cTiVews. ft? avrov introduces a new idea.

els auToy. The conditions of existence of the created universe

are so ordered that without Christ it cannot attain its perfection.
This t? avrov is nearly equivalent to 8C ov in Heb. ii. 10. He is

Alpha and Omega, the apx) KOL reAos (Apoc. xxii. 13). This tis

avrov iKTto-rat is the antecedent condition of the subjection of all

things to Christ, i Cor. xv. 24, 28. There is no inconsistency, then (as

Holtzmann and others maintain), between this passage and i Cor.

viii. 6 (where the Subject of et5 avrov is not ra Trdvra, but 17/u-eis),
Or

Rom. xi. 36, where it is said of God, e avrov /cat Si* avrov /cat ets

avrov ra Trdvra. Had e avrov been used, there would have been

an inconsistency ;
but as the passage stands, the subordination to

the Father is fully indicated by the form of expression, Si avrov

KOI eis avrov eWioTat, implying that it was by the Father that He was

appointed the reAo?. This double use of ets avrov to express the

immediate end and the final end, is parallel to the double use of

Si auVov with reference to Christ in i Cor. viii. 6, and to God in

Rom. xi. 36.
The thought in Eph. i. 10, avaKf^aXaiwcraa-Oai ra Trdvra Iv

X/HcrnS, is very similar to the present ; but, of course, we cannot

quote Eph. in a question touching the genuineness of the present

Epistle.
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17. KCU auros f&amp;lt;TTiv irpo TraVTWv. euros is emphatic, as always
in the nom. &quot; He himself,&quot; in contrast, namely, to the created

things, Trpo TravTwv, like TrpwTOTo/cos, is of priority in time not in

rank (which would be eVt TraVrcov, {nrep Truvra, or the like). In

Jas. v. 12; T Pet. iv. 8, -n-po TTO.VTWV is adverbial, &quot;above
all,&quot;

&quot;

especially,&quot;
and if so taken here, we should render &quot; He especially

exists.&quot; The words repeat with emphasis the assertion of pre-

existence. ^v might have been used, but eo-nv is more suitable to

express immutability of existence. As we might say,
&quot; His existence

is before all things
&quot;

; compare John viii. 58, irplv A/?paup, ytvo-$a/,
eyw et/Ai. Lightfoot accentuates the verb avros eo-Ttv

;
but as the

predicate is -n-po -n-dvTMv, eortV appears to be only the copula.
The Latin takes TTO.VTUV as masculine, &quot;ante omnes,&quot; i.e.

thronos, etc.; but the following TO, TrdVra is decisive against this.

owe
&amp;lt;rn]ic.

&quot;

Consist,&quot;
&quot; maintain their coherence.&quot; &quot;Corpus

unum, integrum, perfectum, secum consentiens esse et permanere&quot;

(Reiske, Index J)emosth.\ IK TOV eov TO. -n-avra, /cat Sta eoC rjfjuv

(Tvvi&amp;lt;TTt]K.f.v (Aristot. De Jlfundo, vi. 471) : we(rrdvai T&amp;lt;5 TOV ovpavov

Sr/puoupya) avrov re /cat ra ev avrw (Plato, Rep. 530 A). Compare
also Philo, 6 Ivatyiios oy/cos,

e tavrov StaAvTos a/ /cat I/CK/OO?,

&amp;lt;rvi&amp;gt;f(TTrjKf
/cat ^taTrvpeirai. Trpovota eov (QutS Rer. Div. haeres. p. 489).

The Logos is called by Philo the Serr/xos of the universe.

18-20. Transition to Christ s relation to the Church, d^o rr/?

$eoAoytas et? TT)V ot/covoyu.tai ,
Theodoret. Here also He is first, the

firstborn from the dead, and the Head of the Church, all thefulness

of God dwelling in Him. So that even the angelic pozvers are included

in the work of reconciliation which has been wrought through Him.
18. Kal auros, and He and none other, &quot;ipse

in quo omnia
consistunt est raput.&quot;

f\ Ke^aXr] TOU awp-ayos, TTJS KK\T]crias. TT}S e/c/cX^frtas in apposition
with crw/xaros ; compare ver. 24, o cVrtv

17 e/c/cAr?crta, and Eph. i. 23,

T-fj (.KK\. r/Ti? efrrt TO
O-W/JLO.

avrov. crojp,aro9 is added in order to

define more precisely the meaning of the figure, /cec/mAr/ TT)S

eV/cA^rria?. It showr

s that the writer is not using Ke^aAr/ vaguely,
but with the definite figure of the relation of head to body in his

thoughts.
os IdTiv dpxr)

~ &quot;

in that He is.&quot; In classical Greek ye would

probably be added, apx1
! has special but not exclusive reference to

the following words, which express the aspect in which dpx 7
/

is

here viewed. TrpwroTo/cos implies that other ve/cpot follow
; dp^r/, that

He it was who made possible that others should follow. He
was the Principle and the first example, upx^, $-r}&amp;lt;riv,

eVrt TT/S

ava&amp;lt;rTao-ea&amp;gt;5, irpo TrdvTwv dvacrTas, Theoph. Thus He was the

aTrapx^, i Cor. xv. 20, 23 ;
and the a/a^iyyos r^s 0^/5, Acts iii. 14.

His resurrection is His title to the headship of the Church : cf.

Rom. i. 4.
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CK ToW ve.pC)v. Not
&quot;amongst,&quot;

which would be irp. TWV veKp.
as in Rev. i. 5, but &quot;from among.&quot; That others were raised

before Him is not regarded as an objection to this. Theophy-
lact observes : ei yap KO.L aAAoi Trpo TOVTOV

ave&amp;lt;nr)crav,
aAAa TraAiv

aTTf.Qa.vov ULTOS Se TT/V reAetav dvacrracrtv avtcrTTf],

ica yeVirjTai. &quot;That He may become,&quot; not
&quot;be,&quot;

as Vulg. As
eoTt is used to express what He is, so yeviyrat of what as a con

sequence He is to become, viz. iv iraa-iv, K.T.A,
&quot; Himself in all

things pre-eminent.&quot; iracrtv is not masculine, &quot;inter omnes,&quot; as

Beza and others take it, but neuter, as the following TU vravra

makes certain. TrpwreuW does not occur elsewhere in the N.T.,
but is found in classical writers and in the Sept. Thus in a

connexion similar to the present, Plutarch (Mor. p. 9), o-TrewWres

TOWS TraiSas f.v ira.cn rd^iov TrpuiTf.vf.LV. Demosthenes also has

jrpiitTf.vf.Lv eV uTrarrt, but with uVacrt, masc. (p. 1416). Chrysostom s

explanation here is : Travra^oC Trpairos avco Trpwros, ev rfj eKKXrja-ia

TrpwTos, ev Try avacrracret TrpaJTOS. This TrpcoTft etv is the final result

of the state to which the TTPWTOTOKOV elvat K Tan/ veKpwi was the

introduction, but is not involved in the word TrpomjTo/cos itself.

19. OTI. The correspondence with OTI in ver. 16, following os

eo-Ttv of ver. 15, shows that this assigns a reason, not for Iva. ytVr/rat,

but for os eo-Tti/, ver. 18. The indwelling of the Godhead explains
the headship of the Church as well as that of the Universe.

The subject may be either 6 eos or irav TO

The former view is adopted by most comm., including

Meyer, Alford, Lightfoot, De Wette, Winer. In favour of it, the

ellipsis of 6 eos in Jas. i. 12, iv. 6, is quoted, and it is remarked
that the omission here is the more easy, because &quot;

euSo/aa, euSoKetv,

etc. (like OfXrj/jia), are used absolutely of God s good purpose, e.g.

Luke ii. 14; Phil. ii.
13.&quot;

But the verb evSo/ceiv is used by St.

Paul even more frequently of men than of God (seven times to

three). It cannot, therefore, be said that it was in any sense a

technical term for the Divine counsel, so as to render the express
mention of 6 eos as the subject unnecessary ;

nor is there any
instance of its being used absolutely in this sense

;
see i Cor. i.

21
;
Gal. i. 15, where 6 eo s is expressed with the verb. Indeed,

except in Luke ii. 14, even the substantive evSoKia, when it refers

to God, is always defined either by a genitive (Eph. i. 5, 9) or by
6 eo? being the subject of the sentence, as in Phil. ii. 13, where

the article with an abstract noun after a preposition
&quot;

necessarily

brings in a reflexive sense, to be referred to the subject of the

sentence,&quot; Alford.

Here there is nothing in the context from which o cos can be

supplied, and clearness, especially in such an important passage,
would require it to be expressed.

Further, although an example is cited from 2 Mace. xiv. 35 in
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which the subject of the infinitive after euSoKctv is different from the

subject of the finite verb
(&amp;lt;TV, Kvpie, evSoK^o-as vaov TT/S O-T/S KO.TO.-

cr/o/vwo-ews eV rjfuv yeveo-flai), yet in every instance in the N.T. (six)

in which evSoKtlv is followed by an infinitive, the subject of both is

the same. The assumed change of subject to the two infinitives

KCLTOLK. and O.TTOKO.T. is also harsh. Lastly, the words seem to be an
echo of Ps. Ixviii. 17, 6 eos euSo/cr/o-e KarotKetv ev avrw, while in ii. 9
we have a close parallel in oVi cv airw KaTOiKi TTU.V TO TrX^paj/Aa TT}S

For these reasons it seems best to take irav TO ?rX. as the

subject. So Ewald, Ellicott, Scholefield, Soden, RV. marg.
A third interpretation, which has little to recommend it, is that

of Tertullian (adv. Marc. v. 19), according to which the subject of

v8oKrj&amp;lt;Tfv is 6 Xpio-Tos; and this is adopted by Conybeare and
Hofmann. ets avrov then would be &quot;

to Himself.&quot; But it was

not to Christ but to the Father that all things were reconciled

by Him
; compare 2 Cor. v. 1 9. As Lightfoot observes, the

interpretation
&quot; confuses the theology of the passage hopelessly.&quot;

Although the tense is the aorist, &quot;hath been pleased to dwell&quot;

represents the sense better than &quot; was pleased to dwell.&quot; For as

the good pleasure must accompany the dwelling, instead of being
a transient act, antecedent to it, the latter expression would be

equivalent to
&quot;

dwelt,&quot; and so would only refer to past time.

irdf TO TrXrjpwfAct. If this is the subject of ev8. it, of course,
means &quot;

all the fulness of the Godhead,&quot; T^S $OT?/TOS, as in ii. 9,

&quot;omnes divitiae divinae naturae&quot; (Fritz.), TTUI/ TO -n-X. being

personified. But even if 6 eo? is taken as the subject, it is most
natural to interpret this expression by that in ii. 9, where KaTot/cet

is also used. It is, indeed, objected by Meyer and Eadie that the

Divine essence dwelt in Christ &quot;

necessarily
&quot;

(&quot; nothwendig,&quot;

Meyer) and &quot;unchangeably&quot; (Eadie), not by the Father s good
pleasure and purpose. Hence they understand with Beza,

&quot; cumu-
latissima omnium divinarum rerum copia ... ex qua in Christo

tanquam inexhausto fonte, omnes gratiae in nos . . . deriventur.&quot;

Alford, while adopting the interpretation, rightly sets aside the

objection of Meyer and Eadie to the former view, saying that &quot;

all

that is His own right is His Father s pleasure, and is ever referred

to that pleasure by Himself.&quot;

Severianus and Theodoret interpret TrA^pw/Aa of the Church,

following Eph. i. 23. The latter says : irX^p. TT)V

rrj Trpos J^^ecrtous e/caXecrev, ws TWV Oeiwv ^apLcr/jLari

TO.VTt]V &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;T7 v8oKr)fTO.L TOV f.OV V TCU XplOTW KaTOlKT/OVU, TOVTfCTTLV

avr&amp;lt;2 crvrfi(f)OaL ;
and so many moderns. Similarly Schleiermacher,

who, referring to TrXrypw/xa TWV tOvwv in Rom. xi. 12, 25, 26,

explains the word here of the fulness of the Gentiles and the

whole of Israel, whose indwelling in Christ is the permanent state
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which is necessarily preceded by the complete reconciliation of

which the peacemaking was the condition. But there is nothing
to support this either in the absolute use of -n-X. or in the context

here. It is clear that the KaroiKrja-ai is stated as the antecedent,
not the consequent ofaTro/car.,

&quot; haec inhabitatio est fundamentum

reconciliationis,&quot; Bengel. Other interpretations may be found in

De Wette and Meyer.

KaToiKTJo-cu implies permanent, or rather
&quot;

settled
&quot;

residence,

not a mere Trapot/aa. Cf. Gen. xxxvi. 44 (xxxvii. i), Karw/cei 8e

la/cu)/? ev -rrf yfj ov TrapwK^crev 6 Trarr/p avrov ev
-yrj

Xavaav. That

the word of itself does not always imply
&quot;

permanent residence,&quot; see

Acts vii. 4, KdTWK^crev ev Xappav KaxtWev /xerwiacrev airov eis TTJV

yrjv Tavrrjv : see on Lk. xi. 26. The aorist seems to be usually

employed in the sense,
&quot; take up one s abode in.&quot; Compare Matt.

ii. 23, iv. 13; Acts vii. 2, 4; Eph. iii. 17. This, however, cannot

be insisted on here, where the infinitive is dependent on an aorist.

It is probable, as Lightfoot remarks, that the false teachers

maintained only a partial and transient connexion of the TrX.r/pw/j.a

with the Lord.

20. diroKaTaXXd^au The 0.77-0 may be intensive,
&quot;

prorsus

reconciliare,&quot; or, as in airoKa6iarTdvai, may mean &quot;

again
&quot;

(so

Alford, Ell., Lightfoot, Soden).
&quot;

Conciliari extraneo possent,
reconciliari vero non alii quam suo,&quot;

Tertull. adv. Marc. v. 19.

But KaTaXXoWeiv is the word always used by St. Paul in Rom.
and Cor. of reconciliation to God

;
and of a wife to her husband,

i Cor. vii. ii. See on Eph. ii. 16.

TCI irarra, defined as it is presently after by eire TO. eVt TT}? yiy?,

K.T.X., cannot be limited to the Church (as Beza), nor to men

(especially the heathen, Olshausen), nor yet to intelligent beings

generally.
&quot; How far this restoration of universal nature may be

subjective, as involved in the changed perceptions of man thus

brought into harmony with God, and how far it may have an

objective and independent existence, it were vain to speculate,&quot;

Lightfoot. Compare aTro/caTacrTacrews Travrwv, Acts iii. 2 1
j
also

Rom. viii. 21.

els avrov. If our interpretation of this were to be determined

solely by considerations of language, we should have no hesitation

in referring avrov to the same antecedent as ev aurw, Si avrov, and
avrov after o-Taupo?, that is Christ, and that, whatever subject we

adopt for evSoKT/tre, but especially if TTU.V TO TT\. is not taken as the

subject. On this interpretation the a-TroKaraAXa^at TO. Travra ei
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

aurov would refer back to TO. Trdvra ets avrov . . . (.KTurrai. If

eaurw was necessary in 2 Cor. v. 19, was it not more necessary
here in order to avoid ambiguity ?

It is, however, a serious objection to this view that we nowhere

read of reconciliation to Christ, but only through Him to God.
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This objection is, indeed, somewhat weakened by the consideration,

first, that this is the only place in which the reconciliation of ra

-irdvra is mentioned. In 2 Cor. .19 the words which follow eavrcp,

viz.
fj.r] Aoyio/Avos avTois TO. TrapaTrroJ/xara avrah

, K.T.A., show that

KOO-JU.OS has not the wide significance of TO. -rrdvra here. Secondly,
that already in ver. 1 7 there is predicated of Christ what elsewhere is

predicated of God, viz. 81 ainov KCH ets avrov TU iravra (Rom. xi. 35).

Thirdly, here only is ets used instead of the dative after (UTTO)

Ko.TaAAao-0-eiv. The difference is slight, and only in the point of

view
;
but the change would be accounted for by the reference

to ver. 17.
It deserves notice that some expositors who reject this view use

language which at least approximates to the idea of reconciliation

to Christ. Thus Alford, speaking of the
&quot;

sinless creation,&quot; says it

&quot;

is lifted into nearer participation and higher glorification of Him,
and is thus reconciled, though not in the strictest yet in a very

intelligible and allowable sense.&quot;

If TTO.V TO TrX^pw^a is the subject, and avrov be viewed as

= TOV eov, this antecedent would be supplied from TTO.V TO TrX.

in which, on this view, it is involved. On the other hand, if

the subject of evSo/^cre is o eos understood, this, of course, is the

antecedent. But the reference of avrw (reflexive) to an unexpressed

subject is harsh, notwithstanding Jas. i. 12.

eipT^oiroirjaas belongs to the subject of the verb, the masc.

being adopted Kara o-vveo-w, as in ii. 19. This was inevitable,

since the personal character of 6 et/DT/voTrot^cras could not be lost

sight of.

As it is Christ who is specified in Eph. ii. 15 as TTOIOJV elpyvrjv,

Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecum. and many moderns, although

making o eos the subject of evSo/c^o-e, have so understood flpyvo-

71-01770-0.5 here &quot;

by the common participial anacoluthon &quot;

; but this

is a very harsh separation of the participial clause from the finite

verb, and introduces confusion amongst the pronouns.
Si auroG, repeated for the sake of emphasis, &quot;by Him, I

say.&quot;

This repetition, especially in so pointed a connexion with TO. tVi.

TT}S yr/s and TO. lv rots ovpai/ots, still further emphasises the fact that

angelic mediators have no share in the work of reconciliation, nay,
that these heavenly beings themselves are included amongst those

to whom the benefit of Christ s work extends.

The second 5t atfroO is read by 8 A C Dbc K P and most mss., Syr. (both)
Boh.

, Chrys. Theodoret. It is omitted by B D* G L, Old Lat. Vulg. Arm.
Eth., Theophyl. Ambrosiaster, al. There would be a tendency to omit them
as superfluous.

eire rd eirl rfjs Y^ s
&amp;gt;

&quot;&quot;e T - *&quot; T0^5 oupcu ols. There is much
diversity of opinion as to the interpretation of this passage ;

&quot;torquet interpretes,&quot; says Davenant, &quot;et vicissim ab illis tor-
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quetur.&quot; First, are we to understand TO. Trarra as limited to

intelligent creatures, or as including also unreasoning and lifeless

things ? Alford, Meyer, and many others adopt the latter view,

which, indeed, Alford says is
&quot;

clearly
&quot;

the apostle s meaning.
Rom. viii. 19-22 is compared, where it is said that the /omm has

been made subject to /xaraiorr/?. l!ut it is not easy to see how the

reversal of this /-KXTCUOTT;? or the delivery from the SoiAeta riys

&amp;lt;$o/ms
can be called &quot;reconciliation to God.&quot; Reconciliation

implies enmity, and this cannot be predicated of unreasoning and
lifeless things. The neuter TO. Trui/ra does not bind us to this

interpretation, it is simply the most concise and striking expression
of universality. But, further, what is meant by the reconciliation

of heavenly beings ? Many commentators suppose the meaning
to be that even good angels have need to be in some sense

&quot;reconciled.&quot; Calvin observes: &quot;duabus de causis Angelos
quoque oportuit cum Deo pacificari : nam quum creaturae sint,

extra lapsus periculum non erant, nisi Christi gratia fuissent con-

firmati . . . Deinde in hac ipsa obedientia quam praestant Deo,
non est tarn exquisita perfectio ut Deo omni exparte et citra

veniam satisfaciat. Atque hue procul dubio spectat sententia ista

ex libro Job (iv. 18). In Angelis suis reperiet iniquitatem ;

nam si de diabolo exponitur, quid magnam ? pronuntiat autem illic

Spiritus Summam puritatem sordere, si ad Dei iustitiam exigatur.&quot;

Similarly De Wette, Bleek, Huther, Alford, Moule. The last

named adopts Alford s statement :

&quot; No reconciliation must be

thought of which shall resemble ours in its process, for Christ took

not upon Him the seed of angels, nor paid any propitiatory penalty
in the root of their nature. . . . But forasmuch as He is their

Head as well as ours ... it cannot be but that the great event in

which He was glorified through suffering should also bring them
nearer to God. . . . That such increase [of blessedness] might be
described as a reconciliation is manifest: we know from Job xv. 15
that the heavens are not clean in His sight ;

and ib. iv. 18, His

angels He charged [charges] with folly.
&quot; The general truth may

be admitted without accepting Eliphaz the Temanite as a final

authority. But imperfection is not enmity, and the difficulty is in

the application of the term &quot;reconciled&quot; in the sense of &quot;lifted

into nearer participation and higher glorification
&quot;

of God. Dave-

nant, followed by Alexander, says that Christ has reconciled

angels
&quot;

analogically, by taking away from them the possibility of

falling.&quot;

It is hardly necessary to dwell on the opinion of Origen, that

the devil and his angels are referred to
;
or on that of Beza, van

Til, a/., that TO. iv rots ovpavols are the souls of those who died in

the Lord before the coming of Christ, and who are supposed to

have been admitted into heaven by virtue of His work which was
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to come. Neither opinion has any support in Scripture. (Bengel
notes that iravra &quot;continet etiam defunctos,&quot; but does not suppose
them referred to as in heaven.)

A better view is that of Harless (adopted also by Reuss,

Oltramare, a/.), according to which the reconciliation proper

applies only to ra l-n-l TT/? y^s, but the apostle adds TO. iv TOIS ovp.,
&quot; not as if there were in heaven any real need of redemption, nor

as if heaven were only added as a rhetorical figure, but because

the Lord and Creator of the whole body, whose members are

heaven and earth, in restoring one member has restored the whole

body; and herein consists the greatest significance of the reconcilia

tion, that it is not only the restoration of the earthly life, but the

restoration of the harmony of the universe&quot; (Harless, Eph. p. 53).

Ritschl thinks that St. Paul refers to the angels concerned in

the giving of the law, to whom he believes the apostle here and
elsewhere attributes a certain lack of harmony with the Divine

plan of redemption (Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 522 f.).

Compare ii. 1 5.

Meyer s solution is that the reference is to angels as a category,
not as individuals. The original normal relation between God
and these higher spirits no longer subsists so long as the hostile

realm of demons still exists
;

whose power has indeed been
broken by the death of the Lord, but which shall be fully destroyed
at the Parousia.

Hammond argues at considerable length that &quot;heaven and
earth

&quot; was a Hebrew expression for
&quot;

this lower earth.&quot; Chry-
sostom takes the accusatives to depend on etpT/voTrou/o-as. This
is clear from his question, TO. Se lv TOLS ovpavot&amp;lt;; TT/OS

elpr)i&amp;gt;o-

iroLrjcrc ; His reply is that the angels had been made hostile to

men, seeing their Lord insulted (or as Theodoret more generally

says, on account of the wickedness of the many). God, then, not

only made things on earth to be at peace, but brought man to the

angels, him who was their enemy. This was profound peace.

Why then, says the apostle, have ye confidence in the angels ?

So far are they from bringing you near, that had not God Himself
reconciled you to them, ye would not have been at peace. So

Augustine (Enchir. 62) :

&quot;

pacificantur coelestia cum terrestribus,

et terrestria cum coelestibus.&quot; Erasmus adopts the same con

struction, amending the Latin version thus :

&quot;

pacificatis et iis quae
in terra sunt, et quae in coelis.&quot; BengePs interpretation is similar,
and he appears to adopt the same construction, for he compares
Luke xix. 38, flpyvr) iv ovpavw : and comparing this again with

Luke ii. 14, CTTI 7*75 flp^vrj, he remarks that what those in heaven
call peace on earth, those on earth call peace in heaven. This
construction does not seem to be open to any grammatical objec
tion. Only two instances of et/a^voTrotetv are cited in the I .exicons,
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one from the Sept., Prov. x. 10, where it is intransitive; the other

from Hermes, ap. Stob. Ed. Phys. p. 984, where the middle is

used transitively, Tore /cat avrrj rov iSioi Spo/xov fiprjvoTroiUTcu. As
to the form of the compound, Aristotle uses 68o7roieu/ with an

accusative, Rhet. i. I. 2, 8rj\ov on
e&quot;r)

av aura. /ecu oSoTroietv. So

AoyoTToieiv takes an accus., e.g. criyA&amp;lt;opas, Lys. p. 165, 26; cf.

Thuc. vi. 38, al. It is singular that this construction which yields
an excellent sense has been entirely overlooked, and the interpreta
tion of Chrys., etc., met with the objection that a-n-oKaTaXXd^at

. . . cire ra . . . etre TCI cannot mean to reconcile these two
with one another.

May it not be that the difficulty arises from attempting to turn

what is practically a hypothetical statement into a categorical
assertion ? St. Paul has in his mind throughout this part of the

Epistle the teaching of the false teachers at Colossae, who knew,
forsooth, all about the celestial hierarchy, with its various orders,
some of which were doubtless regarded as not entirely in harmony
with the Divine will. The apostle no more adopts their view here
than he adopts their hierarchical system. The point on which he
insists is that all must be brought into harmony, and that this is

effected through Christ.

Are we, however, justified in assuming that all TO, lv rots

oupai/ois (which is not necessarily equivalent to
&quot;

in heaven
&quot;)

are

holy angels, or were so conceived by St. Paul? If there are
&quot; other worlds than

ours,&quot; would not their inhabitants be reckoned
as ev rots ovpavois ?

21-23. The Colossians are reminded that this reconciliation

applies to them also, and that the object in view is that they may be

blameless in the sight of God. But this depends on their holdingfast
by the truth which they have been taught.

21. We must first note the difference of reading in the last word of the
verse. diroKaraXXdy-riTe is read by B, 17 (dTro/caTTjXAd/CTjrcu) ; diroKa.Ta\\a-

7^vrej, by D* G, the Latin d-gm Goth., Iren. (transl.) al, ; but all other

authorities have d7ro/car7?\Xa ev. Lachm.
, Meyer, Lightfoot, Weiss adopt O.TTO-

Ka.TT}\\dyr]Te, which is given a place in the margin by Treg. WH. and Rev.
It is argued that dTTOKaraXXayevTes is an emendation, for grammatical reasons,
of a.TroKaTT]\\dy7]T (though a careless one, for it should be accus.). These two
sets of authorities, then, may be taken together as attesting the passive. As
between dTroKarrjXXdyr;Te and aTTOKarriXXa^ev, there is in favour of the former
the consideration that, if the latter had been the original reading, the con
struction would be plain, and no reason would exist for altering it. Lightfoot
regards this reading of B as perhaps the highest testimony of all to the great
value of that MS.

With the reading dwoKarriXXa^ev there is a slight anacoluthon, there being
no direct protasis. Examples, however, are not infrequent of a clause with
5^ following a participle which indirectly supplies the protasis. The anaco
luthon might indeed be avoided by making v^as depend on diroKaraXXd^ai ;

but this would be more awkward ; and, besides, ver. 21 obviously begins a new
paragraph, resuming the thought from which the apostle had digressed in 15.
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With the reading airoKaTi]\\dyijTe it is possible to regard the clause vrvl

5t 6a.va.Tov as parenthetical. &quot;And you who once were estranged (but now
ye have been reconciled) to present you, I

say,&quot;
the second v^as repeating

the first ;
and so Lachmann, Lightfoot, Moule. But, considering the im

portance of the clause, it is perhaps better (with Meyer) to understand the

construction as an anacoluthon, the apostle having begun the sentence with

the active in his mind, and, in a manner not unusual with him, passing to a

more independent form of statement. This, too, se^ms much more in St.

Paul s manner than the parenthesis supposed by Lachmann.

Kal ujias, &quot;and you also,&quot;
irore orras dirrjXXoTpiwfji^ous, &quot;who

were once in a state of estrangement.&quot; oVras expresses more

forcibly the settledness of the alienation. For a.Tra\\oTpi6&amp;lt;a see on

Eph. ii. 1 2. Here the remote object must be God, as of its opposite

aTTOKOLTaXXda-o-uv, and the word implies that they belonged to another

(O.AA.OT/HOS) (they were, in fact, subject to the t^ova-ia TOV O-KOTOVS),

and that this was the consequence of movement away from Him
(dTro-). Alford understands the verb here objectively,

&quot; banished &quot;

;

but it seems more congruous to the whole context (aTroKaraX.,

e^fyious) to understand it subjectively,
&quot;

estranged (in mind).&quot;

e^9pous Tfl oiayoio. e^pors is taken passively by Meyer,
&quot; invisos Deo.&quot; But such a meaning is not justified either by the

context here or by the use of the word elsewhere
;

cf. Rom. viii. 7,

TO
&amp;lt;j)p6vrj/Jia 1-775 o-apos ^X^Pa c s fov. Even in Rom. V. IO, el yap

l)(0pol ovres KaTrjXXdyrjfjifv TO&amp;gt; 0ew, K.T.X., it is best understood

actively; there, as here, the sinner is spoken of as reconciled to

God, not God to the sinner. Indeed, nowhere in the N.T. is the

latter expression used. The fact that it occurs in Clement, in the

Const. Apost., and in the Apocrypha (Meyer), only makes its absence
from the N.T. the more noticeable. As Lightfoot observes, &quot;it is

the mind of man, not the mind of God, which must undergo a

change, that a reunion may be effected.&quot; It was not because God
hated the world, but because He loved it, that He sent His Son.

In Rom. xi. 28, where the Jews are said to be lyQpol in a passive

sense, this is not absolute, but Kara TO euayyeAiov, and they are at

the same time aya-rrrfroL Here, in particular, the active sense is

required by the following TT) 8iavoia, which Meyer indeed interprets
as a &quot;causal dative&quot; (as if it were = 8ta

-rfjv StavoiW). But in

ex$po? 1-77
Siavoia the two notions must have the same subject

({yxwv not being added). Besides, if so intended, Scavoia would

surely be qualified by irovrjpa. or the like, rfj Siavoia, then, is the

dative of the part affected, as in CO-KOTW/AO OI rfj Siavoto, Eph. iv. 18
;

Kadapol TTJ KapSia, Matt. V. 8.

eV TOIS epyois TOIS TroT]poTs, the practical sphere in which the

preceding characteristics exhibited themselves. A striking contrast

to the description of the Christian walk in ver. 10.

22. mvl 8e,
&quot;

now,&quot; i.e. in the present order of things, not &quot;

at

the present moment.* The aorist marks that the state of things
J5
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followed a given event. It is correctly rendered by the English

perfect. So ver. 26; also Eph. ii. 13, iii. 5; Rom. v. n, vii. b,

xi. 30, 31, xvi. 26; 2 Tim. i. 10; t Pet. i. 10, ii. 10, 25. We have

the aorist similarly used in Plato, Symp. 193 A, Trpo TO?, wo-n-ep

Xeyw, tv r/fJifv vvvl oe. OLO. rryv aSt/aav 8naKL(rOrj/j.ev VTTO TOV eov, and
in Isaeus, De Clean, her. 20, TOTE /xei/ . . . vvvl 8 . . . eftovXrjOr).

diroKaTT]XXdYT)T or diroKaT^X\a|ec. For reading and construc

tion, see above.

iv TW o-wfAcm TTJS aapKos aurou, ev pointing to the medium of the

reconciliation. The addition of TT}S o-ap/&amp;lt;os avrov,
&quot;

consisting in

His flesh,&quot; has been variously accounted for. Beza, Huther, Barry,

a/., suppose the expression directed against Docetism
;
but there is

no direct evidence of this form of error so early, nor does there

appear to be any allusion to it in this Epistle. Others, as Bengel,

Olshausen, Lightfoot, supposed the words added to distinguish
between the physical and the spiritual o-w/xa, i.e. the Church. But

this would be irrelevant. Marcion, however, omitted T?}S trap/cos

as inconsistent with his views, and explained ev rw O-W/AO.TI of the

Church. Tertullian, referring to this, says :

&quot;

in eo corpore in quo
mori potuit per carnem mortuus est, non per ecclesiam sed propter
ecclesiam

&quot;

(Adv. Marc. v. 1 9). The most probable explanation
is that the words have reference to the opinion of the false teachers,

that angels who were without a
o-o&amp;gt;/i TT}S o-apKos assisted in the

work of reconciliation (so Alford, Ellicott, Meyer, Soden). 8ia TOV

6a.va.rov expresses the manner in which the reconciliation was

wrought.

After Bavdrov, ai/roO is added in N A P a/. , Boh. Arm. a!.

irapaoTT]aai up,as. With the reading a7ro/caT^AAaev this in

finitive expresses the final purpose ; comp. 2 Cor. xi. 2, ^p/ioo-d/^v

{yxas evl avSpt, Tra.p9f.vov ayvyv 7rapao&quot;ri}o-a(.
TO) Xpio-rw. Here, how-

ever, the verb has its judicial sense; comp. 2 Cor. iv. 14, 6 cyeipas
TOV Kuptov Irjcrovv Kai

r][jia&amp;lt;;
crvv Ir/crov eyepfl /cat Trapao-Tryrrei crvv

vp.lv. As this 7rapao-r^o-at is thus included by God Himself in His

work as the consequence of the reconciliation which He has

accomplished, it follows that there is no room for anything to

be contributed to this end by man himself.

With the reading ttVo/caTT/AAuyr/Te two constructions are possible.

First, it may be taken as dependent on evSoK-rjo-ev, vvvl Se Oavdrov

being parenthetical (Lightfoot). This makes the sentence rather

involved. Or, secondly, the subject of Trapao-T^o-at and that of

aTro/caT. maybe the same, viz. v/xeis, &quot;ut sisteretis vos.&quot; Comp.
Rom. vi. 13, Tra.pa.o-Trio-a.Tf. eavrovs TW ew

;
2 Tim. ii. 15, o-Trovoacrov

(TfavTov ooxifjiov Trapa&amp;lt;TTrjo~aL
TW ew. There is here no emphasis on

the reflexive sense (the words being nearly equivalent to
&quot;

that ye

may stand
&quot;),

so that eauTovs is not required.
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Lightfoot regards Trapacrnyo-at here as sacrificial, paraphrasing
thus :

&quot; He will present you a living sacrifice, an acceptable offer

ing to Himself.&quot; But this is reading into the words something
which is not suggested, nor even favoured, by the context. Though
dyiovs Kal dfjua/jiovs may seem to be borrowed from the vocabulary of

sacrifice, the combination does not carry any such connotation

with it. Comp. Eph. i. 4 (e^eAefa-ro i^u.as) eu/ai
r///,u dyious KUI

a/ioS/Aous KarevMTnov avrov
;

ib. ver. 2 7 (in connexion with the same
verb TrapacTTYjvai, where the figure is that of a bride) ; Jude 24,

(TTr/crai KareviaTTiov TT}? $6r]&amp;lt;;
avrov

d/jua/Jiov&amp;lt;;. dvey/cA.7/Toi;s, moreover,
is not suitable to sacrifice. It is a judicial term, and thus deter

mines the sense of the other two, Trapacrr^o-at being quite as much
a judicial as a sacrificial word

;
cf. Acts xxiii. 33. May we not add

that the thought expressed in Lightfoot s paraphrase has no parallel
in the N.T. ? For Rom. xii. i does not support the idea of God pre

senting believers to Himself as a sacrifice. Accordingly, this view

is rejected by most commentators. The adjectives, then, are best

understood of moral and spiritual character, the first expressing
the positive aspect, the others the negative ;

and KarevwTrtov avrou

being connected with the verb, which requires such an addition,
not with the adjectives, nor with the last only.

23. ei ye,
&quot;

assuming that.&quot; See Eph. iii. 2.

eirifieVeTc,
&quot;

ye abide, continue
in,&quot;

a figurative use of eTri/xcWv,

occurring several times in St. Paul (only), and always with the

simple dative; cf. Rom. vi. i, xi. 22, 23; i Tim. iv. 16. (In Acts
xiii. 43 the genuine reading is Trpotr/AeVetv.) The CTTL- is not

intensive, as if ri/x.eVeii/ were stronger than p.f.vuv (cf.
2 Cor. ix. 9 ;

2 Tim. ii. 13; i Tim. ii. 15; Acts xviii. 20, ix. 43, xxviii. 12, 14).
It adds the idea of locality.

TTJ morel, i.e. vfjiwv, referring to i. 4.

TeflefieXiwjaeVcH Kal eSpaloi, the former word referring to the sure

foundation (Eph. iii. 17), the latter to the firmness of the structure.

eSpcuos occurs also in I Cor. vii. 37, os 8e IOT^KCV ev rf) Kap8ia avrov

cSpatos, and in I Cor. XV. 58, eSpatot yivea-Oe, afjLfraKLvrjTOL.

pi ficTaKicoupecot expresses the same idea on the negative side,

but denned more precisely by the following words. It seems
better taken as middle than passive, especially considering the

present tense, &quot;not constantly shifting.&quot;
The use of

//.?/ implies
that this clause is conditioned by the preceding (Winer, 55. ia).

diro T^S eXmSos. As the three preceding expressions involve

the same figure, Soden regards these words as connected (by

zeugma) with the first two as well as with the third.

TOU tua.yyt\iou, subjective genitive, the hope that belongs to

the gospel. Comp. 17 eX-n-ls TT)S /cAr/o-ews, Eph. i. 1 8, iv. 4.

ou
f|Kou&amp;lt;raT, K.T.X. Three points to enforce the duty of not

being moved, etc. They had heard this gospel ;
the same had



228 THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS [I. 24

been universally preached, and the apostle himself was a minister

of it. TraXiv (LVTOVS
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;epa. /J-dprvpas, flra TT/V OLKOVfJifvrjv oVacrav . . .

/cat TOUTO eis TO d^ioTricrrov crvvreXfL. . . . yaeya yap avrov r/v TO

a^iwp.a AOITTOV Travra^ov aSo/teyov, /cat r^s otKov/ievT/s oWos SiSao-KaAov,

Chrys.
eV irao-fl KTum, &quot;in all creation,&quot; RV., or &quot;among every

creature,&quot; Coverdale, Lightfoot; cf. Mark xvi. 15 (where, however,
KTicri? has the article), Krjpv^are TO euayyeAiov Trdfrrj rfj KTicrei. In

both places the thought is of proclamation and of reception by
faith

;
and therefore we can hardly (with Lightfoot) bring in

&quot;

all

creation, animate and inanimate.&quot;

The expression K-rjpvxOevTos is probably not to be regarded as

hyperbolical, but ideal,
&quot;

it was done when the Saviour . . . bade
it be done &quot;

(Moule).

After irdcrr), ry is added in Nc D K L P and most. It is absent from

K*ABCD*G 17, etc.

ou
cyclop]&quot; eyw HauXos SICXKO^OS. Returning to his introduction

of himself in ver. i, the apostle prepares to say some further words
of introduction of himself and his calling, before entering on the

main topic of the Epistle. It is not for the purpose of magnifying
his office that he thus names himself, but to impress on his readers

that the gospel which they had heard, and which was proclaimed
in all the world, was the very gospel that he preached.

For SiaKovos, N* P read K-fjpvg KO.L aTroWoAos. A combines
both readings.

24-29. The apostle s own qualification as a minister of this

gospel. To him has been given the privilege of knowing and pro
claiming this mystery which was hidden from former ages, namely,
that of Christ dwelling in them. It is his mission to make this

known, and so to admonish and teach that he may present every man

perfect. This he earnestly labours to do through the power of Christ.

24. vuv xaipw. vw is not transitional
(&quot; quae cum ita

sint,&quot;

Liicke), which would require ovv, or the like, but refers to present
time. Now as a prisoner

&quot; with a chain upon my wrist
&quot;

(Eadie).
His active service as StaVovo? is at present suspended, but the

sufferings which it had brought upon him are a source of joy.

Lightfoot understands it thus :

&quot;

Now, when I contemplate the

lavish wealth of God s mercy, now when I see all the glory of

bearing a part in this magnificent work, my sorrow is turned into

joy.&quot;
But there is no indication of such a connexion of thought

in the text.

Sj is prefixed to vvv in D*G, Vulg. al. (AV. ). It is, doubtless, a repeti
tion of the first syllable of didKovos, assisted by the desire to supply a connect

ing link between the sentences. For examples of similar abruptness compare
2 Cor. vii. 9 ; I Tim. i. 12.
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ev. Compare Phil. i. 18, ev TOVTW ^atpw : Rom. v. 3, Kav^w/xe^u
ev rats OXfyetnv.

After iraOrifjLaffiv, /xou is added in Text. Rec. with N c and many cursives,

Syr-Pesh. Arm. Eth. al.

uirep ujjiwf, to be connected with -n-aO^ao-Lv. His sufferings had
been brought on him by his labours on behalf of the Gentiles,
&quot;

propter vestrum gentium salutem,&quot; Estius, and so with a kindly

personal reference he represents them as endured on behalf of the

Colossians, who shared in the benefit of his ministry. The article

is not required before virep vpwr, rots 7ra$r;//.acriv being = ois Trao-^w.

drrava-n-Xiqpw. This double compound is not found elsewhere

in LXX or N.T. ava-n-Xrjpovv is found six times in N.T., twice in

connexion with vo-rep^pui, r Cor. xvi. 17; Phil. ii. 30. -n-pocrava-

rr\r]f&amp;gt;Gvv
also occurs twice with vo-reprjfjLa, but in a different sense,

the former verb referring to a deficiency left by, the latter to one
felt by, the persons mentioned. What modification is introduced

in the meaning of dvaTrXrjpovv by the addition of dvn- is disputed.
cnm in composition with a verb does not imply

&quot;

instead of

another,&quot; as Photius here takes it (TOVTCO-TIV, Avrt Sfcnrorov KOL

SiSao-KaAon 6 SoPAos eyw, /c.r.X.), but &quot; over
against,&quot;

which may be
either in opposition, as di/TiAeyw, dm/cei/Kit, or in correspondence, in

turn, as aVri/zeTpeo), uvn/caXew (Luke XIV. 12), dvTiAa//,/3avo/xat, etc.

Here the dv-ri- has been understood by some as referring to

SictKovia, the suffering now taking the place of the former active

service, or as indicating that the apostle s afflictions were in

response to what Christ had done for him. It is, perhaps,
sufficient to say, with Wetstein, that it indicates the correspond
ence with the vcTTepry/xa,

&quot;

dvri v(rrepr;yu.aTOS SUCCedit dvaTrAr/pw/Aa.&quot;

(So Meyer, Alford, Ellicott, Eadie, Soden.) Lightfoot objects that

this practically deprives dvn of any meaning, for ava-n-X-rjpovv alone

would denote as much. He adopts Winer s view, that avrava-

TrX-fjpovv is used of one who &quot;

alterius vo-Tep^/Aa de suo
explet,&quot;

or, as Lightfoot puts it,

&quot;

that the supply comes from an opposite

quarter to the deficiency.&quot; Instances are cited in which this idea

(or rather that of &quot;a different
quarter&quot;)

is expressed in the context,
for example, Dion Cass. xliv. 48, lv oarov . . . Ive&fi, TOVTO IK T-^S

?rapa TWV aAXwv (rvvreXc/ as avTaraTrA^pw^. The requirements of

this passage seem to be fully met by the idea of correspondence,
as will appear if we translate :

&quot;

in order that ... as much as was

wanting . . . this might be correspondingly supplied.&quot; And in

the two instances in which dvaTrA^pow is used with wrrep^fia, the

supply is from a different quarter from the deficiency, so that there

is no more reason for including this idea in avravairX. than in

TrA.

In Demosth. (De Symm. p. 182), TOVTW TWV
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/ceXeuw TTCVTC p-^pf] xara ScoSe/co. avSpas, avTa.i
a.TrXrjf)ovvTa&amp;lt;;

Trpos rov evTropwrarov del TOVS ctTropwruTovs, the idea is that the

poorer members should balance the rich in each //.epos, so as to

equalise the pcpy. It is this idea of balance that is expressed

by the O.VTL-.

Similarly the substantive avravaTrX^pwo-ts in Diog. Laert. x. 48,
KCU yap peucris ctTro TT}S TO&amp;gt;V CTCO/ACLTOJV eViTroAiys crwe^s cruja/^aiWt,

OUK eVtS^Aos al(rdr)(T(.L 8ia TT)V avTavairXijpwa-LV, i.e. on account of

the counter-supply, i.e. the supply which &quot; meets &quot;

the deficiency.
It is not, perhaps, an over-refinement to suggest that avrava-

TrXrjpw is more unassuming than avatrXrjpS), since part of the force

of the word is thrown on the idea of correspondence.
TO. uorepTJfiaTa. The plural is used because the afflictions are

not regarded as a unity from which there is a definite shortcoming.

Compare i Thess. iii. 10, TO. tio-repr//u.ara -nys Trtcrrews vfj.wv, where
the singular would suggest that their faith, as faith, was defective,

while the plural suggests that there were points in which it needed
to be made perfect.

roil 0\i\J/0)i/ TOU XpioroG. By two classes of commentators these

words are understood to mean the afflictions which Christ endured.

First, many Roman Catholic expositors, including Caietan, Bellar-

mine, and more recently Bisping, find in the passage a support for

the theory that the merits of the saints constitute a treasure of the

Church from which indulgences may be granted. Estius, with his

usual candour, while holding the doctrine to be Catholic and

apostolic, yet judges that &quot; ex hoc Ap. loco non videtur admodum
solide statui posse. Non enim sermo iste, quo dicit Ap. se pati

pro ecclesia, necessario sic accipiendus est, quod pro redimendis

peccatorum poenis quas fidelis debent, patiatur, quod forte

nonnihil haberet arrogantiae ;
sed percommode sic accipitur,

quomodo proxime dixerat gaudeo in passionibus meis pro
vobis ut nimirum utraque parte significet afflictiones et perse-
cutiones pro salute fidelium ipsiusque ecclesiae promovendac
toleratas.&quot; It has been more fully replied (e.g. by Lightfoot)
that the sufferings of Christ may be regarded from two different

points of view, either as satisfactoriae or aedificatoriae. In the

former sense there can be no vo-rep^a, Christ s sufferings and
those of His servants are different in kind, and therefore in

commensurable. But in this sense
O\I\J/L&amp;lt;;

would be an unsuitable

word, and, in fact, it is never applied in any sense to Christ s

sufferings. In the second point of view, however, that of minis

terial utility,
&quot;

it is a simple matter of fact that the afflictions

of every saint and martyr do supplement the afflictions of Christ.

The Church is built up by repeated acts of self-denial in successive

individuals and successive generations
&quot;

(Lightfoot).
It is no doubt true that these

&quot; continue the work which Christ
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began&quot; (compare 2 Cor. i. 5 ;
i Pet. iv. 13). But to say this is

not to say that there was any
&quot;

shortcoming
&quot;

in the afflictions of

Christ. His work, including His sufferings, was absolutely com

plete ;
and so far as others carry it on, their work is included in

His (Phil. iv. 13). To say that He left something &quot;behind&quot; is to

slur over the meaning of va-Teprj/j-a, which does not mean some

thing left behind, but a want of sufficiency. Nowhere in the N.T.
is anything of the kind suggested. And the Colossians were the

last to whom St. Paul would use, without explanation, a phrase
\vhich would be so open to misconception, as tending to foster the

delusion that either saints or angels could add anything to Christ s

work. If affliction could do so, why not (it might be said) self-

imposed suffering, asceticism, or gratuitous self-denial ? Moreover,
can it be supposed that St. Paul, who calls himself the least of

saints, and not meet to be called an apostle, would express him
self thus without some qualification ? Lightfoot would mitigate
the apparent arrogance by the remark that

&quot; the present tense,

avTava-rrXrjpw, denotes an inchoate, not a complete act.&quot; The
term &quot;inchoate&quot; does not seem to be justified. The present,

indeed, denotes an act continuing and therefore not finished, but

not incomplete as far as the present moment is concerned. Com
pare the instances of avairXypw itself: Matt. xiii. 14, a.va.irXrjpovra.1

atirois ry Trpcx^Teta, K.r.X. : I Cor. xiv. 1 6, 6 avaTrXrjpwv TOV TOTTOV

TOV l8ni&amp;gt;Tov : 2 Cor. ix. 1 2, ov p.6vov ecrrt TrpocravaTrX^povcra TO.

v(TTf.prifjLaTa. TWV dyiW, dAXa KO.L irepicrcrevovcra, K.T.X. Compare
also the present of irXrjpovv, Gal. v. 14; Eph. v. 18; Col. iv. 17.

A third view is adopted by Chrysostom, Theophylact,

Augustine, and most expositors, ancient and modern. According
to this,

&quot; the afflictions of Christ
&quot;

are the sufferings of His Body,
the Church, so called because &quot; He really felt them.&quot; So

Augustine on Ps. Ixi. says of Christ,
&quot;

qui passus est in capite
nostro et patitur in membris suis, id est, nobis

ipsis.&quot;
And Leo,

quoted by Bohmer (ap. Eadie), &quot;passio Christi perducitur ad
finem mundi,&quot; etc. This view is adopted amongst late com
mentators by Alford, Ellicott, De Wette, Olshausen. But the

notion that Christ suffers affliction in His people is nowhere
found in the N.T. Acts ix. 4,

&quot;

Why persecutes! thou Me ?
&quot;

is not
an instance. There the persecution of His saints is represented as

directed against Him, but He is not represented as suffering from
it. The idea that the glorified Christ continues to suffer, and that
&quot; His tribulations will not be complete till the last pang shall have

past
&quot;

(Alf.) (an idea which, as Meyer observes, would seem to

imply even the thought of Christ s dying in the martyrs), is incon

sistent with the scriptural representations of His exalted state. It

is true that He sympathises with the afflictions of His people ;
but

sympathy is not affliction, nor can the fact of this sympathy justify
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the use of the term &quot;

afflictions of Christ,&quot; without explanation, to

mean the afflictions of His Church. This would be particularly
unsuitable in the present connexion, for it would make St. Paul

say that he rejoiced in His sufferings because they went to

increase the afflictions of Christ.

It remains that (with Meyer, Soden, al.} we take the expression
to signify the apostle s own afflictions

;
and to this interpretation

the readers are naturally led, first, by the word 0A.ii/as, which is

never used of Christ s sufferings, but often of the apostle s
; and,

secondly, by the defining words eV rfj o-apni p.ov, which are best

connected with TWV OXiif/twv. For if the writer had intended them
to be taken with the verb, he would doubtless have written avrava-

TrXrjpw tv Trf o-ap/a fj.ov. It is said, indeed, that the words are

placed here for the sake of the antithesis to TOV o-w/mros O.VTOV.

But there would be no purpose served by emphasising this

antithesis here, and to do so would only distract the attention of

the reader.

Meyer, however, while adopting this view of OX. TOV Xp.,
connects ev TTJ &amp;lt;r. /JLOV with the verb. On the other hand, Steiger,

joining these words with OX. TOV Xp., connects both with the follow

ing: &quot;the sufferings which Christ endures in my flesh for His

body.&quot;

That St. Paul should call his own sufferings in the service of

Christ the afflictions of Christ in his flesh, is quite in accordance

with other expressions of his. For instance, in 2 Cor. i. 5 he

speaks of the sufferings of Christ overflowing to him, Trcpicro-et ei

TO. ira.6rjp.a.T(i TOV XpicrroS et? ^/xas. In Phil. iii. 10 he speaks of

knowing /coivwvta TU&amp;gt;V
Tra.6rnJLU.Tu&amp;gt;v

OLVTOV cruyu./xop^i^o/xei os TW $avaTu&amp;gt;

avrov. Again, 2 Cor. iv. IO, Travrore Trjv veVpaxriv TOV I^crov ev T&amp;lt;2

The form of expression, then, need not cause any difficulty.

The question what St. Paul means by calling his own troubles the

afflictions of Christ in his flesh is a different one, and may be

answered by saying that Christ s afflictions are regarded as the

type of all those that are endured by His followers on behalf of

the Church. So Theodoret : Xpto-ros TOV virtp T^S eK/cA^crias Kare-

oea.TO 6a.va.TOv . . . KCU. TO. aAAa ocra iiTre/xeii/e,
KCU d $ios aTrocrroXos

wrraimos inrep avrrjs VTreo-Tf] TO. Troi/aAa Tra^vy/xara. Compare Matt.

XX. 23, TO fJ.eV TTOTrjpLOV JJLOV 7TlfO~6f.

uirep TOU o-oifiaros aurou. The use of this designation was prob

ably suggested by the mention of o-dp$. virip is clearly not &quot;

in

the place of,&quot;
but &quot;on behalf

of&quot;; cf. ver. 7.

o cvTiv $ eKK\T]crta. The antithesis of o-w/xa and crap rendered

necessary this explanation of the words crw/mTos O.UTOU. Besides,
was required by the following eyevo/^f Sta/covos.

o lo-Tiv has not the same shade of meaning as ^TIS ecrriv
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(l Tim. iii. 15, ev OIKW eov . . . r/rts la-rlv eKKAr/cria). The former

is equivalent to id est
;
the latter to &quot;and such is.&quot;

25. TJS eye^o^c SidiKocos resumes the of&amp;gt;

eyej/. Sta/c. of ver. 23,

carrying out now the active side of the ministry, as ver. 24 the

passive.
icard TTJK olKOkojjiiaK. &quot;According to the stewardship in the

house of God.&quot; On oi/c. cf. Eph. i. 10. Here = the office or

function of a steward, so that he is an CKKOVO/AOS eov, cf. i Cor. ix.

17, oiKovo/xiW TreTrurrev/Aai, and Luke xvi. 2. So the apostles and
other ministers of the Church are called OUCOKO/AOI, i Cor. iv. i, 7 ;

Tit. i. 7 ;
see also i Pet. iv. 10. The Church is CHKOS TOV eov,

i Tim. iii. 15. Chrysostom, a/., take OIK. in the sense &quot;dispensa

tion,&quot;
which is inconsistent with rr/v ooOelo-dv //,oi.

eis ufAas, cf. ver. 24. Connected by Scholefield and Hofmann
with the following TrA-^pwo-ai. But compare Eph. iii. 2, T^V

oiVovo/Atav TT/S ^aptros TOV eov TT/S So^etVr/s yu.ot ets v/ius : and Rom.
XV. 1 6, TT/V \o.pLV TIJV $o6eio~dv

yu,ot
VTTO TOV eov ets TO eTvat

//.e

XftTOVpyOV XplO~TOV 19 TO. WvYf.

irXTjpwcrai, not infin. of design, but explanatory of ot/c. TT;V

80^. K.T.A. The verb is found in a similar connexion Rom. xv. 19,

wore p.e . . . fJ.e\pl TOV IXXvpiKOV TreTrXr/pwxeVat TO eiayyeXiov TOV

Xpio-Tov. 6 Aoyos TOV eov is frequently used by St. Paul for the

gospel (i Cor. xiv. 36; 2 Cor. ii. 17, iv. 2
;

i Thess. ii. 13;

compare also Acts iv. 31, a/.). The sense then is : &quot;to carry out

to the full the preaching of the gospel
&quot;

;

&quot; ad summa perducere :

Paulus ubique ad summa tendit,&quot; Bengel. There is doubtless a

reference to St. Paul s special office as the apostle of the Gentiles,

by virtue of which he gave full development to the &quot; word of

God.&quot; This is suggested by So#cto-av ftot ets tyxas.

Beza takes the phrase to mean &quot;to fulfil the promise of God&quot;

(cf. 2 Chron. xxxvi. 21), which does not suit the context. Fritzsche

understands it as meaning &quot;to complete the teaching begun by
Epaphras.&quot; See on Lk. viii. n.

26. TO fiuo-TTJpioc. Lightfoot observes :

&quot; This is not the only
term borrowed from the ancient mysteries, which St. Paul employs
to describe the teaching of the gospel,&quot; and he mentions TeAaov,
ver. 28; /jLe/jivrj/jiaL,

Phil. iv. 12; and (perhaps) a^pa-yi&o-Oai in

Eph. i. 14. There is, he says, an intentional paradox in the

employment of the image by St. Paul, since the Christian mysteries
are not, like the heathen, confined to a narrow circle, but are freely
communicated to all. But as /ruo-Tr/ptov in the singular is never

used by Greek writers in connexion with the ancient mysteries,
and on the other hand appears to have been an ordinary word for

&quot;secret&quot; (see note on Eph. i. 9), there seems to be no ground
for the assumption that the term is borrowed from the &quot;

mysteries.&quot;

The plural is used thrice only by St. Paul, viz. i Cor. iv. i,
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xiii. 2, xiv. 2
;
but occurs in the Gospels, Matt. xiii. 1 1

;
Luke viii.

i o. As to fj.ffj.vrjfj.aL, although the verb may have been originally

borrowed from the mysteries, St. Paul found it already in use in

the sense in which he employs it
;

cf. Alciphron, ii. 4, Kvficpvav

fjLvr)9ij(ro/jiaL. For reAecos, see on ver. 28.

TO airoKeKpufifie voi . . . vuv 8e e^ayepudT). These are the two

characteristics of a //.VO-TT^HOV in the N.T. Compare Rom. xvi. 25,

fj.v&amp;lt;rTr]piov xpovois ttwflvtois owty^/ievov, ^xxvepcu^eWos of vvv. Trpo

TCUV alwvuiv, used in i Cor. ii. 7 of God s purpose, could not properly
have been said of its concealment. aTro TWV utwi/wv, /c.r.A. aTro here

is of time, being opposed to vvv. So air atwvos, Acts iii. 21, xv.

1 8. An atwv includes many yevecu; compare Eph. iii. 21. The
fact of the long concealment and recent disclosure of the mystery
is not without point here

;
it explains the acceptance of the errors

which the apostle is combating.
27. e^a^epuOr]. The anacoluthon gives more emphasis to the

mention of the
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ufepaxris ;

cf. ver. 22.

TOIS ayiois aurou
; i.e. Christians in general, not only the

apostles and prophets of the N.T., as many both of the older

and later commentators take it, in agreement with Eph. iii. 5.

Cod. G even adds uTroo-ToAois (and F, of course, agrees).

ols, &quot;quippe quibus.&quot; r]OeXr)(rcv o eos. It was God s free

choice, so that the yvwpi^eiv was only to those to whom He chose

to make it known.
TI TO irXouTOs TTJS 8o|r]s. Compare Rom. ix. 23, fva yvwpurr/

TOV TrXovrov T-^S So??s avTov : and Eph. i. 18, iii. 16. TI joined to

a substantive of quantity signifies &quot;how
great.&quot;

TrXouros (in

differently masculine and neuter in St. Paul) is a favourite term in

these Epistles as applied to the dispensation of grace.
S6a is not a mere attribute of TrAoCTos (Erasmus), nor of

fj.va-Trjpiov (Beza), but is the principal idea
;

it is of the Soa TOV

fj.vo-Tt]pLov that it is said that it has shown itself in rich measure.

It is the glorious manifestation of God s dealings contained in this

/Aucn-r/pioj/,
&quot;

magniloquus est in extollenda evangelii dignitate,&quot;

Calvin. (re/xi is *7T Kcti oy/coi/ iTreOrjKfv OLTTO TroAA^s Siu^eVews,

eTTiratreis fyrwv eViracrfcoi
, Chrys. The latter, however, understands

the words of the glorious results of the gospel amongst the

heathen.

ec TOIS 0ferii . It was amongst these especially that this

TrAoiJros was displayed , &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;au

erat v erepois, TroAAw 8e TrAeov fv

TOUTOIS rj TroAAi) TOV /xvo-T7;piou ooa, Chrys. For the construction

cf. Eph. i. 1 8.

o CO-TIC Xpicrrog lv
ufj.i*

. The antecedent may be either

fj.va-Tripiov or TrAoDros. The former (Vulg. Chrys.) is that generally
favoured by expositors :

&quot;

the mystery consists in this, that Christ

is eV
vp.lv&quot;; and this seems on the whole the most natural.
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is the principal idea in the context (ver. 26, ii. 2), TO

T/S 80^775 being subsidiary to it. Again, the &quot;

mystery
&quot;

is

not something distinct from the riches of the glory of it
;
those to

whom the former is revealed are made acquainted with the latter.

This view also agrees with Eph. iii. 6, where the fj.va-Tijpiov TOV

Xpio-ToS is denned as eTvat TO. Wvt] o-vyKA^povop.a, K.T.\. The

strongest objection to this view is that it seems to make o eo-Tiv,

K.T.A., a merely parenthetical definition, whereas it carries on the

thread of the discourse. But this is more apparent than real
;

it is

the thought of the /tuxm^piov that runs through the whole, and the

clause is not parenthetical, but carries on the description of the

(j.vcrTr)piov begun in ver. 26, ev v/juv. The parallelism with ev rots

#veo-iv favours the interpretation &quot;among you,&quot;
rather than &quot;in

you.&quot;

TJ e\ms rfjs SO^TJS. This
86rj&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

is an echo of the former, but

this does not require us to give both the same signification.

Oltramare regards this, not as an apposition to 6 Xp., but as a

second thought succeeding the former in a lively manner, and

joining on to it,
&quot;

It is Christ in the midst of you ! the hope of

glory!&quot;

T6 TO TrAovros is read by A B Dbc K L (TO TrAovTos without TI, G),
while K C P have the masc. TIS o -n-A.

o cVru/ is read by ABGPiy 47 6&quot;j

2
, probably Lat. Vulg.

((/nod est) ; os CO-TIV by N C D K L and most, Chrys. Theodoret, a/.

With the latter reading, os is attracted to the gender of Xptoros.
But this interferes with the sense, for whether the antecedent be

TrAoirros or //.uo-Tj/piov, it is not Xpicrros that is predicated, but

Xptcrros ev vp.lv.

28. ov TJfxels KaTaYY 6^M- e&amp;gt; - &quot;And Him we proclaim.&quot; Him,
i.e. not Xpto-Tov only, but Xp. eV

vfj.lv. ^eis, emphatic, in opposition
to the heretical as well as to the Judaising teachers

;

&quot;

we,&quot;
himself

and Timothy in particular.

kou0eTourr9 . . . KCU SiSeuncoi Tes . . . &quot;admonishing . . .

and teaching.&quot; These, as Meyer observes, correspond to the

of the gospel message. vovOttrio. /xev lirl

ia Se e^( Soyfjuiruiv.

c, thrice repeated, emphasises the universality of

the gospel as taught by St. Paul
(iii. n), in opposition to the

doctrine of an intellectual exclusiveness taught by the false

teachers
; probably also it points to the fact that each man

individually was an object of the apostle s care, TI Aeyeis; -n-avra

dvftpwTrov ; vat
, (f&amp;gt;r)cri,

TOVTO o~7roi;Sa^o/xev, et 8e
fj.rj yf.v~i]Tait

ouSev Trpos

r}/xus, Theophylact.
eV

irciaT] ao&amp;lt;()ia,
i.e. //.CTO. Traces rro^tas K.O.I crweVews, Chrys. a/.,

expressing the manner of the teaching. The Latin Fathers
understand the words as denoting the object of the teaching ;

so

Moule :

&quot;

in the whole field of that holy wisdom,&quot; etc. But in
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the N.T. the object of SiSao-Keii is put in the accusative, not in the

dative with eV.

There is no contradiction to i Cor. i. 17, ii. 1-16, for there is

a fov cro&amp;lt;ia (i Cor. ii. 7), a divine philosophy, the source of

which is indicated in ch. ii. 3 ;
cf. Eph. i. 8, T-^S ^uptros avrov ^s

eTrepto-o-etxrev ets ^/xas ev Trdcrr) croc^ta. Compare ver. 9 and iii. 1 6.

Iva TrapaoTr)aw|j.ei ,
as in ver. 22, refers to presentation before a

tribunal, not as a sacrifice.

reXeiof. This is one of the words noted by Lightfoot as
&quot;

probably borrowed from the ancient mysteries, where it seems
to have been applied to the fully instructed, as opposed to the

novices,&quot; and in i Cor. ii. 6, 7 he finds the same allusion. This
technical sense of reAeios as applied to persons does not seem

sufficiently made out; in the passages cited by Lightfoot, with one

exception, it is not to the persons, but to the mysteries, reA-erai
,

that the term is applied. The one exception is Plato, Phaedr.

249 C, reXeous (let reAera? TeXot&amp;gt;yU,vos reXeos ovrws yaoi os yiyverat,
which cannot be regarded as proving the usage. But even if this

be granted, there seems no sufficient reason for introducing this

sense here, where what is in question is not complete initiation, or

knowledge, but maturity of faith and spiritual life. In this sense

the word is used by St. Paul, Eph. iv. 13, p-*xPl Karavr^o-aj/xev eis

avSpa reXetov : Phil. iii. 1 5, 00-01 ovv reXeiot, TOVTO
&amp;lt;povw/xev

: i Cor.

xiv. 20, TCUS
&amp;lt;peo-i

reXetot yu/eo-$e. Compare Heb. V. 14 ;
Matt.

v. 48, xix. 21. And in the present Epistle, iv. 12, Iva o-ra^re
Tf.Xf.LOL KOL

TTTrXrjpO(f&amp;gt;r)fJifl
OL fV TTaVTt 6fXljfJ.aTL TOV .OV. ObsCrVC

also here the defining addition reXeiov Iv Xpicrro!. For the use of

the term in early Christian writers to denote the baptized as

opposed to the catechumens, see Lightfoot s note.

29. els o, viz. to present every man, etc.

KCU Komw. I not only KarayyeXXw, K.r.X., but carry this to the

point of toiling. Hofmann understands it as meaning,
&quot;

I become

weary,&quot; comparing John iv. 6
; Apoc. ii. 3, where, however, the

verb is perfect The sense, moreover, would be quite unsuitable

here in connexion with the dycovt^eo-^at in the power of Christ.

The verb is frequently used by St. Paul of his toilsome labours in

the Churches; e.g. i Cor. xv. 10; Gal. iv. TI
;

Phil. ii. 16; also of

the labours of others
;
Rom. xvi. 12; i Cor. xvi. 1 6

;
i Thess.

v. 12. But he also uses it of the labour of the hands; i Cor.

iv. 12
; Eph. iv. 28. The change to the singular has its ground in

the personal experience described.

dyaw6|i.e os. Compare I Tim. iv. 10, 19 TOVTO KOTrtw/tev

KOL uywvio/ie#a. The reference here is to an inward
ayu&amp;gt;v,

as is

shown by the following context
;

cf. iv. 12.

Kara TTJV eWpyeicu aurou. Not by his own strength, but by that

which Christ supplies. TOV UVTOU KOTTOV KOL dywva T
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ava.Ti6c.!.&amp;lt;s, Oecum. But Chrys. Theoph. understand the O.VTOV of

God, against the immediate context. lvepyovfj.evr)v, middle, as always
in St. Paul. Fritzsche on Rom. vii. 5 observes :

&quot;

eVepyeu/, vim
exercere de personis, Ivepyelo-Oai ex se (aut suam) vim exercere de

rebus collocavit, Gal. v. 6; Col. i. 29 ;
i Thess. ii. 13; al. ut h.l.

Passive . . . nunquam Paulus usus est.&quot;

iv Sukdfjiei, &quot;in power&quot;; cf. Rom. i. 8
;

2 Thess. i. u. Some
understand this of the power of working miracles, which is quite

inappropriate to the context, according to which the reference is to

II. 1-7. The apostle s care and anxiety are not limited to those

Churches ivhich he had himselffounded, or to which he had person

ally preached, but extended to those whom he had never seen. He is

anxious that they should be confirmed in the faith and united in love,

and, moreover, may learn to know the mystery, that is, the revealed

will of God. It is no new doctrine they are to look for, but to seek

to be established in the faith which they have already been taught, and
to live in conformity thereto.

1.
l~&amp;lt;p.

&quot;

Striving, I say, for,&quot;
etc. The general statement

KOTTIW dywi/io//,ei 09 is supported by this special instance of his

anxiety for the Colossian Church ;
and thus although yap is not

merely transitional, the transition to the personal application is

naturally effected.

GeXw yap ujj,as etSemi. So i Cor. xi. 3. More frequently ov

@f\&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;
vfj.a&amp;lt;; dyvoeiv. That either phrase does not necessarily com

mence a new section is clear from i Cor. xi. 3 ;
Rom. xi. 25.

T7\tKov, a classical word, not found in Sept. or Apocrypha, and
in the N.T. only here and Jas. iii. 5.

dywra Ixw. As he was now a prisoner this
dy&amp;lt;av

can only be
an inward one. It is not to be limited to prayer (iv. 12), but
includes anxiety, etc.

uir-ep ufAwy. Here, as often, the reading varies between v-n-cp

and Trept. The former is that of N A B C Db P
; the latter of

D*c G K L.

KCU roil eV AaoSiKia (sic N A B* C D* G K L P).
The Laodiceans were probably exposed to the influence of the

same heretical teaching as the Colossians. Hierapolis is probably
alluded to in the words KO.\ 00-01, K.T.A., see iv. 13. KCU TWV Iv

Icpo/TToAei is actually added in some mss. (10 31 73 118) and
in Syr-Harcl.* It is clearly a gloss from iv. 13.

KCU oo-oi, K.T.X. KCU here introduces the general after the

particular, as in Acts iv. 6 and often. It is only the context that

decides whether this is the case or whether a new class is intro

duced. Here there would be no meaning in mentioning two

particular Churches which had known him personally, and then in

general all who had not known him. The inference is therefore
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certain that lie had never visited Colossae, and this agrees with the

incidental references in the Epistle as well as with the narrative in

the Acts. See on airwv, ver. 2.

(Alexandrian) is better supported than the Attic

The spelling with w is rather better supported here

than that with o.

eV aapKi does not qualify the verb, as if
&quot;

seeing in the flesh
&quot;

were contrasted with &quot;

seeing in the spirit
&quot;

(Seucwo-u/ evravOa on

Iwpwv CTwe^ws tv Trvev/Acm, Chrys.), but goes with TrpocrcoTrov p.ov,

giving vividness to the expression. Naturally it is implied that

they had a knowledge of him, though not personal.
2. iva. Trapa.KXYjOakrii at KapSicu aurwi .

&quot; That their hearts may
be strengthened.&quot; It can hardly be doubted that this is the

meaning of irapaxaXtLv here, where there is no mention of, or

allusion to, troubles or persecutions. The sense &quot;

comforted,
consoled

&quot;

is, indeed, defended by Meyer, Ellicott, Eadie, a/.

Ellicott observes :

&quot;

surely those exposed to the sad trial of

erroneous teachings need consolation
&quot;

;
but there is no trace of

this view in the Epistle, nor would such consolation be the prime
object of the apostle s prayer and anxiety. No

;
what made him

anxious was the danger they were in of being carried away by this

erroneous teaching. It was not consolation that was required, but

confirmation in the right faith. For this sense of irapaKaXelv cf.

i Cor. xiv. 31 (RV. marg.).
aiT-wv. We might have expected v^w, but avrwv was suggested

by the preceding 00-01. This is decisive as to the Colossians being
included in the 00-01

;
for if excluded there, they are excluded here,

and the writer returns to the Colossians in ver. 4 (V/AS) in a most

illogical manner :

&quot; This I say about others who do not know me,
in order that no man may deceive you.&quot;

o-up,pi.paa0eVTes.
&quot;

United, knit together,&quot; the common meaning
of the verb, and that which it has elsewhere in this Epistle (ver. 1 9)
and in Eph. iv. 16, q.v. In the Sept. it always means to &quot;instruct,&quot;

cf. i Cor. ii. 1 6 (quotation) and Acts xix. 33. It is so rendered

here by the Vulg.
&quot;

instructi.&quot; The nominative agrees with the

logical subject of the preceding.

It is read by X ABCD*P aL, Vulg. Syr. (both). The genitive &amp;lt;rvfj,pip-

affd^vruv is read in KC DC KL and most mss., but is obviously a grammatical
correction.

Iv dydtirT). &quot;In
love,&quot; which is the &quot;bond of perfection&quot; (iii. 14).

KCII els expresses the object of the crvfj.ftL/3. ;
connected by KCU,

because the verb contains the idea of motion.

irac irXouros TTJS irXTjpo^opias TTJS &amp;lt;Tuce &amp;lt;jecus. &quot;All riches of full

assurance of the understanding.&quot;
&quot; Full assurance

&quot; seems the

most suitable sense for TrAT/po^opta, and it is also suitable in every
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other place in the N.T. where the word occurs (i Thess. i. 5 ;

Heb. vi. n, x. 22). &quot;Fulness&quot; would also be suitable, except in

i Thess. i. 5. The word does not occur in Sept. or Apocr., nor in

classical authors. On o-weo-ts cf. i. 9. It has an intransitive sense,

and hence never takes a genitive of the object ;
here it appears to

mean the faculty of judging. He desires their judgment to be

exercised with full certainty. De Wette observes that TrXoSros

expresses a quantitative, rrXr/po^opta a qualitative, characteristic.

els eTuycuxni , K.T.X., seems best taken as parallel to the preceding

cis, so that it emphatically points out the special object on which

the crweo-is is to be exercised. Some, however, connect this with

TrapaK\rjOw(TLv, on the ground that eTrtyvwcris implies as an ante

cedent condition the c/A/3i/3. /c.r.A. For eTuyi/wcm,
&quot;

full know

ledge,&quot;
see Eph. i. 17.

TOU 0eoC XpioroC. If this reading is adopted, there are three

conceivable constructions : (a) Xpio-Tou in apposition to eov,

(b} Xpio-rov! dependent on eo9, (c) Xpio-ToO in apposition to

/Atxm/piW The first (adopted by Hilary of Poitiers, also by
Steiger and Bisping) is generally rejected, either on account of

the context (Ell.) or because the phrase is destitute of Pauline

analogy (Meyer, Moule, Lightfoot). But it appears to be inad

missible on other grounds. To point TOV eoG, Xptcn-ov, taking
these in apposition and thus identifying 6 eds and Xpto-ros, is

obviously impossible, as it would mean, not that cds could be

predicated of Xptcrros, but that Xpiorrds could be predicated of

6 eos, thus ignoring the distinction of Persons. On the other

hand, if we point TOT) eoC Xpio-rov, and understand &quot;

the God
Christ

&quot;

(according to the rendering suggested, though not ac

cepted, by Moule), the expression seems inconsistent with strict

Monotheism. It defines eoS by the addition Xpto-ToC, and
therefore suggests that other definitions are possible, d to?

7raT7;p is not analogous, for two reasons
; first, Trar^p only suggests

vids, and, secondly, Trarr/p expresses a relation proper to the Deity.

Ellicott, who considers the construction not indefensible, takes it

to mean &quot; of God, even of Christ.&quot; This is rather to suppose
p.v&amp;lt;TTT]piov supplied before Xpicrroi), which is certainly untenable.

But this is clearly not what he means, and it suggests that he
hesitated to accept either of the other renderings.

According to the third view, Xpio-Tov is in apposition to

p-va-Trjpiov, so that Christ personally is the mystery of God
(Ellicott, Lightfoot, Moule, a!.}. If this is the apostle s meaning,
he has expressed himself very obscurely. As /ivon/ptov is an
abstract name, when it is explained as a person, we should expect
o eoTiv as in i. 24, 27 ;

i Cor. iii. n. Lightfoot understands the
&quot;

mystery
&quot; not as

&quot;

Christ,&quot; but &quot;

Christ as containing in Himself
all the treasures of wisdom,&quot; and in illu tration of the form of



240 THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS [ll. 2

the sentence compares Eph. iv. 15, eis avrov . . . os ecmv
17

K&amp;lt;j)aXrj, Xpicrros, ef ov TTO.V TO cruJjiia, K.T.\. This passage, it is

obvious, adds another example of the use of o? IO-TLV in such

sentences, and it can hardly be said to furnish a parallel to

Lightfoot s interpretation of ev
o&amp;gt;,

for in Eph. iv. 15 a full stop

might have been placed after Xpicrros without impairing the

figure. Moreover, the apostle has given a different definition of

the P.VO-T. in i. 27 (to which he again alludes in iv. 3), and it is

hard to suppose that he would give a different definition within a

few lines, for different this certainly is. The second translation

mentioned above, &quot;the God of Christ,&quot; has its parallel in the

phrase, o eo? /ecu Trarrjp I^crou Xptcrrov, and in Eph. i. 17, o eos

TOV Kvptov rj/jiwv Irjcrov Xptcrrcw. This construction is adopted by
Meyer and v. Soden. The addition of Xpio-rov is explained by
the consideration that it is only through Christ that God s plan in

this mystery is carried out
;

it is only because and in so far as

God is the God of Christ that this /AVO-TT^HOV could exist and be
revealed. Meyer adds,

&quot; He that has recognised God as the God
of Christ, to him is the Divine //.vcmypiov revealed.&quot; This, after

all, is not quite satisfactory, and requires us to read into the text

more than is expressed.
If the shorter reading TOV eov (omitting Xpurrov) is adopted,

the difficulty disappears ; but the difficulty is not so obvious as to

tempt the ordinary copyist to omit the word.

The different readings are as follow :

(1) TOV Qeov. Without any addition. D b P 37 67** 71 80 116.

Adopted by Griesbach, Tisch. 2, Olsh., De Wette, Alford.

(2) TOV Qeov X/HcrroO. B, Hilary of Poitiers (De Trin. ix. 62, &quot;in

agnitionem sacramenti dei Christi,&quot; adding,
&quot; Deus Christus sacramentum

est&quot;). Adopted by Lachnmnn, Tregelles, and Lightfoot without a comma
after GeoO ; by Tisch. 8, RV. with a comma, also by Harless (Eph. p. 458),

Ellicott, Meyer, and v. Soden.

(3) TOV Qeov, o tffTiv X/3tar6s. D* &quot;Dei quod est Christus,&quot; de,
Vigilius Thaps. So Augustine, De Trin. xiii. 24,

&quot; Dei quod est Christus

Jesus.
&quot;

(4) TOV Qeov iraTpbs (add TOV, A C 4) XptoroC, N* A C 4, Vulg. in Codd.
Amiat. Fuld. f. Boh. (add Iijcrov, Lagarde).

(5) TOV Qeov Kal iraTpos TOV XpiffTov, X two of Scrivener s MSS. and a

corrector in the Harclean Syriac.

(6) TOV Qfov iraTpbs Kal TOV
Xpi&amp;lt;rroO, 47 73&amp;gt; Syr-Pesh. (ed. princeps and

Schaaf).

(7) TOV Qeov Kal iraTpbs Kal TOV XpioroO (Rec. Text), D8 K L most

cursives, Syr-Harcl. (text), Theodoret, etc.

Isolated readings are

(8) TOV Qeov Kal XpicrTov, Cyril. Thes. p. 287.

(9) TOV Qeov ev
XpiaT&amp;lt;2,

Clem. Alex. v. 10. 12, and with TOV before Iv,

17. So Ambrosiaster, &quot;Dei in Christo.&quot; TOV XptcrroO is given by Tisch.

from his MS. of Euthalius, but with the remark, &quot;sed non satis apparet.
&quot;

As far as documentary evidence goes (4) seems the best attested, and is

probably the source of (5) (6) (7). But it is most probably an attempt to.
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remove the difficulty of the simpler reading (i) or (2). Of these (2) is pre
ferred by the critics above named, as accounting for all the rest, (l) the

witnesses for which are later, being supposed to have originated from an

attempt to remove the difficulty of the former reading. Meyer thinks that the

original reading must have involved some dogmatic difficulty, which (4) does not.

The short reading, TOV Qeov (i), would account for the others, but the

attestation of it is not sufficiently early. Wescott and Hort suspect some

corruption.

3. eV J. The antecedent is probably /AUO-T^/HOU, not

What the apostle is dwelling on is the greatness of the &quot;

mystery
&quot;

(i. 27), and the importance of the knowledge of it, in opposition
to the supposed wisdom of the false teachers ; hence the statement

that
&quot;

all the treasures,&quot; etc., are contained in it. This is con

firmed by the use of
a.7roKpu&amp;lt;oi,

which corresponds to /Auo-rr/piov.

So Alford, Eadie, Meyer, Soden, De Wette, etc. ;
but Ellicott,

Lightfoot, and many comm. refer the &amp;lt;3 to Christ. With this

latter reference, the wisdom and knowledge are those possessed

by Christ as a treasure which He communicates. With the

reference to /AWT. the terms have an objective sense, these being
characteristics of the Divine plan. These treasures St. Paul

calls aTroKpv^oi, probably in allusion to the pretended hidden

wisdom of the false teachers, which nevertheless was merely

superficial and concerned external observances, whereas the true

Christian wisdom was inward and profound. These treasures of

wisdom are not &quot;

kept concealed,&quot; cnroKeKpu/A/AeVot, they are

&quot;hidden, laid
up,&quot; d-rroKpyfoi ;

but capable of being discovered.

For this reason, as well as on account of the position of the

word, a-n-oKpv^oL is not to be construed with eiViv as the

direct predicate, a construction which would require it to come
next to cio-tV. Meyer and Alford take the word as attributive,

&quot;all the secret treasures.&quot; The absence of the article is against

this, although not perhaps fatal
; since, as Alford observes, ot

aTTOKpv(f&amp;gt;oL
would imply that there were other treasures, only those

that are secret being contained, etc. The position of the word,

however, suggests that it is a secondary predicate (Ellicott, Light-

foot, v. Soden, a/.), &quot;all the treasures, etc., as hidden treasures,&quot;

i.e.
&quot;

hiddenly,&quot; wore Trap avrov Sf.1 Travra aiTeiV. Chrys.
&quot;

quo
verbo innuitur quod pretiosum et magnificum est in Christo non

prominere, aut protinus in oculos incurrere hominum carnalium,
sed ita latere ut conspiciatur tantummodo ab illis quibus Deus
oculos dedit aquilinos, id est, spirituales ad videndum,&quot; Davenant,

quoted by Ellicott. The word occurs in connexion with Oyo-avpoL in

Isa. xlv. 3, Swcro) croi ^T/craupovs O-KOTEIVOVS
a.TroKpv&amp;lt;j)ov&amp;lt;;

: also I Mace.
i. 23, f.\a/3e rovs Ofjcravpovg TOU? a.TTOKpv(f)OV&amp;lt;;. On the Gnostic US6 of
the word to designate their esoteric writings, see Lightfoot s note.1

1 Mr. Charles compares Book of Enoch, 46. 3, &quot;the Son of Man who
reveals all the treasures of that which is hidden.&quot;

16
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The expression Orjo-avpos o-o^tas is used by Plato, Phileb. 15 E,
&amp;lt;5s TWO. oxx/uas evprjKws Orjcravpov, and by Xen. Mem, iv. 2. 9,

aya/icu &amp;lt;rov SIOTI OVK apyvpiov KCU xpvcrcov TrpoeiAou Orj&avpovs

KCKTrjcrOai fj.aXXof r/ o-o&amp;lt;ia9.

crania.? Kal yyajo-eus. These terms occur together, Rom. xi. 33,
and several times in Eccles. Sept. &quot;While yvwo-is is simply in

tuitive^ &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ia.

is ratiodnative also. While yvwo-ts applies chiefly
to the apprehension of truths, o-o^ o. superadds the power of

reasoning about them and tracing their relations,&quot; Lightfoot.

Augustine s distinction is that o-o&amp;lt;ia is
&quot;

intellectualis cognitio
aeternarum rerum &quot;

; yi-wo-is,
&quot;

rationalis temporalium,&quot; so that

the former pertains to contemplation, the latter to action (De
Trin. xii. 20, 25). This, however, is quite opposed to usage.

Aristotle, Eth. Nic. i. i, opposed y^wo-is to 7rputs. And in i Cor.

xiii. 2, St. Paul connects yvwo-is with the apprehension of eternal

4. TOVTO Xeyw. In this expression TOVTO often refers to what

follows, but with Iva. it refers to what precedes ;
cf. John v. 34.

TOVTO is not to be limited to ver. 3. Ver. 5 shows that 1-3 are

included, if, indeed, the reference does not extend further back.

84 is omitted in K*A* (apparently) B, but added in tf
c

A&quot;- C D K L P,
and apparently all other authorities. Weiss considers it certainly genuine.

iva (itjStis. So K* A B C D P al. Iva. ^ TIJ, Kc K L, most MSS.

In N.T. only here and Jas. i. 22
; frequent in

Sept. and later Greek writers. It applies primarily to false reckon

ing, and thence to fallacious reasoning ; hence, 7rapoA.oyio-/xos,

a fallacy or paralogism ;
cf. aTrdrr] TIVL TrapaAoyio-ot/Aevos v//.as,

Aeschines, p. 16, 33.
iv TriOakoXoyia.

&quot;

By persuasive speech,&quot;
&quot; a persuasive style,&quot;

Moule. The word occurs in Plato, Theaet. p. 162 E (m6avo\oyiq.
re KOI ctKoo-t) ;

the verb -mOavoXoyfiv in Arist. Eth. Nic. i. i
;
also

Diog. Laert. x. 87, al. In classical writers the sense is only that of

probable reasoning as opposed to demonstration
;
but see Demosth.

928, 14, A.dyoi&amp;gt;5 0av[jia.(Ti&amp;lt;i)&amp;lt;; Trt^avovs, and
rj 7ri6avo\oyiKrj

= &quot; the art

of persuasion,&quot; Arrian, Epict. i. 8. 7.

Compare St. Paul, i Cor. ii. 4, OVK Iv Tm^ots o-o&amp;lt;ias Xoyots,
dXA. fv aTroSetfei Trvei /xaTos. TriOavoXoyia. expresses the subjective
means of persuasion, the personal influence; jrapaXoy. the objective,
the appearance of logic.

5. el yap KCU. The /cat after ei does not belong to the whole
clause introduced by et, but emphasises the word immediately
following ;

cf. 2 Cor. iv. 1 6, xi. 6.

TTJ aapKi aireifii. It has been inferred from this that St. Paul
had been at Colossae

;
but with ut reason. The same expression,

indeed, occurs i Cor. v. 3 ;
but this proves nothing, yap.
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dXXd introduces the apodosis, when it is contrasted with a

hypothetical protasis ;
cf. Rom. vi. 5 ;

i Cor. viii. 6
;

2 Cor. v. 1 6,

al. TW Trvevfj-ari,
&quot;

in
spirit,&quot;

not &quot;

by the
spirit,&quot;

as Ambrosiaster

and Grotius,
&quot; Deus Paulo revelat quae Colossis fierent.&quot; The

antithesis is the common one of body and spirit ;
cf. i Cor. v. 3,

aTrwv TW (Toj/Aari, frapwv Se TW Trvei /zun.

ow ujjuk. Stronger than lv v/uv, expressing union in a common
interest.

xcupui KCU pXeTruc. There is no need to suppose a logical

transposition, or to separate the participles as if xat/
)0)V meant

&quot;

rejoicing at being with you in the spirit
&quot;

(Meyer, Alford). The

apostle s joy may have been due to many circumstances, and this

joy led him to contemplate further their orderly array.

ufiwi TTJI Td|iK. The pronoun is placed emphatically first, not

so much to accentuate this rais as an advantage which they

possessed over others, as because the apostle s interest was in

them personally and in the rats only as belonging to them.

Tr]v Tdtif KCU TO
&amp;lt;rrepe a&amp;gt;fAa.

Both terms are supposed by
Hofmann, Lightfoot, Soden, al., to contain a military metaphor,

perhaps suggested by St. Paul s enforced companionship with the

praetorian guard, o-Tepew/Aa being rendered by Lightfoot
&quot;

solid

front, close phalanx
&quot;

; by Soden,
&quot;

bulwark,&quot;
&quot;

Bollwerk.&quot; TUIS is

frequently used of military array, e.g. Xen. Anab. \. 2. 18, iSovo-a

TTfV Aa/ATrpoTT^TO. KOL TT/V rdiv TOV crTpa.Tevfj.aTO
1; eOavfj-acrev : Plut. Vlt.

Pyrrh. 16, KcmSajv Taiv T KOL &amp;lt;vAaKus KCU /cooyiov avTwv Kai TO

crxfj/Jia. TTjs crTpaTOTrcSetas I0avp,ao-e. crTepcw/Aa is found in the Sept.
Ps. xviii. 2

;
Gen. i. 6, al. i Mace. ix. 14 is quoted in support ot

the military sense, elSev 6 louSas OTI Ba/c^tS^s KOL TO crrep wyu.a.

T^S 7rapeyu./3oAiys ev TO?? Se^ois.

But neither word has this military sense of itself, but from the

context, and here the context suggests nothing of the kind. Tais
is used equally of the organisation of a state or a household, e.g.

Demosth. p. 200, 4, TavTrjv TTJV TO.IV atpetcrtfai T^S TroAiTtias.

Compare also Plato, Gorgias, p. 504 A, Tatco9 . . . KOL KOO-/XOU

Tvxovcra ot/&amp;lt;ia. St. Paul has it again, i Cor. xiv. 40, TCOVTO. . . .

KO.TO. Taftv ytvecr^w. Here the idea of a well-ordered state lies

much nearer than that of an army. The apostle rejoices in the

orderly arrangement of the Colossian Church. The opposite state

would be ttTat a, and of this he finds some instances in Thessalonica,
where some walked aTaxTw?, and he reminds them OTI OVK ^Ta/cnj-

(ra/j.tv ev vfjuv (2 Thess. iii. 6, 8, u).
With o-Tepewpva TT/S TTtcrTecos compare Acts xvi. 5, eoTpowTO TV)

TTiOTCl, and I Pet. V. 9, w di/TicrTr/Te arfpfol Ty 7rtcrTt. It is most
natural to take the word here as = the firm structure of your faith,

i.e. the solidity of your faith. OTC TroAAo. crwayaywv
KOL a.StacTTrao Tai?, TOT crTepeco/xa ytVfTat, Chrys.
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We gather from this that the Church at Colossae was still

substantially sound in the faith, and it is instructive to observe

how here as in other Epistles St. Paul is careful to commend what
he finds deserving of commendation.

It is worthy of notice that d e translate as if they read vcrrfprjfjia

for o-Tepew/xa
&quot;

quod deest necessitatibus fidei vestrae.&quot; Augustine

agrees, quoting, &quot;id quod deest fidei vestrae&quot; (Ep. \Aty,Joh. 98).
So also Ambrosiaster.

6.
d&amp;gt;s oSy irapeXd(3eTe.

&quot;

As, then, ye received, i.e. from

your teachers
&quot; = /ca$ws f/Jtadere OLTTO

E7ra&amp;lt;pu,
i. 7 ;

/ca0u&amp;gt;S eSiSa^T/Te,
ver. 7. Compare I Thess. IV. I, Ka$o&amp;gt;s 7rapeXa/:?Te Trap i7//,aiv TO

TTWS Set, K.T.X.
;

i Cor. xv. i, 2, xi. 23; Gal. i. 9, 12; Phil. iv. 9

(ffjidderc KCU 7rapeAa/3ere).

Ellicott, however, and Moule understand it as meaning that

they received &quot;

Christ Himself, the sum and substance of all

teaching.&quot; The sense is good, but does not agree so well with the

usage of 7rapaXayu./?ave(.v or with the context, in which we have the

contrast between true and false teaching in relation to the Christian

walk
(/ca$o&amp;gt;s eSiSux^Te, Kara TT)V TrapaSocrcv TUIV avOp. ).

Toy Xpicrrov iTjaouy TOC Kupioc. As St. Paul does not use the

phrase 6 Xpioros ^o-ovs, this is naturally divided into TOV Xpto-rov
and Irjcrovv TOV Kvpiov, so that TOV Xp. is the immediate object of

TrapaX. This is confirmed by the frequency of 6 Xpicn-os in this

Epistle, and by the designation of the object of the Christian

preaching as 6 Xpio-Tos in Phil. i. 15, 17. Further, it will be
observed that in what follows up to iii. 4 it is not the notion

of IT/O-OVS or of Kupio9 that is prominent, but that of Xpicn-os.

The Christ, rather than the gospel, is specified as the object
of the instruction, because &quot; the central point of the Colossian

heresy was the subversion of the true idea of the Christ,&quot; Lightfoot.

I^o-ow TOV Kvpiov adds to the official designation the name of Him
to whom it belongs,

&quot; even Jesus the Lord.&quot; Compare Eph. iv.

20, 21. The position of TOV Kvpiov after Jr/o-ow (instead of the

usual TOV Kuptov I^croCv) points to the two elements of which the

true doctrine of the Christ consists, viz. first, the recognition of the

historical person, Jesus ; and, secondly, the acceptance of Him as

the Lord.

iv aura) irepuraTeiTe. This phrase does not occur elsewhere, but

it corresponds to the idea of TCLS 68ovs /xov ev Xpio-T(3, i Cor. iv. 17 ;

oWas ev Xpio-Tw, Rom. vi. 1 1, etc.

7. e ppi^GjfieVoi KCU 6TToiKooofjiou(ji6i ot. The propriety of the tenses

is to be observed
;
the settled state, which is the antecedent condi

tion of TrepiTraTeiv ev avrtp, is expressed by the perfect ;
the continual

development which is always advancing, by the present. The three

figures are disparate, the apostle s thoughts being occupied with

the lesson to be enforced, without regard to the consistency of his
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metaphor; see Eph. iii. 18. Some commentators put a stop at

TTtpLTraTCLTe, connecting the participles with the following ver. 8

a construction which leaves lv avrw TT. very isolated.

The eVt- in eTroi/coS. probably does not convey
&quot; the accessory

idea of the foundation,&quot; which would not agree well with V
;

besides, it is clear from Trf.piira.Ta.rf. and cppt. that the apostle has

not before him the distinct figure of a building, but is using the

word as St. Jude does, ver. 20, cTroiKo&o/juovvTes lavrovs rrj ayiwrtijij

v/j-wv Trtcrret, in the derived ethical sense
&quot;

being built
up.&quot; Light-

foot remarks that in this Epistle and that to the Ephesians, Christ

is represented rather as the binding element than as the foundation

of the building; see Eph. ii. 20.

(3ef3cuoufj.ecoi qualifies the idea of both the preceding participles.

The present gives the idea
&quot;

being more and more stab ished.&quot;

rf)
TTICTTCI is taken by Meyer and Lightfoot as an instrumental

dative,
&quot;

by your faith.&quot; &quot;Faith,&quot; says the latter, &quot;is,
as it were,

the cement of the building.&quot; But this is to press unduly the

metaphor in eVoiKoS., which, as we have seen, is not intended any
more than the other two verbs to convey a definite picture. There
is no question here of the instrument, and ry TTLO-TU is better taken

as a dative of reference, as in Jude 20. There TTIO-TIS was that

which needed /SeySaioxris. /ca0ws cSiSax$7/Te,
&quot; even as ye were

taught,&quot; i.e. so that ye continue firm and true to the lessons which

ye were taught by Epaphras ;
cf. i. 7, not &quot;

taught to be established

by or in your faith.&quot;

irepicro-euorres eV euxapurrio. &quot;Abounding in thanksgiving.&quot;

If iv avrfj is read after 7reprcr., then ei/ ein(. is &quot;with thanksgiving,&quot;

although even with this reading some expositors interpret
&quot;

in your
faith abounding in thanksgiving.&quot;

T-Q irl&amp;lt;TTi without iv, B D* 17 a!., Vulg. , Ambrosiaster, Theoph. fv rrj

vlffTfi, tf Dc K L P, most mss. , Chrys. al. lv 7ri&amp;lt;rr, AC 67
2

. tv would

readily come in from the impression made by the repeated ev in the context.

ev O.VTTJ is added after TrepiffcreijovTes in B Dc K L most mss., Syr-Pesh.
Arm. , Chrys. Also X U* I d e f

, Vulg. Syr. mg. have Iv ai/np. The words

are absent from X* A C 17 and some other mss., Amiat. Fuld. Eth. The
words are omitted in the text of RV. but retained in the marginal reading.

They may have been added originally from a recollection of iv. 2, where we
have lv ai/r7J lv et/^aptcrria. This is rather more probable than that they
were omitted because

Trepi(r&amp;lt;revoi&amp;gt;Tes
was thought to be sufficiently defined by

iv ei)%a/H(TTt5t. So Weiss.

8-15. The apostle has reason to know (having, no doubt, been

so informed by Epaphras) that there are amongst the Colossians

teachers who are propagating mischievous heresies, dangerous to the

faith, and inculcating precepts not consistent with their position as

members of Chrisfs kingdom. These teachers make a professsion of
philosophy, but it is a mere system of deceit and of human origin,
and so far is it from being an advance on what they have been
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taught that it really belongs to a more elementary stage of progress.

Ye, he tells them, have been already made full in Christ, in whom
dwells the whole fulness of the Godhead, and who is therefore far
above all these angelic beings of whom they speak. Ye need no cir

cumcision of the flesh, for ye have received in Christ the true circum

cision of the spirit. By Him ye have been raised from death to life,

and His work is complete; He has wholly done away with the

bond that was against you.
8. pXeirere jj.rj

TIS u|j.ag lorai.
&quot; Beware lest there be anyone,&quot;

etc. For TIS with the participle and article, cf. Gal. i. 7, d p.r/ r&amp;lt;Ws

eurtv ot Tapacro-ovres /Aas. As it gives prominence to the person
and his action, it appears to point to some particular person whom
the apostle has in view but does not wish to name. Compare
Ignat. Smyrn. 5, ov rives dyvoowres dpvoiWai . . . ra 3c ovoftara

auTwv . . . ovx eSoe /AOI eyypdv//cu. The future indie. !&amp;lt;rrat indi

cates the reality of the danger, cf. Mark xiv. 2, /A^TTOTC lo-rat 06pv/3os,

and Heb. iii. 1 2, ySAeVere /Lt^Trore ecrrat tv TIVI {i/xwv, K.T.\. lyxus

before eo-rat is somewhat emphatic :

&quot;

you who are such persons
as I have thus commended.&quot;

This order, u/ms forai, is that of B C K L P ; but NAD have ftrrcu V/J.CLS,

which, as the more obvious order, was more likely to be written in error.

A later Greek word (not indeed found till after

St. Paul) used by Aristaenetus (ii. 22) with OIKOV in the sense
&quot;

plunder,&quot;
in which sense it is understood here by Chrys.

Theodoret, and some moderns. Theodoret supplies T^V TTICTTIV,

Theophyl. TOV vow. If this were the sense here, the object could

hardly be omitted. But the proper meaning of the word seems to

be &quot;to carry off as
spoil.&quot;

So Heliodorus, Aeth. x. 35, 6 TT/V C/AT/V

$uyarepa o-iAayouyr/cras. And this meaning corresponds with that

of the analogous compounds, SouAaycoyetv, o-Keuaywyetv, A.a&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;upayco-

yetv. Von Soden remarks that it also corresponds better with

the idea of a destroyed bond in ver. 14 to suggest that they might

again be brought into bondage; c. Gal. v. i. The Vulgate
&quot;

decipiat
&quot;

is very inadequate.
810. TTJS 4&amp;gt;l^00 4&amp;gt;tas- A term not occurring elsewhere in the

N.T., and no doubt adopted here because it was used by the false

teachers themselves. The combination of it here with KCV?) aTrdrr]

indicates that the sense is nearly
&quot;

his philosophy, so called, which

is a vain deceit.&quot; Compare (//erSwvv/Aos yvwcm, i Tim. vi. 20.

Chrysostom remarks : tTreiSr/ SOKCI cre/xvov etvat TO
&quot;-nys

&amp;lt;iAo&amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;ttts

&quot;

irpoa-fOrjKe KOI /cev^s aTrtiTr/s. That the word ^tXocro^ta was in use

in Jewish circles appears from Philo and Josephus. The former

applies the word to the religion of the Jews and the law of Moses,

perhaps for the purpose of giving dignity to them in the eyes of

Gentile readers. He speaks of
-fj

KUTU. Mwucr^v &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;iA.ocro&amp;lt;i

a (De Mut.
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Nom. 39), 17 Trarptos ^xAocrcx/ua (Leg. ad Cat. 23), rj
l

&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;&amp;lt;Aocro&amp;lt;ia (/A 33). Josephus calls the three Jewish sects

rpei? &amp;lt;&amp;lt;Aoo-o&amp;lt;tcu (y^///. xviii. i. 2). It is clear from the

connexion with /wf/s d-Trd-r^s that St. Paul is not condemning
philosophy in general, which, indeed, would be quite beside his

purpose.
KCU Kerqs aird-p-]?. The absence of the article shows that this

is not a different thing from
rj &amp;lt;(Aoo-o&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ia,

but is a characteristic of

it. aTrdrrj is opposed to Aoyos r^s dA^eias, i. 5, and to
cro&amp;lt;/ta

/cat

yvukris, ii. 3.

Kara TT)y irapd8oo-iv TWC dvOpwirwi . Probably to be connected
with the immediately preceding words rather than with criAayajycuv.

The teaching of the Colossian false teachers was essentially tradi

tional and esoteric. The Essenes, their spiritual predecessors, as

well as the Gnostics, subsequently claimed to possess such a

source of knowledge. The oath taken by the full members of the

former sect bound them not to communicate any of their doctrines

to anyone otherwise than as he himself had received them, and,

further, to guard carefully the books of their sect and the names
of the angels (Josephus, Bell. Jud. ii. 8. 7 ; Lightfoot, pp. 89, 90).

Compare the designation Kabbala,
&quot;

tradition,&quot; applied by the

Jews to their later mystic theology.
Kara TO, aroixeia TOU KOCTJAOU. &quot;According to the rudiments

of the world &quot;

(?). This Kara with the following Kara Xptorov may
perhaps be best connected with o-rXaywywv, as the ideas they
introduce have a different logical relation to the main idea, and
OTJ Kara. XpicrroV is too brief to form the antithesis to the other two
Kara clauses.

TO. o-Totxt (
= Gal. iv. 3) (originally

= &quot;

letters of the alphabet &quot;)

is generally understood by modern commentators as meaning
&quot;

elementary teaching,&quot;
&quot; the A B C of religious instruction

&quot;

;

compare TrcuSaywyos in Gal. Then TO KOCT/J.OV would mean having
reference to mundane, or material, not spiritual things (Alford,

Lightfoot, a!.). But De Wette takes KOO-/AOS as = &quot;

humanity,&quot; as

the subject of this instruction (John iii. 16; 2 Cor. v. 19). So
Oltramare. Meyer, on the other hand, understands by it &quot;the

non-Christian world,&quot;
&quot; rudiments with which the world concerns

itself&quot; (= Kleek, Weiss, al.).

Neander judges that a comparison of all the Pauline passages
and the Pauline association of ideas favour our understanding the

phrase as denoting the earthly, elsewhere termed TO. crap/axd.

Hence, ii. 20, (TTot^eia roC KOCT/AOI; and KOO-/AOS may, he thinks, be
considered as synonymous.

An entirely different interpretation has been adopted by several recent

commentators. According to this, TO, crrotxf a roO K6fffiov are the personal
elemental spirits. According to Jewish ideas, not only were the stars
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conceived as animated by spiritual beings,
1 but all things had their special

angels. In the Book of Enoch, 82. ioff., it is said with reference to the

angels of the stars that they keep watch, that they may appear at their appointed
times, in their proper orders, etc. There are, first, the four leaders who divide

the seasons, then the twelve leaders of the orders (taxiarchs), who divide

the months ; and for the 360 days there are heads over thousands (chiliarchs),
who divide the days. Anyone who is curious about the matter may learn

the principal names in the book itself. In 18. 15 we read of stars which
suffer punishment because they have transgressed the commandment of God
as to their appearing. In the Book of Jubilees, cap. 2, amongst the

creations of the first day are the Angels of the Presence, but also the angels of

the winds, of clouds, of cold and heat, of hail, hoarfrost, thunder, etc.

Perhaps Ps. civ. 4 may have some relation to this conception ; certainly it

seems to be illustrated by the Apocalypse, vii. i, 2, xiv. 18, xvi. 5 (TOV

d~yyt\ov T&V vSaruv), xix. 17 ; and by the interpolation in John v. 4. It is

obvious that the term properly used of the elements ruled by these spirits

might readily be applied to the spirits themselves, especially as there was no
other convenient term. It agrees with this that in Gal. iv. I ff. those who
were de5ov\u/j.&amp;lt;;voi. inrb TO. aTo:%e?a TOV

K6&amp;lt;r/jLov are compared to those who are

under tirirpoTroi Kal oiKOv6/j.oi, a comparison which suggests personality in

the former. And again, ib. 8, 9, SovXeveiv rots
&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;vcrei fj.rj

ovcnv Oeois appears to

be equivalent to SovXetieiv rots trrotxelois, K.T.\.

In the present passage the observance of times and seasons, etc. , is /caret TCL

err. r. K., not Kara Xp., a contrast which does not agree well with the concep
tion of ST. as elements of instruction. This view of TO, crrotxeta gives special

pertinence to the proposition which follows, OTI iv airrcjJ, K.T.\., and ver. 10,

Sj ivTiv TI Ke&amp;lt;pa\T) Trdo-qs apxys Ka ^ eowr/as. Ritschl defends this personal

interpretation of oToixa at length (Rechtfertigung u. Versohnung, 3rd ed.

ii. p. 252), but needlessly limits the meaning to the angels of the lawgiving.

Spitta adopts the more general reference (Der Ziveite Brief des Pttras u.

der Brief des Judas, 1885, 263 ff.). He quotes from the Test. Levi, c. 4, a

passage which speaks of the burning up of TO. dopa-TO. Trvevfjiara, just as

2 Pet. iii. 10 speaks of the burning up of ITTOIX^O- This view is unreservedly

adopted by Kiihl, the recent editor of the Epistles of Peter and Jude in

Meyer s Kommentar, and by v. Soden in his comment on the present

passage.
2

9. OTI er aurw KaroiKCi iraf TO
irXiqpa&amp;gt;|j,a.

See i. 19; and on

Aa, Lightfoot s dissertation, Cotossians, p. 323 ff.

rfjs OeoVnTos, &quot;of the Godhead,&quot; i.e. of the Divine nature.

s, the abstract of 0eos, must not be confounded with fletoTT??,

which is used with propriety in Rom. i. 20, and which means, not

the essence, but the quality of divinity. fleon/s is found in Lucian,
IcarOTtl. ix., TOV

p.f.v riva TT/DCOTOV eov e7TKaAoi;v, TOIS Se TIL SerTepa
Kal TO. TPITO. Zvf.jj.ov T?}? tfeoV^ros ;

and in Plutarch, Mor. p. 4150,
IK Se Sat/AoVwv oXtyat fj.lv HTL \povto TroAAw Si dper^s KaOapOtLcrai
TravrtLTrafTL BeoTrjTos fj.eTecr\ov. The oatyu,oves were always $euH, but a

few became in course of time Ocot. The same author, Mor. p. 857 A,

says, Tracrtv AtyuTTTtots OtLOTrjTa iroXXrjv KOL

1 A notion which, it may be remembered, was shared by the great
astronomer Kepler.

2 In Test. Solomonis (Fabricius, Cod. Pseudep. Vet. Test. i. 1047) we read :

r)/j.tis (Tfjv TO. \eyofj.fi&amp;gt;a CTTOIX^O-, oi
Ko&amp;lt;r/j.oKpdTopfs

TOV KIXT/JLOV TOUTOV, diraTtj, tpis,

dvri, 5vva.fj.is, K.T.\. This, however, is a very late document.
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i.e. a Divine faculty. The Versions generally, including the Vulgate,
fail to mark the distinction, doubtless for want of a word to express

#eoT7?s. The word deltas was a later coinage (not quite according
to Latin analogy). Trench quotes from Augustine, De Civ. Dei,
vii. i,

&quot; Hanc divinitatem, vel, ut sic dixerim deitatem : nam et

hoc verbo uti jam nostros non piget, ut de Graeco expressius
transferant id quod illi flecmjTa appellant.&quot;

CTw/xaTiKus,
&quot;

bodilywise, corporeally.&quot; Not do-w/xaTws as in the

Aoyos before the Incarnation, but in His glorified body o-w/xa

TT/S O&quot;OT;S auToi*, Phil. iii. 21. Chrysostom draws attention to the

accuracy of the expression, /r) vo/xtVys eov

This interpretation, which is that adopted by most modern

commentators, is the only one tenable, but many others have been

suggested. Theophylact and Oecumenius took the word to mean

&quot;essentially,&quot; ouo-twSw?, I.e. not merely as an influence, as in the

saints or as in the prophets. So Calvin, Beza, and, more recently,
Olshausen and Usteri. But the word cannot have this meaning.

Augustine (Epist. 149) understands it to mean
&quot;really&quot;

not
&quot;

typically,&quot;

&quot; vere non umbratice,&quot; not &quot;

umbratiliter,&quot; as in the

temple made with hands ; and so many moderns (including Bengcl
and Bleek), comparing ver. 17, where crw/xa is contrasted with

o-Kid. But there the idea is that of a body which cast a shadow,
and the passage does not justify our rendering the adverb

&quot;really.&quot;

Others, again, understanding TrAr/pw/xo. of the Church, take

o-w/xariKtos to mean, &quot;so that the Church is related to Him as His

body
&quot;

(Baumgarten-Crusius, a!.), thus making the body of Christ

dwell in Christ, instead of Christ in the body.
10. KCU core ev aurw TT-eTT\T]pwp.eVoi. &quot;And ye are in Him

made full.&quot; Alford, Ellicott, and Lightfoot render, &quot;ye
are in

Him, made
full,&quot; regarding the clause as containing two predica

tions. But the connexion seems to require the fact to be

emphasised, that it is
&quot;

in Him &quot;

that the 7re7rA?7pw/xeVov ctvai rests
;

for on this depends the inference that nothing more is lacking
in our relation to God. The TreTrA^pw/xeVoi obviously corresponds
with the -TrXiipwfjia. Christ is TrtTrA^pw/x.tVos : ye being in Him
share in His TrA^pw/xa, and are therefore yourselves TreTrAT/pw/xeVoi.

Compare John i. 16, IK rov TrAr/pw/xaros avrov f]fj.eis

eXdflofjitv : Eph. iii. 9, iva 7rAr7pco$?}T eis TTOLV TO TrArypto/xa TOV

also ibid. iv. 13 and i. 23.

Ss lerriv. So X A C K L P and nearly all mss. with the Latin e f g
Vulg. and Chrys. Theodoret, al. But B D G 47* with d have 6 farm,

perhaps a correction made on the supposition that airnp referred to TrXTjpw/ua,
or by oversight c was lost before e c. Lachmann adopts it, placing KO!

to tv ai/ry in a parenthesis. The image, however, would be quite confused
if the irXrjpufjia. were represented as the head ;

ri /ce^aXiy is always Christ.

Besides, we should be obliged to refer 4v cD also to ir\rjpu/j.a, and this would
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not yield any tolerable sense. Ewald, adopting 6 tcrnv, takes itas = &quot;

scilicet,&quot;

comparing i. 24, 27 and iii. 17 ; but this would require rf? /ce^aX??.

T) Kt4&amp;gt;a\T) ira&amp;lt;rT]9 dpxTJS Kal cou&amp;lt;rias. 1 le is the head of all those angelic

powers to whose mediation the false teachers would teach you to seek. As
they are subordinate to Christ, ye have nothing to expect from them which is

not given you in full completeness in Christ.

11. iv Si Kal TTepieT|i,rj0T)Te. &quot;In whom also ye were (not are,

as AV.) circumcised.&quot; &quot;Ye have received the circumcision of the

heart, by which ye have put off the whole body of the flesh, and
therefore ye have no need of the symbolical circumcision of the

flesh.&quot;

The aorists point to the time of their reception into the

Christian Church by baptism.

AYJ,

&quot; with a circumcision,&quot; not &quot; the circumcision.&quot;

U),

&quot; not wrought by hands,&quot; not physical : cf. Mark
xiv. 58 ;

2 Cor. v. i
;
and Eph. ii. 1 1, where we have the other side of

the contrast, oLVcyo/xevoi d/cpoySvcrrio, VTTO
rrj&amp;lt;; Aeyo/xeV/s TrtptToyxry (.v

crap/a xeipoTrot^Tou. The idea of spiritual circumcision is frequent
in the O.T.

;
see note on the passage in Eph. In St. Paul,

compare Rom. ii. 28
;

Phil. iii. 3. At first sight it might appear
from this clause that the Colossians had been tempted like the

Galatians to submit to circumcision. But in that case we should

find, as in the Epistle to the Galatians, some direct condemnation
of the practice ;

whereas in 16-23 there is no reference to it.

Possibly the allusion here is to some claim to superiority on the

part of the false teachers.

iv TTJ direK8u&amp;lt;rei. Iv specifies that in which the TrepiTo/x?? con
sisted. The substantive aTreVSucrts has not been found in any
earlier writer (for the verb, see ver. 15). It expresses a complete
putting off and laying aside, and was probably chosen with refer

ence to the figure of circumcision. The connexion requires it to

be understood passively, not &quot;

ye have put off,&quot;
but &quot; was put off

from
you.&quot;

TOO O-WJJ.CITOS rrjs CTapKos, i.e.
&quot; the body which consists in the

flesh,&quot;

&quot; the fleshly body,&quot; so that we are no more ei/
T-fj crap/a

(Rom. vii. 5, viii. 8, g). The change is ideally represented as

complete, which it is in principle.
Some expositors take o-w/xa in the sense of &quot;

mass, totality
&quot;

(Calvin, Grotius, /.) ;
but this is against N.T. usage, and does not

agree so well with the context, the images in which are connected
with the body,

&quot;

buried, raised.&quot; The expression o-oyxa T??S crap/cos,

i. 22, has a different meaning.
The Rec. Text after crwyuaros adds rCiv a/j.a.pnwv, with tf

c Dbc K L and
most mss., Syr., Chrys. etc.

The words are absent from K* A B C D* G P some good cursives, Old
Lat. Vulg. Boh. etc. They are clearly a gloss.

Iv TTJ irepiTOfu] TOU Xpioroo. The simplest and most natural
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interpretation is :

&quot; the circumcision which belongs to Christ, and
is brought about by union with Him,&quot; in contrast to the circum

cision of Moses and of the patriarchs. Thus it is nearly equivalent
to

&quot;

Christian circumcision,&quot; but expresses the idea that the source

of this circumcision is in Christ.

Some commentators have taken
Xpi&amp;lt;rr&amp;lt;n)

as the genitive of the

object, the thought being supposed to be that in the circumcision

of Christ we are circumcised. So Schottgen :

&quot; Circumcisio Christi

qui se nostri causa sponte legi subjecit, tarn efficax fuit in omnes

homines, ut nulla amplius circumcisione carnis opus sit, praecipue

quum in locum illius baptismus a Christo surrogatus sit.&quot; This is

not only without support from Scripture analogy, but is foreign to

the context, in which the circumcision spoken of is d^ctpoTroi^To?.

The baptism mentioned in ver. 12, in which we are buried with

Him, is our baptism. Soden also takes X/ncrrov as an objective

genitive, understanding, however, TrepiTOfj.r/ in the sense of aTreVSwis

TOV o-w/xaros TT)S (rap/cos just specified, which echoes i. 22.

Chrysostom and Theophylact understand the genitive as sub

jective, o Xpio-ros 7rep6TyU.vei ev TW ^SuTTTtV/xart aTre/cSuwv i^/xas TOU

/3iou, Theoph. This does not harmonise with the following
VTf ; uvrw.

12.
&amp;lt;Turra(J&amp;gt;VTe5 aurw, K.T.\. We have the same figure in Rom.

vi. 3, 4, which may almost be regarded as a commentary on this

passage. The figure was naturally suggested by the immersion in

baptism, which St. Paul interprets as symbolical of burial, the

emersion similarly symbolising the rising again to newness of life.

o-un-a^eVjes is to be connected with Trepier/A-^i/Te, and specifies

when and how this was brought about.

Iv T&amp;lt;5 paTTTicr|iaTi. So most authorities, tf* A C Dc K L P, etc. But

K c BD*FG47 (&amp;gt;7~ 7 1 have ^a-rrTifffju^, which Lightfoot prefers on the

ground that it is the less usual word in this sense. That it might be so used is

shown by its occurrence in Josephus, Ant. xviii. 5- 2
&amp;gt;

of the baptism of John.
But in two of the other three passages in which it occurs in the N.T., it means
lustration or washing, e.g. of vessels : Mark vii. 4 (in Rec. also 8); Heb. ix. 10.

The third passage, Ileb. vi. 2, is doubtful. In the Latin version as well as in

the Latin Fathers, &quot;baptisma&quot;
and &quot;

baptismus&quot; are used indifferently. St.

Paul uses the substantive &quot;baptism
&quot;

in only two other places (Rom. vi. 4 ;

Eph. iv. 5), and this is not sufficient to supply any basis for inference as to his

usage. Etymologically ^aima/*6s would signify rather the act of dipping,

paTTTicr/jLa the act as complete. Weiss thinks the former more suitable here.

eV w, viz. /JaTn-ioytaTi. This seems clearly required by the

analogy between &amp;lt;rwTa&amp;lt;evTs ev and a-wrjyepOTjTe. Chrysostom,

however, and most comm. understand eV Xptcrrw. Meyer defends

this on the ground, first, of the parallelism of ev &amp;lt;S KU.L eV &amp;lt;S KCU
;

secondly, because, if baptism were intended, fv would not be suit

able to the rising again, and we should expect &amp;lt;f,
or at least the

non-local Sid
; and, lastly, because as o-wra^eVres is defined by
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ev TW POLITT., so is a-vvrjyepOrjTe by Sia TT/S TriVrew?
; and, therefore,

the text suggests no reason for continuing to it the former
definition also. To the second objection (adopted also by Eadie),
it may be replied that /2a7rno-p.a (/2a7rrio-/Ao&amp;lt;&amp;gt;)

includes the whole
act. It is only when we take in the two things signified, the

&quot;death unto sin&quot; and the &quot;new birth unto righteousness,&quot; or

the putting off of the old man and the putting on of the new,
that /SaTTTLcrfjia can be identified with trepirofji-r/ d^etpoTrot^Tos ;

for

TTcpiTo/x?? also signified the entrance into a holy state as well as the

separation from the state of nature. The first objection has

really no weight, for it is much more natural to connect o-w^yep^r/re
with (TWTa^evTes than with Trepier^^re ;

and this is strongly
confirmed by the passage in Rom. just referred to : o-wera^^/xei/
airw Sia rov /?a7TT6cr/AaTOS . . . iva wcrTrep Tjj(.p9rj Xpicrros . . . ovrws

KO.L
T7yu.ei9 ev KaivoTrjTi ar7S TreptTraTrycrai/zej ,

K.T.A.. Further, as

Lightfoot observes, the idea of Xpto-rw must be reserved for

(Tvvr/yepOrjTf, where it is wanted :

&quot;

ye were raised together with Him.&quot;

(So Alford, Beza, De Wette, Ellicott, Lightfoot, Soden, at.)

o-ui/T)Y^p6T)T. Compare Gal. iii. 27, oo-ot ets Xpio-rov e/3a7rno--

Bt]T(. XpifTTOv eTrevSixracr^e. The Xptcrrov eTrcvSixracr^at. presupposes
the a.7r/c8iicr6S TOV crwyu,a.TOS riy? crap/cos.

Sid TTJS Trio-Tews Tt]5 erepyetas TOU 0eou.
&quot;

Through your faith in

the working of God.&quot; Bengel, De Wette, a/., understand evepyems
as a genitive of cause,

&quot;

faith produced by the operation of God.&quot;

But the genitive after TRO-XIS, when not that of the person, is always
that of the object. Cf. Mark xi. 22; Acts iii. 16; Rom. iii. 22

;

Gal. ii. 16, 20; Eph. iii. 12
;

Phil. i. 27, etc. Eph. i. 19 is cited

in favour of this interpretation, but Kara rrjv ej/epyeiav there is not

to be joined to TOVS 7rio-Te?JovTas
;
see note on the passage. The

former interpretation is also more suitable to the context. The
here is specified as faith in the resurrection, TricrreuovTcs yap

a/ACi 7rpocryu.evo/Av T)V a.va&amp;lt;TTa(jiv, eve^vpov e^ovres TOV

Xpio~TOi) Tijv dvacrTa.o
i.v, Theodoret. TricTTews oXov Icrriv

OTL SvvaraL 6 eos eyerpai, /cat OVTWS qyepOrjTf, Chrys.
Faith is the subjective means by which the grace is received

;

only by a belief in the resurrection can the rising again with Christ

be appropriated by the individual. By belief in the resurrection

of Christ we believe in the power of God, of which it is an

evidence
;
and this belief, again, is the means by which that power

works in the life and produces an effect analogous to that resurrec

tion. Compare Rom. iv. 24, vi. 8, x. 9.

B D G 1 7 and most mss. have TWV before veKpwv ; $ A C K L P
and several cursives omit it. In most instances of this or similar

phrases IK ve/cpwv is used without TWV, and with no variety in codd.

(In Eph. i. 20 L and some twenty-five mss. prefix TWV.) But in

i Thess. i. lo^BDGLP and many mss., with Chrys. Theodoret,
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al., have rwv, A C K and many mss. omitting it. It seems, there

fore, more probable that TWV was omitted here in conformity with

usage than that it was wrongly added. See on Lk. xx. 35.
13. KCU

ujjias, yeKpous oiras TOIS TTapaiTTwp,a(ri . . . up,wc. See

Eph. ii. i.

KCU
T-f] aKpoj3uoria TT]S cTdpKos ufiGc. Some commentators

understand crap/cos as a genitive of apposition, or &quot;

epexegetical,&quot;

&quot;the uncircumcision which consisted in your carnal, sinful nature &quot;

;

&quot;

exquisita appellatio peccati originalis,&quot; Bengel. But the apostle
could hardly have said venous rrj o-ap/d vp.wv without some further

definition. If, indeed, he were addressing Jews, the expression in

this sense would be intelligible, since it would be at once obvious
that a-Kpofi. was figuratively used, and therefore o-apKos also. But

though intelligible it would be very strange, as it would imply a

hidden contrast between the literal and figurative meanings of
&amp;lt;rapf.

As addressed to Gentiles, who had the literal aKpofiva-ria. TT)&amp;lt;;

o-ap/co ?, the words can hardly be understood otherwise than as

referring to the external fact. But it is referred to only on account
of its symbolical significance. Dead in your trespasses and your
alienation from God, of which the uncircumcision of your flesh

was a symbol. T?}S crap/cos appears to be added in contrast to the

TreptTOjUT/ d^etpoTrot^ros, and at the same time to suggest the

symbolical sense. Hence the apostle does not say ^/wov, although
presently after he introduces the first person.

The Rec. Text has iv before rots jrapaTrrw/jiacni ,
with tf

aACDFGKP
and most mss. It is omitted by Tisch. Lightfoot, with X*BL 17 and some
other mss. Chrys. D* G and a few others, with the Latin deg, prefix iv to

TJJ dKpofivffTia also.

owewcnroiT]o-ei ujjias. vfj.a&amp;lt;s
is repeated for emphasis.

So X*ACKL and about fifty cursives, Syr. Eth. etc. B 17 37 and
more than twenty other cursives read 17/uas, conforming to the following rjfuv.

KC DGP and many mss. Old Lat. Vulg. Boh., Chrys. etc. omit. The
reasons for omission may have been the desire to simplify the grammar, and
to avoid the proximity of V/J.CLS and ijfjuv.

As B reads ri/jLas here for vfj.as, so X L P and many others, with Vulg.
Eth., Theodoret, al., have vfuv for TJ/J.IV.

On o-vve&oTTOLrja-e, see Eph. ii. 5. What is the subject ?

Ellicott, following Chrysostom, replies : Christ
; partly on account,

first, of &quot; the logical difficulty of supplying a nom. from the sub
ordinate gen. Qeov &quot;

secondly, of the prominence given to Christ

throughout the preceding context, the acts described in the

participles (efaA. K.T.X., compared with Eph. ii. 15, and xaPtcr -

with Col. iii. 13) ; and, lastly, the difficulty of referring vv. 14
and 15 to God the Father. On the other hand, the reasons for

adopting 6 eos as the subject seem decisive, (i) There is really
less logical difficulty in supplying 6 eds from TOV eov TOV eyet-
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PUVTO? than in supplying o Xpioros from aurw or avrov, where it is

the object, or from TOV Xpto-roi). (2) K&amp;lt;U v/xas makes it almost

necessary to understand the same subject to o-we^woTrot r/o-e as to

eyeipavTos. (3) This is further confirmed by the a-w in o-wew-

oiroirjcrcv, and by crt v aura!. He that quickened you along with

Him must surely be the same who is said to have raised Him.

(4) In St. Paul it is always God, not Christ, who is the subject of

cyetpet, crweyeipet, ^woTroiet, crw&amp;lt;j)O7roiet. (5) Lastly, in Eph. ii. 4,

which is so closely parallel, 6 eos is the subject of crwe^woTronjcre.

Hence we seem compelled to take 6 eo s here as the subject,
whatever the difficulty of w. 14, 15. And so Meyer, Alford,

Lightfoot, v. Soden.

XapiacifAei os,
&quot;

having forgiven.&quot;
Moule prefers

&quot;

forgiving,&quot;

i.e. in the act of quickening. There is no grammatical objection
to this

;
but logically, at least, the xaP^e(r^at must precede the

twoiroitlv. The verb xap&amp;lt;-

eo&quot;0at properly means &quot;

to grant as a

favour&quot; (see on Eph. iv. 32). Compare in the N.T. Luke vii. 21,

e^aporaTo /3A.7Tiv : Acts iii. 14, cpovea ^apurd^vai : xxv. i r, ovSets

fj.f
SwaTai CIUTCHS ^apttracr^at : ib. 16, xxvii. 24, Ke^aptcrrai trot 6 eos

Trai/ras TOVS TrAeovras /JLtra crov. Phil. i. 29 ,
Phllem. 22.

It does not seem necessary to suppose that its use in the

sense &quot;

forgive an offence
&quot;

is derived from that of &quot;

forgiving a

debt
&quot;

;
but even if so, there is no reason to think that it continued

to suggest the latter idea. Here at all events, notwithstanding
v, it would appear not to have been so intended, else

would hardly be used, which would interfere with the

figure. See on Lk. vii. 21, 42.

ijfuv is here the right reading, with X* A B C D G K and most mss., d eg
Goth. Syr. (both), Boh. Arm., Chrys. al.

vfj.lv is read by Xc L P and many mss. f, Vulg. Eth. The apostle at the

earliest moment, as we may say, includes himself, claiming his share in the

transgression and in the forgiveness. Such transition is frequent with him ;

cf. i. 10-13, n i-
3&amp;gt; 4 Eph. ii. 2, 3, 13, 14, iv. 31, 32, v. 2. For the

converse transition see Gal. iii. 25, 26, iv. $,6. If xaPlffd-/J e&amp;gt; * were simul

taneous with ffvvefaoTrolrjffev, St. Paul must have used V/MV here.

14. e!a\eti|/as,
&quot;

blotting out
&quot;

(because simultaneous with

Xapi&amp;lt;TdfjLvo&amp;lt;;,
and specifying the act by which the xaP- was carried

out). Strictly, it means &quot;wiping out or away,&quot;

&quot; cera obducta
delere.&quot; It is used of

&quot;sins,&quot;
Acts iii. 19; of a

&quot;name,&quot; Rev.
iii. 5 ;

of &quot;

tears,&quot; Rev. vii. 1 7, xxi. 4. It is used also in classical

writers of blotting out or wiping out a writing, e.g. Plato, Rep. p.

386 C, p. 501 B, and hence of abolishing a law, Dem. p. 468, i,

etc.

TO Ka6 Tjpvwi x^poYP 01^ * -

&quot; The bond that was against us.&quot;

Xeipoypa(/&amp;gt;oi/, properly an autograph, was in later Greek a technical

term for a written acknowledgment of debt, for which the older
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term was crryypa^ or ypa^aretov.
&quot;

Chirographum
&quot; became

the usual Roman legal term; cf. Cic. Fam. vii. 18; Juvenal, Sat.

xvi. 41.

Here the
xcipoypa&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ov

is the Mosaic Law, which being unfulfilled

is analogous to an unpaid
&quot; note of hand.&quot; But the figure must

not be pressed too far, for in this case the xeipoypa^oi was not

written by the debtor. Nor is it necessary to suppose that the

apostle had in view the assent of the Jewish people ;
Deut. xxvii.

14-26; Ex. xxiv. 3 (Chrys. Oecum. Theoph. Lightfoot, etc.), or

in the case of the Gentiles the assent of conscience to the moral

law. The fact of obligation is sufficient to justify the use of the

figure. Hence it is TO Ka.(f rj/j.wv xetpoypa&amp;lt;ov,
but not

rj/j.u&amp;gt;v x ft
f

&amp;gt;&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;

ypafyov. Although the Gentiles had not the written law, they had
&quot; the work of the law written in their hearts,&quot; and therefore come
under the same obligation.

For a detailed account of other views of xpoypa&amp;lt;ov, see Eadie.

SoYp.omi ,

&quot;

consisting in Soy/xara, i.e. ordinances,&quot; compare
Eph. ii. 15, TOV VO/J.QV TWV ei/ToAwv lv Soy/*acri, where see note on
the meaning of Soy^ia, which in the N.T. is always

&quot; a decree.&quot;

The dative is best regarded as closely connected with
x&quot;/

30&quot;-

ypa&amp;lt;ov only, being dependent on the idea of yeypa/x/AeVov involved

in the word. Compare Plato, Ep. vii. p. 243 A, o Srj Tracr^ct TO,

yeypa/x./Aeva TVTTOIS. So Meyer, Alford, Eadie, Lightfoot, Soden.
The explanation is not without difficulty, as xfiP7- ls a synthetic

compound ;
and Lightfoot thinks it possible that eV may have

dropped out after the similar termination -ov. If so, it must
have been in the earliest ages that the error occurred, since no
trace remains of the reading ev.

Two or three other explanations deserve notice
; first, that

of Winer, al., followed by Ellicott, according to which Soy/^ao-t is a

nearer definition of the whole, TO KaO T^UWV xetpoypa&amp;lt;ov expressing
at the same time what the ^eipoypa^ov was, and in what respect it

was against us. For this we should expect TO TOIS Soy/nao-ii/ /ca0

r T0 /ca^ ^^v X v Soy/AaTwv, or the like.

Erasmus, Olshausen, Conybeare, and others connect TOIS Soy-
with the following clause :

&quot; the handwriting, which by its

ordinances, was against us,&quot;
a very unnatural construction, for

which Acts i. 2 affords no parallel.

The Greek commentators (Chrysostom, Severianus, Theodore

Mops., Theodoret, Oec., Theoph.) connect So
y//.ao-iv with efaAeu/ a?,

understanding the word to mean the doctrines or precepts of the

gospel, as the instrument by which the blotting out was effected.

Jerome adopts this view; and so, amongst moderns, Grotius, Estius,

Bengel, Fritzsche.

But this is not only opposed to the use of Soypi in the N.T.,

but, what is of more importance, it is inconsistent with fact.
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For it is not by precepts or doctrines (} erayyeAt/o/

Theoph.), nor by faith (Theodoret), that the handwriting, i.e. the

Mosaic Law, is abrogated. Moreover, the cognate verb Soy/Aari-
0-6*6 in ver. 29 has obvious reference to the Soyyaara here, and it is

implied that such Soyyu.ara are obsolete. It is remarkable that the

Greek commentators named above do not even allude to the

correct interpretation, adopting without question that construction

which was grammatically simplest. Irenaeus, however (quoted by
Lightfoot), appears to have taken the more correct view.

The term 8oy/xara is used here instead of vo/xos, doubtless in

order to fix attention on the formal element, the plurality of

precepts, an element which was common to it and the

of the false teachers. It thus prepares for the

of ver. 20. See on Lk. ii. i.

o ty uireKarrtoc
f\pi\&amp;gt;.

&quot;Which was directly opposed to us.&quot;

Here first the idea of the hostility of the xeLPyPa
&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;

ov i expressed,
the KO.& vfj.wv only asserting its validity with reference to us.

vTrevui Tio? occurs again Heb. x. 27. The v-n-6 does not in this

word imply either secrecy (Beza, a!.) or mitigation, as = &quot; subcon-

trarius,&quot; a signification which VTTO in composition often has, but which
does not belong to {iTrei/avrtos either in the Sept. or in classical writers.

For the Sept. cf. Gen. xxii. 27; Ex. xxiii. 27; and for classical

usage, two passages cited by Lightfoot, viz. Arist. De Gen. et Corr.

i. 7, cotKacri 01 TOVTOV TOV rpoVov Aeyovres viTf.va.vria. &amp;lt;aivecr$ai Aeyeiv,
where it means &quot;self-contradictory,&quot; and [Plato] Alcib. Sec. 138 C,
2fi. To /xcuvecr$ai apa inrwavTiov CTOI SOKCI TW

&amp;lt;poi/eiv ;
AA. Haw /xev

ovv . . . 139 B, 2O. Kcu
fj.rjv

8vo ye VTrej/avria evi Trpa.yfj.aTL iro)s av

fir], where the argument turns on the sense of direct opposition
involved in the word.

KCU auro TJpKey IK. TOU fi^aou.
&quot; And it (emphatic) He hath

taken out of the
way.&quot;

The xetpoypa^&amp;gt;or,
the writing on which had

been blotted out, has now been itself removed out of the way. aipetv

e/c TOV /xecrou or e* /xccroii was a classical expression for removing
out of the way, as, on the contrary, ev /xeVw eti/at meant &quot;

to be in

the
way.&quot;

For the former, compare Dem. De Corona, p. 354, TO

KaTail/fv^fcrOac Kal oV l^Opav TI Aeyeiv dveAovra? IK /jiecrov also Acts

xvii. 33 and 2 Thess. ii. 7, ynovov 6 Karc^wv aprt ecus a.v e/f
[j.e&amp;lt;rov

yfvrjTai. The idea &quot;from between us and God&quot; is not implied,
but only that of an obstacle, as these and other passages show.

The change of structure from the participles to the finite verb is to

be noted, as well as the perfect ^p/cev. The perfect fixes attention

on the present state of freedom resulting from the action which

was especially before the apostle s mind. &quot;

It is suggested,&quot; says

Lightfoot,
&quot;

by the feeling of relief and thanksgiving which rises up
in the apostle s mind at this

point.&quot;
This is quite sufficient to

account for the change of construction
;
but there was another and
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more imperative reason in the necessity for adding a further parti

cipial definition to the &quot;taking away.&quot; It is clear that apas . . .

would not have conveyed the same idea.

Lightfoot and others suppose a change of subject at f/pKev, viz. from 6 9e6s

to 6 X/UCTTOS. A new subject, it is thought, must be introduced somewhere,
because &quot; no grammatical meaning can be assigned to dweKdvcra.fj.evos by which
it could be understood of God the Father,&quot; and the severance created here

by the change of construction suggests this as the best point of transition, the

alternative point being at direKdvcrdfj-evos. Barry observes that such gramma
tical anomalies are not uncommon in St. Paul. But certainly this cannot be
said of such a misleading confusion or hidden change of subject as this would
be. Lightfoot compares the transition in i. 17-19. If the interpretation

given in the note there is correct, there is no hidden transition, the subject of

evShKTjcrev being expressed. But even if 6 6e6s is the subject of evS6KT]&amp;lt;rev in

i. 19, there is no analogy. For the change of subject there is not concealed,
and the only peculiarity is that 6 0eos is not expressed ; and the very ground
on which commentators defend this view of the construction is that the verb
evdoKelv and the substantive evSoKia. are so often used absolutely of God s good
pleasure that the verb itself suggests &quot;God&quot; as its subject. Here, on the

contrary, there is nothing in the words to indicate or suggest a new subject.
On the contrary, TipKfv IK TOV /^crou only expresses a different aspect of the

same idea that is presented in ^|aXe^as. No intelligible reason has been

alleged why St. Paul should say, &quot;God blotted out the handwriting, Christ

removed it out of the
way.&quot; Indeed, had this been stated with the subjects

expressed, it would have created a difficulty.

Further, this view is open to the fatal objection, that it dissociates xaP LCT&-

/j.evos and ta\ei\{/as from the Cross. It inevitably suggests that the forgive
ness and the blotting out of the -xfipbypa^ov ascribed to God are one thing,
and the removal, etc., ascribed to Christ a distinct and subsequent work.
V. Soden, indeed (who, however, does not suppose any change of subject),

suggests such a distinction as possible. He remarks that in the figure itself

atpeiv irpoo&quot;ri\u&amp;gt;(ravTa.
denotes a step beyond e^a\fi(f&amp;gt;fLv, so that we might

regard the ea\. as accomplished in the sending of Christ, the atpeiv IK TOV

yu&roi/ in His death. He considers it more probable, however, that both

expressions are figures for one and the same thing, the xaP^ ff^ai Ta ^o-pa-

irTd}fj.ara, the former applying to it in its effect, the latter adding the means by
which the effect is accomplished.

auro TW oraupw. The aorist expresses the historical

fact. The verb does not occur elsewhere in the N.T., but is found
in classical writers, and with o-ravpw in 3 Mace. iv. 9, and Joseph.
Bell. Jud. ii. 14. 9. The thought expressed is similar to that in

Gal. iii. 13. As Meyer observes, &quot;since by the death of Christ on
the Cross the law which condemned men lost its penal authority,
inasmuch as Christ by His death endured for men the curse of the

Law and became the end of the Law, hence in the fact that Christ

as a IXaa-TijpLov was nailed to the Cross, the Law itself was nailed

thereon, whereby it ceased to be fv yueo-w.&quot; The figure in Trpoo-rj-

Awcras is suggested simply by the idea of the crucifixion
; there is

no reason to suppose, with Grotius, any allusion to a custom of

driving a nail through obsolete laws or decrees, and so hanging
them up in public, a custom which seems to be unproved.

15. diTKSucrd|i.eKos Tas dpxas Kal ras e^ouaias,

17
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K.r.X. The verb d-n-^vto-Oai appears not to occur in any writer

before St. Paul
;

its occurrence, therefore, here and in iii. 9, as

well as that of &amp;lt;x7re K8i&amp;gt;o-is in ver. n, is remarkable. It is, no doubt,
chosen in order to express more emphatically the completeness
of the action. Both uTroSi eu/ and e8uti/ occur in classical authors
in the sense &quot;

strip,&quot;
hence of enemies,

&quot;

strip of arms, spoliare.&quot;

For IxSvfLv in the sense
&quot;strip,&quot;

see Matt, xxvii. 28, 31 ; Mark
xv. 20; Luke x. 30. The middle occurs 2 Cor. v. 4 of putting oft

the mortal body. In this Epistle, iii. 19, a7reKoWu//,ei/oi occurs

again in the sense &quot;

strip off and put away,&quot; viz., TOV TraXaiov

dvOpwTrov. It is very difficult to decide in what sense the word is

used here.

First, it has been taken absolutely,
&quot;

having put off from himself

his body, he made a show,&quot; etc., as RV. marg. This, which

supposes 6 Xpto-rds to be the subject, is the interpretation adopted
by Hilary, Ambrose, Augustine, and some other Latins. Probably,

however, they had before them a Latin counterpart of the reading
found in G, viz. ryv o-dpna Kal ra? e^oiWas. The Latin of G has

the same. Thus Hilary has twice,
&quot; exutus carnem et potestates

ostentui fecit&quot; (773, 990); once, however, he has &quot;

spolians se

carne et principatus et potestates ostentui fecit
&quot;

(204).
Novat. also has &quot; exutus carnem potestates dehonestavit

&quot;

(De Trin. 16). It will be observed that these quotations, except
the third from Hilary, agree with G in omitting TUS dp^ds. This

reading may have originated from the eye or ear error of a copyist,
aided by the suggestion of d-n-fK8.

;
but more probably was a gloss,

which was supposed to be a correction, and so substituted for the

correct text. There is a trace either of the reading or the inter

pretation in a Docetic work quoted by Hippolytus, Haer. viii. 10,

p. 267, tyvyji (.Ktivr) tv TU&amp;gt; crw/J-aTi Tpa&amp;lt;ei(m, dTri&amp;lt;8v&amp;lt;Tafj.(.vr]
TO crai/Aa

Kal Trpoa-rjXwcracra Trpos TO i5A.ov Kal
6pLap.{3ev&amp;lt;Tacra oY CLVTOV ras

dpxds, K.r.X. The Syriac Peshitto has the same interpretation,
&quot;

by the putting off of his body
&quot;

;
and so the Gothic also.

In support of this interpretation 2 Cor. v. 4 is referred to,

where the cognate verb e/cSwo-ao-^ai is used absolutely of putting off

the body. But there the metaphor is not abruptly introduced,
the verb only carrying out the figure introduced with its explanation
in w. 2, 3. Here it would be quite isolated, being neither explained
nor suggested by anything in the context, with which, indeed, the

idea would have no apparent connexion. Some expositors, indeed,
have found an allusion to the metaphorical use of diroftveo-OaL,

&quot;

to

prepare for a contest,&quot; as in Plut. Mor. Sn E, Trpos Truo-ai/ dtroSvo-

/Acvot TT/V 7roA.m/o;v Trpufii/. This explanation is very far-fetched,

and entirely unsuitable.

2. Ellicott, Lightfoot, a/., adopt the interpretation of the Greek

commentators, Chrysostom, Severianus, Theodore Mops., and
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Theodoret, viz. taking TUS PX *S
&amp;gt;
K.T.X., as governed by uTre/cS., the

sense being,
&quot;

having stripped off from himself the hostile powers of

evil.&quot;
&quot; Our Lord by His death stripped away from Himself all

the opposing Powers of Evil (observe the article) that sought in

the nature which He had condescended to assume to win for

themselves a victory,&quot;
Ell. Similarly Lightfoot,

&quot; Christ took upon
Himself our human nature with all its temptations (Heb. iv. 15).

The powers of evil gathered about Him. Again and again they
assailed Him

;
but each fresh assault ended in a new defeat.&quot;

&quot; The final act in the conflict began with the agony of Gethsemane
;

it ended with the Cross of Calvary. The victory was complete.
The enemy of man was defeated. The powers of evil, which had

clung like a Nessus robe about His humanity, were torn off and
cast aside for ever. And the victory of mankind is involved in the

victory of Christ. In His Cross we too are divested of the poisonous

clinging garments of temptation and sin and death
;
TW airo9f.a-6aL

rr/v OvrjTOT-rjTa, says Theodore, rjv virep rrjs Koivf)&amp;lt;s d^etAei/ euepyecrtas,

Ka/ceivaiv (/.. rwv
avTLKf.Lfj.va&amp;gt;v Swa/xecov) TT/V avOfVTfLav iJTrep

But this interpretation is open to serious if not fatal objections.
In the first place, as the verb means to divest of clothing, it requires
us to regard these hostile powers in trie light of a clothing of God
or Christ, a &quot; Nessus robe,&quot; as Lightfoot expresses it.

If the interpretation,
&quot;

putting off the
body,&quot;

is to be rejected
on the ground that the metaphor, though a natural one, is not

suggested or explained by the context, the objection applies more

strongly to the view in question, which supposes a metaphor by no
means easy to understand and not elsewhere paralleled. The putting
off the old man, ch. iii. 9, is not at all parallel. Lightfoot compares
Philo, Quod det. pot. ins. 13 (i. p. 199), where the image in the

context is that of a wrestling bout, e^avacrravTCS Se /cat Stepeio-a/xei/ot

ras evTc^vous avrwv TTfpnrXoKas ev/^apaJs K8vcr6fjif.6a. ;
but there the

figure is sufficiently explained by the context. Here (and this is

the second objection) the figure would be irrelevant to the context.

As Alford observes, &quot;is it in any way relevant to the fact of the

law being antiquated by God in the Great Sacrifice of the atone

ment, to say that He in that act (or, according to others, Christ in

that act) spoiled and triumphed over the infernal potentates ?
&quot;

Lastly, there is another very strong objection. If it was only by
putting off His human body on the Cross that He could put off

from Himself the powers of evil that beset His humanity, this

would not be victory, but retreat.

3. Alford observes, and apparently with justice, that the terms

apxai and i^ovaiai are general ;
and a specific reference to

&quot;

infernal

powers
&quot;

is not to be assumed unless it is determined by the

context, as in Eph. vi. 12.
&quot; Now the words have occurred before
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in this very passage, ver. 10, where Christ is exalted as
K&amp;lt;aAr/

Trdo-T/s dpxr/s Ka
*

L eowias, and it is hardly possible to avoid

connecting our present expression with that, seeing that in TUS

dp\a&amp;lt;;
no! ras eov(ria&amp;lt;; the articles seem to contain a manifest

reference to it.&quot; Taking the words, then, in a more general sense,
he explains the whole by reference to passages in which the Law is

said to have been administered by angels, Gal. iii. 19, Siarayeis
81 dyyeAtov : Heb. ii. 2, o 81 ayyeAwv AaAr/$eis Adyos : Acts Vli. 53,
eAa/:?T TOV v6fj.ov cts Scarayas dyyeAwv. Compare Jos. Ant.

XV. 5- 3) vjp-wv TO. KaAAtcrra TWV
8oyjJ.a.TU&amp;gt;v,

KOL TO. ocTtwrara TUJV ei/

TCRS vd^iois 8C dyyeAwv Trapa TOU fov paOovTuiv,
&quot;

they were the

promulgators of the ^etpdypa^ov TOIS
Sdy/xacriv.&quot;

That writing was
first wiped out, and then nailed to the Cross abrogated and

suspended there.
&quot; Thus God dTre^eSucraro ras ap^as KO.L ras

eovo-tas divested Himself of, put off from Himself, that dyyeAwv

Siarayrj, manifesting Himself henceforward without a veil in the

exalted Person of
Jesus.&quot;

It is no objection to this &quot;that thus

more prominence would be given to angelic agency in the law than

was really the fact
;
the answer is, that the prominence which is

given is owing to the errors of the false teachers, who had evidently
associated the Jewish observances in some way with the worship of

angels}
1 With reference to this, the statement of Theodoret quoted

below on ver. 18 is important, TOUS ayyeAous o-f.fif.iv flcrrjyovvTo,

Sta TOVTWV Aeyovres SeSocr^ai TOV VO/AOV.
&quot;

St. Paul s argument will

go only to this, that whatever part the angelic powers may have

had, or be supposed to have had in the previous dispensation,
all such interposition was now at an end, that dispensation itself

being once for all antiquated and put away.&quot; Ritschl s view is

similar. Ellicott s objection to this view is that it rests on the

assumption that the verse refers to eds, not Xpto-rds. But, in fact,

it only assumes that the contrary is not proved. The principal

objection to taking 6 cds as the subject throughout is the supposed
difficulty or impossibility of interpreting aTreKcWayuevo?, K.T.A., of

God the Father. It is not logical to adopt this argument, and
then to reject an interpretation which meets this difficulty on the

ground that the subject must be 6 Xp cords.

4. The foregoing interpretations assume that aTreKSuo-d
yu.ei os,

being in the middle voice, must mean &quot;

stripping from himself.&quot;

But the middle often only expresses a personal interest, and the

cognate verb dTreSvcrd/xe^a occurs in Plato, Rep. p. 612 A (quoted

by Meyer), in the sense &quot;

nudavimus.&quot; Nor does the fact that in

iii. 9 the same verb in the same voice means &quot;

strip from oneself,&quot;

decide the question as to its meaning here. As Bp. Perowne observes

(apud Moule), there are classical parallels to such a varying use

of the middle in neighbouring contexts. See Soph. Ajax, 245,

647. It is allowable, therefore, to take the verb here in the sense
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&quot;spoil, disarm,&quot; the middle conveying the idea &quot;sibi exspoliare.&quot;

This sense, accordingly, is adopted by Bengel, De Wette, Meyer,
Moule, liadie, Soden. Most of these, however, understand as in

(i) (2) by the ap^al xal efowiai the infernal powers. Some of the

objections made to (2) apply to this view also. First, that if these

were intended wre should expect this to be specified ; and, secondly,
that it does not harmonise with the context. What had the dis

arming of the infernal powers to do with the abolition of the

Soy/AttTu ? or what connexion had the assertion of it with the warn

ing against the Oprja-Kcia TWV uyyeAwv ? Meyer s explanation is that

it was in sin that these powers had their strength in their hostility
to God, and &quot;the power of sin was in the Law&quot; (i Cor. xv. 56) ;

hence with the law &quot; the infernal power stands and falls.&quot; Surely
a faulty argument. The abolition of the law does not do away with

sin. Moule, again, says,
&quot; He who is King of all orders of good

angels is here presented as Conqueror of their evil counterpart.&quot;

This supposes that ras
apx&quot;

s
&amp;gt; K.T.X., here are actually contrasted with

Trao-77? dpxys, K.T.\., in ver. 10, of which contrast there is no indication.

5. V. Soden adopts the translation
&quot;spoiled,&quot;

i.e. &quot;disarmed,&quot;

but adopts a view of dp^ai KCU eov&amp;lt;rtat similar to that of Alford

and Ritschl, viz. that they are the angelic powers in so far as they

represent the Law, and thereby have power over men, and doubly
over those who do not fulfil it, that is (since ideally the law was
valid for all men), not Jews only, but Gentiles also (Gal. iv. 3, 9,

iii. 19; i Cor. viii. 5 sqq.). The fact, which in ver. 14 was
described on the side of men, is now carried out in its significance
for the angelic powers who represented those Boyp-ara, having in

view the fact that the Soy^art^civ taught in Colossae, which the

apostle is combating, was ultimately a 0p??o-/ceia TWV dyyoW
(18, 23).

This view is equally tenable whether the subject is taken to be
6 eos or o Xpto-ro?, and it seems less open to objection than the

former. The remark quoted above from Alford as to the promi
nence given to angelic action is equally applicable to this interpre
tation.

eSety/AuVicrev. A rare word, which, perhaps, is also to be read in

Matt. i. 19, /Jir]
OtXwv avTrjv Sety/xartcrat :

l and Lightfoot also quotes
a passage from Acta Pauli et Petri, in which it occurs, iva p.rj /AOI/OV

OLTTO
Tr)&amp;lt;s

TOV 2i/AO)vos ttTTciTTys
(f&amp;gt;vyu&amp;gt;&amp;lt;Tiv,

d\Xa KOL 8fiyfjLaTL(rov(TLv avrov,
where it is explained in the context as &quot;

to proclaim.&quot; The sub
stantive Sety/xaTioTAos occurs in the Rosetta inscription. The idea

involved in Sety//.aT/eu/ is only that of public exhibition, not of

shame (TrapaSeiy/xart^etv).
iv -n-appr]oria. The rendering

&quot;

openly,&quot;
as in AV. and retained

1 The Text. Rec. there has irapa.SeLyfj.a.Tiaa.1, a word which frequently occurs
in Polyb. etc.

;
also Num. xxv. 4; Isa. iv. 17; Jer. xiii. 22

; Ez. xxviii. 17.
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in RV., is approved by Bcngel, De Wette, Olsh., Wordsworth, and
Eadie. Srjfjiocriq.,

-n-dvrwv opaWwv, Theoph., Alford would preserve
the idea of &quot;openness of speech,&quot; &quot;declaring and revealing by the

Cross that there is none other but Christ the Head -n-da-rj^ dp^r/s
KOL efoucria?.&quot;

&quot;

Openness of speech,&quot; however, seems unsuitable

to the connexion. As to the sense &quot;

openly, publicly,&quot; it seems to

be supported by John vii. 4, where lv Trapp^crta flvaL is opposed to

fv KpVTTTtp Troifiv, and xi. 54) I^crot S OVKCTL Trappiycriu TrepteTmTei cV

roTs louSai ois dAAa airr/XOev cKcWev, K.T.\. In St. Paul, however, it

always means &quot; with boldness, or confidence
&quot;

(an idea which is

also present in the places cited), and so it is understood here by

Meyer, Ellicott, Lightfoot, Soden. Hofmann connects cv -n-apprja-ia

in the sense &quot;

openly
&quot; with ^pta^i/Jet cra?, which, however, already

contains that idea.

0piaji{3eu&amp;lt;ra.s auToug. avrovs, masc. of the dp^ou /cal e ., because

they are treated as personal existences, not with any reference to

their possible designation as dyyeAov?.

6piap.pfv&amp;lt;ra&amp;lt;;, &quot;triumphing over them,&quot; or, rather, &quot;leading them
in triumph,&quot; as in 2 Cor. ii. 14. This is the usual signification of

the verb with accus. of person. E.g. Plut. Thes. et Rom. 4,

/iamXets e$piuja/3eucre KCU r/ye/xoras. Wetstein, On Cor. I.e., gives
other examples.

tv auTwi Bengel, De Wette, a/., take this as = cV Xpio-rw.

But Christ is not mentioned in ver. 14. Most commentators
understand it as = lv a-ravpu. To this Soden objects that oraupos
in ver. 14 is only a secondary idea; and he refers the pronoun to

Xipoypa&amp;lt;ov.
In doing away with the xetpoypa &amp;lt; oj/ God triumphed

over those who administered it. (Meyer, ed. 4 (1874), does not

mention this view, which is attributed to him by Ellicott (1857)
and Eadie (1855).) The Vulgate has &quot;in semetipso,&quot; and so RV.

margin. G reads ev UDTW.

The metaphor is a very bold one whether understood of God
or of Christ. If aurw refers to o-raupw, the wrords would certainly
be more suitable to Christ, and in that case the antithesis between

&pid/.&amp;lt;./3ev(Ta&amp;lt;;
and cv o-raupw would be extremely striking. &quot;The

violence of the metaphor,&quot; says Lightfoot, &quot;is its justification.

The paradox of the Crucifixion is thus placed in the strongest light

triumph in helplessness and glory in shame. The convict s

gibbet is the victor s car.&quot; No doubt this way of putting the

thought is very striking ;
but if this had been the meaning of the

apostle, might we not expect that he would express it more dis

tinctly, instead of almost hiding it, as we may say, in an un-

emphatic pronoun with an ambiguous preposition tv ? We might
have expected some such expression, for instance, as crravptofleis

e fyutt/i/ifevrre. But, in fact, the contrast suggested would be quite

irrelevant to the apostle s purpose, and the more striking it is the
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less likely is it that he would introduce it in this way as a side-

thought, thus tending to draw the reader s attention from the argu
ment.

For eV avrw Origen (in several places) reads V TW gvXu. So
also his translator (////. ii. 416), commenting on &quot;in ligno crucis,&quot;

says :

&quot;

licet in aliis exemplarihus habeatur triumphans in semetipso,
sed apud Graecos habetur in

ligno.&quot;

16-23. Practical application of these principles to the ascetic

precepts and the angel-worship of the false teachers. With their

precepts about eating and drinking and observance of days, they
would have you attach yourselves to the shadoiv, whereas you are in

possession of the reality. The cult of angels is inculcated as a becom

ing exercise of humility ; but this is a false humility, and is really the

fruit of carnal pride, Taunting itself in the pretended knowledge of
these angelic powers, and is derogatory to Christ the Head, on whom
alone we dependfor spiritual health and growth.

16. MTJ out TIS ufj.ds KpiKeTu.
&quot;

Therefore,&quot; seeing that the law of

ordinances has been done away with,
&quot;

let not any one,&quot; not /A7?8eis,

but
fj-i/j TIS, as in ver. 8, pointing to some definite persons ; /cptveToj,

not &quot;condemn,&quot; but &quot;judge you, take you to task.&quot; Compare
Rom. xiv. 3, 4 ;

i Cor. x. 29.
eV Ppwaei rj

tV iroaei.
&quot; In eating or in drinking,&quot; i.e. in the

matter of eating or drinking. Compare Rom. xiv. 17, ov yap tcrnr

i) /Bao-iXela TOV &ov /3pwcris /cat TTOCTIS. /Spwcris in St. Paul is always
the action of eating (i Cor. viii. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 10), not the thing
eaten (/3pw/m, i Cor. vi. 13, viii. 8, x. 3, al. ;

Heb. ix. 10). In

Homer, indeed, /Spwo-is is used for &quot;food&quot; (//. i. 210, a
I.) ;

and so

in St. John iv. 32 ;
cf. 34, vi. 27, 55. There is a similar difference

between 7ro&amp;lt;rts and 7ro/j.a.

The Mosaic Law contained no prohibition respecting drinks

except in special cases, namely, those of Nazirite vows and of

priests ministering in the tabernacle (Num. vi. 3 ;
Lev. x. 9).

There was also a prohibition of drinking from vessels rendered

unclean by the dead bodies of unclean animals (Lev. xi. 34). We
know, however, that the Essenes, the prototypes of the Colossian

false teachers, went far beyond the Mosaic code, abstaining wholly
from wine and from animal food (see Lightfoot, p. 86).

Lightfoot reads /cat eV Trocret, with B, Syr-Pesh. Boh., Tertull.

Origen. Tertullian, however, reads et in all four places, therefore

his evidence in this instance is valueless. The Syriac also has
&quot; and &quot;

in three of the four places,
&quot;

or
&quot;

only in the second
;

its

evidence also, therefore, counts for nothing. The apostle might
have written /cat not ^, because /3pwcrts and TTOCTIS naturally belong
together (but so, indeed, do the following three), and the occur
rence of

?/
in the other three clauses would easily lead a copyist to

substitute it here. But the authority for /cat is too slight.
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Compare I Cor. xi. 27, ea-Oirj TOV apTov rj TTLVTI TO Trorrjpiov, K.T.A.,

where A, some cursives, Syr-Pesh. Boh. Eth., Origen, al. have xai

rj
eV fiepei, &quot;in the matter

of&quot;; compare Iv T-QVTU&amp;gt; TU&amp;gt; /Aepei,

2 Cor. iii. i o, ix. 3 ; /xepos often denotes the class or category,

especially with verbs like nfleVat, as in Plato, Rep. i. 348 E, lv

upeT7?s KO.L &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;ias riOifi fiepet TT/V dSt/W. Chrys. and Theodoret
take it here in the sense &quot;

part,&quot;
ov yap or) iravra Ka/mxov T

TrpoVepa, Chrys.

coprfjs r\ you/rrjyias r\ CTaj3j3aTuv. The words specify the annual,

monthly, and weekly celebrations; cf. Gal. iv. 10.

a-a.ppa.Ta, though plural, means &quot;a Sabbath
day,&quot; being, in fact,

a Greek transliteration of the Aramaic, and from its form mistaken
for a plural. Thus Josephus distinctly, Ant. iii. 10. i, cftoop.^

r//j.fpav 771-1? craftPO.TO. KoAtmu ; also ib. i. i. i. Compare Hor. Sat.

i. 9. 69, &quot;hodie tricesima Sabbata.&quot; See on Lk. iv. 31.
B G have the spelling vto/zr/vta?, and so the Vulg.
17. a eariy &amp;lt;naa T&V fieXXorrwc, TO 8e (rwjjia Xpurrou. trKia does

not mean an outline or sketch (as understood by Calvin and

many others), which would be
o-/aaypa&amp;lt;/ua

or o-Kiaypac/^/za, and
is excluded by the antithesis of crw/xa. A sketch would be con
trasted with the complete picture. It is simply

&quot;

shadow,&quot; having
in itself no substance, but indicating the existence of a body which
casts the shadow, o-w/xa accordingly retains its proper signification
&quot;

body,&quot;
not &quot;substance.&quot; Compare Philo, JDe Conf. Ling. p. 434,

TO. fj.ev prjTa. TWV ^p^cr/xuiv cr/ctu? rtvas axrai et (rw/xaraiv eTvai: opposed
to TO. vfaa-TWTO. d\ir)9(ia Trpay/xara. Josephus, Bell. Jud. \\. 2. 5,

(TKiav aiTT^o-o/Aevos ySacrtXeta?, rys r/pTracrev eaura) TO trwyua. Compare
also Heb. X. I, O-KLO.V e^wv 6 vo/AO? TOJV fj.e\X6vTutv a.ya.6&amp;lt;av,

OVK

awTr/v TYJV fiKova TWV Trpay/LtaTajv : ib. viii. 5, o-*aa
Xa.Tpevov&amp;lt;ri TWV

tTToupaviW. The figure expresses both the unsubstantially and
the supersession of the Mosaic ritual. But the thought found in

it by some Greek commentators, and adopted by Meyer and

Lightfoot, that the shadow comes before the substance (77 cr/aa

n-poTpe^ei TOV
&amp;lt;rw/AaTos),

is not contained in the text
;
for it is no

part of the idea of a shadow that it goes before the body, or is

seen before it. Theodoret presses the figure still further : -n-po-

Att/x/3uvt -f)
crKia. TO croyAo. dvicr^ovTos TOV (^wros

1
&amp;lt;Ls eTvat CTKIUV )UV

TOV voftov crwfjLO.
8e TTJV ^apiv, &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ws

8e TOV SeuTroT^v Xpio-Tov.

Meyer again presses the tense of eon so far as to infer that TO.

/AeAAovTa are not the already then existing Christian relations, the

Katvr) Sta0r;KT7 (rather Ta TT/S Kaivr}s Sia$7iKr;s), but belong
&quot;

wholly
&quot;

to the aiwv /AtAAwv. The present, however, is sufficiently ex

plained by the remark of Davenant (apud Ellicott), &quot;loquitur

de illis ut considerantur in sua natura, abstractae a circumstantiis

temporis.&quot; Yet it may be used in its temporal sense quite as well

as the presents in Heb. x. i. sqq. For the observance of these
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times and seasons had not ceased, although that of which they
were the shadow had come. Meyer s interpretation would vitiate

the apostle s reasoning, for if rd /u.eAA.orru were still wholly future,

the (rKid would not be superseded, and the observances referred to

would retain their importance.
V. Soden regards o-w/xa as denoting TO. /icAAovra in their con

crete organisation, i.e. the Church (cf. ver. 19).

TOU Xpiorou, i.e. belongs to Christ
;

the blessings typified by
these observances are found in Him. The article is prefixed in

N* A C P 17 aL, Oec.; omitted in N c D G K L most mss., Chrys.
etc. Chrysostom mentions a strange punctuation : ol /ACV ovv

TOVTO crTioucri TO Se croj/xa, XpicrTov, ~f)
Be oAr/^eta CTTI X/DIOTOIJ

yiyovtv ol Se, TO Se aw/xa XpioroS yu/^Seis Vyu.as Ka.TO.j3pa/3tveTU&amp;gt;,

Toirreo-TU
, cTnypea^erco. So Augustine, Ep. 59, &quot;Corpus autem

Christi nemo vos convincat,&quot; confessing that he does not

understand it. This connexion is also supported by A B P

(apparently K also) a/., Eth.

18. MrjSels ujjias Ka.Ta|3pa|3euTw. Kara(3paBfvfiv is an extremely
rare word. Jerome reckoned it as one of St. Paul s Cilicisms, but

it has been found in two other places. First in Demosth. Mid.

p. 544 (not as used by the orator, but in a statement of witnesses),
Sia Tavrrjv Trjv amav tTrto-Tu/xe^a ^rpdruiva virb MeioYou KaTaf3paf3ev-
Bivra. KOL Trapa TravTa TO. SiKata aTifuaOevrti. StratO had been

arbitrator in a cause between Demosthenes and Meidias, and as

the latter did not appear, gave judgment against him. On this

account Meidias contrived to have Strato condemned to dTi/xia.

The other passage quoted in the Lexicons and commentators is

in Eustathius on Horn. //. A. 402 sqq. Speaking of the assistance

which Briareus, son of Poseidon, rendered to Zeus, when Poseidon,
with two other deities, conspired against him, Eustathius observes

that as amongst men sons often differ from their fathers, OUTOJS

ov8f o fjuvOLKos Bpiapew? tf&amp;gt;t\a (ftptovei
TO) irarpi, aAA.a Ka.Ta.f3pa/3tvfi

avrov, ws (fxitrw ol TraAatoi, TOV
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;vcnKov uecrfiov irpodefACVOS TO

Stxaiov. Here the word clearly means &quot;

decides, or takes part,

against,&quot; and from the words ws
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;ao-u/

01 TraAatot, may be regarded
as almost a definition of the word by a scholar to whom it was
familiar. It will be observed that neither in this passage nor in

the former is there any question of a prize.

This meaning of the verb is confirmed by its etymology. The

simple verb (3paf3fvfir, which, of course, signifies primarily
&quot;

to act

as /fya/3ei;s or umpire,&quot; awarding the prize, fipa(3eiov (i Cor. ix. 24 ;

Phil. iii. 14), seems, in all the examples that we have of its use, to

have dropped all reference to a prize, and to mean only
&quot;

to

decide.&quot; For instance, Isocr. Areop. p. 144 B, lv rrf ^A^

/3pa(3tvfrei.v. The same writer, Phil. c. 29, uses

to express regulations made by a person. In
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Demosthenes, again, OL p. 36, 7, ra TWV aAAwv Strata Ppafievc
&quot;to arbitrate or decide on the rights of others.&quot; So p. 1231, u,
of the unequal treatment of rich and poor, TOVTOV TOV Tpoirov v/j-wv

Tavra /3pa/3evovTwv. Josephus, Ant. ix. I. I, has : Trape/ctAevcraTo

p^Sei OS OVTtjDS O&amp;gt;9 TOV SLKOLiOV TTpOVOOVfJifVOVS KptWlV TO19 O^A.Ot9 . . .

fipafteveiv Se uTracrt TO Tcrov
;
and Ant. xiv. 9. 5, ws et Kai 7roA.ep.oi;

p07ru9 /3pa/3tveL TO $t&amp;lt;W. Compare also Col. iii. 15, r] cipr/vr; TOV

Xpicrrov /3pa/?UT(o ei/ rais KapStat9 V/JLWV. In accordance with this

meaning of ftpafteveiv, Karaftp. would mean &quot;to decide or give

judgment against
&quot;

;
and it is so interpreted by Photius (ap. Oec.)

and Hesychius, KaTa/cpiveVw. So also the Syriac Versions.

This gives an excellent sense here, the phrase being stronger
than the similar one in ver. 16, /cpu/eVa). It is adopted instead

of KaTa/cptveYw, probably in order to suggest the idea of assump
tion of authority. This is the interpretation adopted by Reiche,

Bleek, Field (Otium Norvicense), and many others. Bengel s inter

pretation is :

&quot; ne quis brabeutae potestatem usurpans, atque adeo

abutens, vos currentes moderetur, perperamque praescribat quid

sequi quid fugere debeatis praemium accepturi
&quot;

;
and similarly

a-Lapide and Beza. This seems to put too much into the word.

The Greek commentators, who seem to have had no independent

knowledge of the word, take it to be equivalent to Trapa(3paftfvir,
which occurs in Polybius and Plutarch, and means to assign the

prize unfairly. Zonaras (ap. Suicer) says : Karafipafievtiv ICTTL TO

p.rf VLKrjcravTa diovv TOV /3pa/3ei oi;, aXX erepw 8t8ovat auro. This

implies that 6 KaTa/Spa/SoW is the judge. Suidas words are : TO

aAAou
&amp;lt;!yu&amp;gt;v&amp;lt;.ojU,eVoT;

aXXoi/ crTeffravova da.i Xeyet 6 aTTCKrroAas /caTa-

fipafieveo-OaL. Meyer, adopting this view, supposes the apostle
to mean &quot;

willing (^eAoov) to bring it about that the prize may be

withheld from you and given to him and his.&quot; As their obtaining
the prize would not involve others losing it, this would imply

folly as well as malice. The meaning assigned by recent com
mentators generally, viz.

&quot; rob or beguile you of your prize,&quot;
i.e.

&quot; cause you to lose your reward by defeat,&quot; or the like, does not

agree either with Suidas or Zonaras, and it increases the difficulty
of @\&amp;lt;DV. It results from the desire to retain a reference to a

(3pa/3ciov, which, as we have seen, is not generally retained in the

simple verb, nor, as far as we can judge, in the compound.
OeXuf ey TaTreiyo^pocTu vT].

These words are very difficult.

Many commentators (including Augustine, Estius, Olshausen,

Bleek, Lightfoot) explain them as a Hebraism in imitation of

the Hebrew &quot;2 fin,
&quot;

taking delight in,&quot;
or rather (since the

Hebrew verb does not mean foAetv, but fvooKflv), of the occasional

Septuagint rendering of that expression (i Sam. xviii. 22; 2 Sam.
xv. 26; i Kings, x. 9 ;

2 Chron. ix. 8; Ps. cxi. i, cxlvii. 10).

In i Chron. xxviii. 4, the same words occur as a rendering
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of &quot;n n^l. Lightfoot also quotes from the Test. XII. Patr. Asher

i.,
fav ovv

TI t/
i X*/ ^e

^-fj
*v KaXw.

The main objection to this, and it is a fatal one, is that St.

Paul does not use Hebraisms which so violate Greek grammar.
The fact of such an expression occurring in the Sept., especially in

Sam. Kings and Chron., is not a reason for attributing it to

St. Paul. Indeed, except in Ps. cxlvii. 10, the object in the

Sept. is always a person. In the Apocrypha, OtXetv ev is not found.

The expression ^/V^rus VO/JLOV, i Mace. iv. 42, is not parallel. Nor is

this interpretation relevant to the context, for it is not the pleasure
which the false teacher takes in his humility, etc., that is in

question.
Alford connects 6i\wv with the participle, translating

&quot; of

purpose,&quot; and comparing 2 Pet. iii. 5, X.av9dvi yap ain-ovs TOVTO

tfeAovTas. He also quotes Theophylact as apparently supporting
this view, BfXovcnv vu.a&amp;lt;s Ka.Ta.j3pa/3evfiv oia raTretvo^p. But both

this comment and the passage in 2 Pet. are equally, if not more,

applicable to the following interpretation.

Other expositors connect OtXwv with the following words,

supplying KaTa/3pa/3tvti.v. So Theodoret : TOVTO roivw o-vve-

fiovXtvov CKeLvoi yivfa-Oai, TaireLvocfipoo-vv-r) 8r/6tv Ke^pr]fj.voL (compare

Theoph. above) ;
and so Photius, Buttmann, Eadie, Ellicott, and

many others. Theodoret, indeed, presses 6e\o&amp;gt;v too far
;

the

purpose of the false teachers was not directly, but indirectly hostile

to the Colossians.

RV. marg. has :

&quot;

of his own mere will, by humility,&quot; etc.

This agrees nearly with Be/a :

&quot; hoc munus sibi a nullo tributum

exercens,&quot; Reiche, Tittmann, al. It also corresponds well with

f6e\oOpr]o-Kia below, and, on the whole, appears to deserve the

preference. The construction (which is the same as Alford s) is

simpler grammatically than that last mentioned, and the sense

obtained is more satisfactory. Luther (followed by Ewald and

Tyndale) gives a similar sense to OeXwv, but connects it with

Lightfoot quotes two conjectural emendations, viz.

suggested by Leclerc (ad loc.} and Bentley (Crit. Sacr. p. 59),

and more plausibly \9uv, suggested by Toup (Emend, in Suidam,
ii. p. 63). We can hardly suppose, however, that if IXGw had
stood here originally it could be corrupted into 6t\wv. Hort

conjectures iv
c8fXoTa7rfwo&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;poo-vvr).

The last word is actually

employed by Basil, and compounds of I0e\o- were used freely

when St. Paul wrote. Compare Aug. Ep. 149, 27 : &quot;Sic enim et

vulgo dicitur qui divitem affectat thelodives, et qui sapientem

thelosapiens, et cetera hujusmodi. Ergo et hie thelohumilis,

(juod plenius dicitur thelon hitmilis, id est volens humilis, quod
intelligitur volens videri humilis, affectans humilitatem. &quot;
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eV
TaTreifO(J&amp;gt;pocrui j]

KCU 6pY]crKeia TW^ ayyeKw. TTT. is elsewhere

(except ver. 23) treated as a virtue, and so in this Ep. iii. 12.

But there is false as well as true humility, and here it is defined

by the following Oprja-Kfia TWV dyy., which again is illustrated by it.

What is referred to, then, is the humility which finds expression
in the worship of angels, and this worship again is that which is

inspired by this false humility. Perhaps the false teachers made
much of humility in inculcating this ^p^ovceia, chiefly from false

notions as to the power of the angels ;
but partly, it may be, from

an idea that God Himself was too high and unapproachable for

men, who must therefore use the mediation of angels. This is

the explanation given by Theodoret : Aeyovres ws doparos 6 TWV
oAwv eos, uv6(/&amp;gt;tKTOS

re KOL dxaTaA^Trros, KCU TrpocrryKet Sta TWV

dyyeAwv T-TJV
$iav etyxeveiav 7rpay/AaTere&amp;lt;r$ai. Compare Augustine,

Conf. x. 42,
&quot;

Quern invenirem qui me reconciliaret tibi ? Am-
biendum mihi fuit ad angelos ? Multi conantes ad te redire,

neque per se ipsos valentes, sicut audio, tentaverunt haec, et

inciderunt in desiderium curiosarum visionum, et digni habiti sunt

illusionibus.&quot; Zonaras, again, in commenting on the 35th Canon
of the Council of Laodicaea, says there was an ancient heresy of

some who said that we should not call on Christ for help or

access to God, but on the angels, ws Ta^a TOV TOV
&quot;Kpicn-ov

tTriKaXeio-Oai Trpos TU eipr/yaeva ju.eiovos OVTOS TT/S ly/xeTepa? dftas

(Suicer, i. p. 45). So also Chrysostom and Theophylact. This

latter view, however, would place Christ high above the angels,
and therefore cannot have been that of the Colossians, who re

quired to be taught the superiority of Christ. Nor can Theodoret s

explanation be adopted without hesitation, since there is nothing
in the context about the mediation of angels or of Christ

;
nor

does this view of ra-n-fwo^p. agree with the following a eo)pu/cv,

K.T.A. Theodoret, however, throws light on the passage when he

States that ol TW VG//.W cruv^yopoiWe? Kal TOI S dyye Aoi&amp;gt;s (re^etv

avTots eicrr/yowTO, Sta TOI TWV AeyovTes SeSocr$a&amp;lt;. TOV vd/xov, for which

reason, he adds, the Council at Laodicaea forbade praying to

angels : KOL fJ-^Xf
)L ^ T0^ v^v tuKT^pta TOV a-yiov Mi^aryA Trap eVeivois

Kttl TO15 6/AOpOlS CTTtV l8etV.

a cupaKcc ejipaTeueic or a,
JJLTJ eupaKc ep.paTeuwi . e/ji/3aTfVfLV is

properly to step or stand on (as an e/x^SaT^?). So with gen. Soph.
Oed. Tyr. 845, ey/3aTeveiv 7raTpt8os. Hence &quot;to dwell

in,&quot; Eurip.
Ileracl. 875, xArypovs 8

f.p.fta.rf.v&amp;lt;T(.cr6f. -^9ov6&amp;lt;;:
and similarly of a god,

to &quot;haunt&quot; a place. Soph. Ocd. Col. 671, &amp;lt;V 6 /3ac^twTa? aiet

Aiowo-os e/A/3aTu ei. It also means to
&quot; enter upon

&quot; a country,
&quot;to invade.&quot; Later, it is found in a figurative sense of &quot;entering

into&quot; a subject of inquiry. So Philo, De Plaiit. Noe. ii. 19,

&quot;As some of those who open up wells often fail to find the

SOUght-for water,&quot; OVTWS ol TrpocrwTtpw ^o)poi)vT9 TWV eVicm^wv KCU
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e/A/Jarei oi/Tes aiTous, a.Swa,TOV&amp;lt;n TOV reAous tTrnj/aixrai : and

so perhaps 2 Mace. ii. 30, TO p.lv Ifjifiartvtiv Kal -rrepl -rravruv

TToieur^ui Aoyov . . . TW r?ys lorroptas ap^r}j.T7] KaOtJKfi (but RV.
&quot;to occupy the ground&quot;). Athanas. on Matt. xi. 27, ToXfirjpov

f/ji/3aTevfiv ri]v a.7repi.i&amp;gt;or)Tov &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;v(nv.
Nemes. -De Nat. Hotn. (p. 64,

ed. Matth.), ovpavov e/A/Sarevei 7-17 Otwpia.

If we read ewpa/cei/ the sense will be,
&quot;

dwelling in,&quot;
as RV.

&quot;taking his stand upon,&quot;
as RV. marg. or &quot;poring over, busying

himself with,&quot; or with the idea of pride in his possession,
&quot;

making
parade with.&quot; &quot;What he hath seen&quot; is then to be understood

ironically, his &quot;visions.&quot;

Hilgenfeld (quoted by Meyer) understands the words to mean,
without irony, &quot;taking his stand on the ground of sense&quot;; but

against this is the perfect IwpaKfv as well as the expressive e/x,/3u-

TiW. Besides, the error in question was based on a supposed

knowledge of angels.
The Rec. Text a /xry

eajpaKei/ conveys the idea,
&quot;

intruding into

things which he hath not seen.&quot; At first sight this is easier. But,

as Alford remarks, it
&quot; would be a strange and incongruous ex

pression for one who was advocating a religion of faith whose

very charter is /xa/captot ol
yu,r/

iSovres /cat 7r7n.o&quot;rev/&amp;lt;oTS to blame
a man or a teacher for a.

/U.T) ewpaKev e//,/3aTveu/.&quot; We should rather

expect it to be regarded as a fault in a teacher that he took his

stand in the realm of sight.

If, however, the negative was written from the apostle s point
of view, we should expect the objective ov% to be used

; if, on the

other hand, it is from the false teacher s point of view, &quot;intruding&quot;

would not be a suitable translation, but &quot;

searching,&quot; or the like.

As to the reading, the evidence is as follows :

Without the negative :

MSS.: S*ABD* 17 28 6?
2 codd. mentioned by Jerome (Ef. 121 ad

Alg. i. p. 880) ; codd. mentioned by Augustine (Ep. 149, ii. p. 514).
Versions: Old Latin dem Boh. Arab. (Leipz. ) Eth.

Fathers, etc.: Tertullian (cont. Marc. v. 19, &quot;ex visionibus angelicis,&quot;

and apparently Marcion himself also) ; Origen once (in the Latin translation.

In Cant. iii. p. 63, &quot;in his quae videt&quot;). Also, cont. Cels. i. p. 583
(Greek, the editions prior to De la Rue) ; Lucifer s De non conv. c. haer.

p. 782, Migne ; Ambrosiaster (explaining thus :

&quot;

inflantur motum pervidentes
stellarum, quas angelos vocat.&quot; In the citation of the text editions differ).

Pseudo-Augustine, Quaest. ex IV. T. ii. 62, iii. App. p. 156.
With the negative ^17 :

MSS.: C K L P and all cursives except those above mentioned.
Versions : Old Latin f g Vulg. Goth. Syr. (both) Arm.
Fathers, etc.: Origen once (in the Latin transl. In Rom. ix. 42, iv. p.

665). Also, cont. Celsum, as above (Greek as edited by De la Rue, who,
however, says nothing about MSS., but remarks :

&quot;

at Gelenius
legit.&quot;

& fjty

edipo.Kev, Tisch.); Ambrose. In Fs. 118, Exp. 20 (i. p. 1222), Pelagius,

Chrysostom, Theodore Mops., Theodoret, John Dam.
With 01), N c C D bc G.
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It will be observed that no MS. older than the ninth century reads /j.rj,

and with the exception of C none older than the seventh has a negative in

either form. It is open to question whether
oi&amp;gt;,

inserted by way of correction

in X and 1), was derived from MS. authority or was merely a conjecture.
The &quot;deliberate preference&quot; of Jerome and Augustine cannot rightly be

reckoned as &quot;evidence&quot; in favour of
/J.-T).

The words of the former are:
&quot; Ouae nee ipse vidit qui vos superare desiderat, sive vidit (utrumque enim
habetur in Graeco).&quot; The words of Augustine are : &quot;Ouae non vidit inculcates,
vel sicut quidam codices habent, quae vidit inculcares.

&quot;

Their evidence

amounts simply to this, that some of the MSS. they consulted or were

acquainted with had the negative and some had not. As to their judgment,
that is a different thing. Jerome s &quot;utrumque habetur in Graeco&quot; expresses
none. Even Augustine s do not contain any direct or decided expression of

preference, nor does he say anything as to the respective value of the MSS.
which he quotes.

The reading which omits the negative is preferred by Tisch. Treg. WII.
(see f ost], Alford, Meyer, Soden, Lightfoot (but see fo.^t). Burgon thinks

the Rec. Text &quot;cannot seriously be suspected of error&quot; {Revision Revised,

P- 356).

Lightfoot concludes from a review of the evidence that the negative is a
later insertion ; but as the combination &quot;invading what he has seen&quot; is so

hard and incongruous as to be hardly possible, he suspects a corruption of the

text prior to all existing authorities ; and in this Hort and Taylor agree with

him. He conjectures aiwpa (or tupq.) Keve^a-Tevuv, &quot;raised aloft, treading
on empty air,&quot; the existing text, afupaKeve/u-jBaTfiiuv, being

&quot;

explained

partly by an attempt to correct the form eupq. into cucopa, or conversely, and

partly by the perplexity of transcribers when confronted with such unusual

words.&quot; Kfvf/j.f3a.TfVfiv does not itself occur, but
Kfvefj.j3a.Tfii&amp;gt;

is not infrequent.
It is used by Plutarch, Basil, and others in a figurative sense, e.g. Basil, i. p.

35) r v v vv V-vpia. ir\a.vr)devTa. nai TroXAa KfVf/j.pa.Trjffa.i Ta. ; i. p. 596,
croO de ft}) Kevep.fia.TflT(i) 6 vovs. The other word, aiuipa, which is used in a

literal sense, either of the instrument for suspending or of the position of sus

pension, as the floating of a boat, the balancing on a rope, the poising
of a bird, etc., is used figuratively by Philo, De Somn. ii. 6 (i. p. 665),

virorv(povfj.evos vw aiwpas (ppevuv Kai Kevov
&amp;lt;^i&amp;gt;U77/xaTos ; Quod Dens Immut.

36 (i. p. 298), &&amp;lt;nrep
fw alupas TWOS

i/
euSous /ecu d/3f/3cuov S^ys (popelffdai

/card Kevov ftaivovra..

Dr. C. Taylor (Journal of Philology, 1876, xiii. 130), followed by West-
cott and Hort, prefers aepa Kevep.fia.revuv. There is an earlier conjecture
which involves even less change, or none, in the text, viz. & ecipa (or &

fiiipaKev) Kfvffj.[3aTeuwi&amp;gt;. ecjpaKec is better than ewpa, and the emendation only

supposes the common error of omission of a repeated syllable. Ingenious,

however, as these conjectures are, it does not seem necessary to depart from the

text of the best MSS. (Blass thinks Kevep.fia.Tfv&amp;lt;av fairly certain, Grain, p. 67.)

eiKTJ &amp;lt;{&amp;gt;ucri.oufieyos. ei/o} is by some comm. connected with the

preceding clause (De W., Conybeare, a/.) in the sense &quot;rashly,

uselessly.&quot; But d^ in St. Paul precedes the words it qualifies

(Rom. xiii. 4; i Cor. xv. 2
;
Gal. iv. n), except Gal. iii. 4, where

there is a special reason for placing it after 7ra#Te. Its usual

meaning in St. Paul is &quot;to no purpose, fruitlessly&quot;; and so it is

understood here by v. Soden
;
but it equally admits the other

sense, &quot;without reason,&quot; which it has in Matt. v. 22, and this is

more suitable to e^vo-iov/neros. The false teachers were without

reason puffed up with the idea of their superior knowledge. There
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is a sharp irony in the contrast between
Tairewo&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;pocrvvri

and tfrvcrtov-

/xevos. TO ot ye &amp;lt;vo-iou/x.ej/os TTJ Tu.Trt(.vo&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;fwo~vvy
fvavriov OVK ICTTI TT/V

yneV yap (.(TKIJTTTOVTO, roi) Se TI
&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;OU

TO TTU^OS aKpifiws irfpif.Kf.ivTO,

Theodoret.
UTTO TOU foos TT)S aapKos aurou.

&quot;By
the mind of his flesh.&quot;

The KOVS as a natural faculty is in itself indifferent, and may be

under the influence either of o-dp or Tr^eSyna; cf. Rom. i. 28, xii. 2
;

i Tim. vi. 5; Tit. i. 15, and Rom. vii. 25; i Cor. xiv. 14, 15.

The expression here used,
&quot; mind of, or belonging to, the flesh

&quot;

(possessive genitive), seems to continue the irony. The false

teachers claimed a higher intelligence, perhaps a deeper spiritual

insight ;
whereas the apostle declares that it was carnal, not

spiritual. Compare Rev. ii. 24,
&quot; which know not the deep things

of Satan, as they say,&quot;
where &quot;

as they say
&quot;

refers to
&quot;

deep
things,&quot;

which are then bitterly characterised as &quot;of Satan.&quot;

19. KOI oil Kpcn-um &quot;And not holding fast.&quot; For this sense of

KparfLv with accus., compare Mark vii. 3, 4, 8, Kp. rrjv 7rapa8o-tv :

Acts ii. 24, OVK r/v OVVO.TOV Kpa.TtlcrBa.1. O.VTOV vir avrov: iii. 11,

/cparowTos Se avrov TOV IleVpov KOL Iwai/vv/v : 2 Thess. ii. 15 ;
Rev.

ii. i, 13, 14, 15, 25, iii. ii, vii. i. Frequently, however, it means
&quot;

to seize
&quot;

;
but that sense is inapplicable here.

ri]v K&amp;lt;J&amp;gt;a\TJi ,
e ou. The relative is masculine, because it is a

person that is referred to as the Head
;
not because XpLo-rov is

implied; cf. ver. 15. Meyer, however, followed by Eadie, regards ov

as neuter, referring to the Head, not personally, but in an abstract

sense &quot; from which source.&quot; To understand it as referring to

Christ, Eadie thinks, would destroy the harmony of the figure.

The objection does not apply to the explanation just given. It is

to be noted that D* Syr-Harcl. Arm. add Xpto-roV.
l is causal,

&quot; from whom as the source,&quot; and the relative

clause expresses the perverseness of the ov /cparoiv, K.T.A., as much
as to say

&quot; whereas from
this,&quot;

etc.

Sid TWC d^wc ical aui
8e&amp;lt;j(jiwi

. For the meaning of these words
see note on Eph. iv. 1 6. O-UI/SCO-/AOS means in general any of the

connecting bands in the body, whether ligaments proper, or tendons,
or muscles

;
but in its special sense is limited to the &quot;

ligaments,&quot;

as appears from a passage in Galen quoted by Lightfoot. But in

a passage like the present this technical sense is not to be pressed ;

the purpose of the figure is to express the complete dependence of

the Church as a whole, and of all its members as parts of an

organised body, on Christ directly, angels not intervening.
KCU aufiJ3if3a6|j.eyoy. Compare Eph. iv. 1 6,

KO.L o-vyu./:?i/3ao/Aei/ov. There, the main purpose
was to insist on the vital cohesion and union of the parts with

each other
; here, on dependence on the Head. Here as there the

present participles are to be noted
;
the process is a continuing
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one. For tVi^op. cf. 2 Cor. ix. 10; Gal. iii. 5; 2 Pet. i. 5, 1 1.

eTri indicates rather direction than intensity, l-n-i^op. seems to be

the function of the
d&amp;lt;ai, crv/jif3ift. of the o-uj 8eoy/.ot. For the passive

of tTTi^op., compare Polyb. iv. 77. 2, TroAAcus
d^&amp;gt;op/zais

CK

Arist. ,/W. iv. I, crw/xa KuAAicrra TTCC^UKOS

auei TTJC au^TjcriF, cognate accusative
;
not a periphrasis, nor

added &quot;to give force to the meaning of the verb,&quot; but because it

was desired to define the nature of the au^o-ts as rov eoi), a

growth having its root in God, belonging to God
;

cf. i Cor. iii. 6,

6 eos r)vavv. In Eph. iv. 16 also
&quot;growth&quot;

is the result

aimed at
;
but there, in accordance with the difference in the points

of view just referred to, it is TO (rw/xa itself which TT/V av^rjo-w TOV

(Tol/zaTOS Troietrat eis otKoSo/Ar/v eavrov ev dyaTrry. Lightfoot remarks
that the discoveries of modern physiology have invested the

apostle s language with far greater distinctness and force than it

can have worn to his own contemporaries.
&quot; The volition com

municated from the brain to the limbs, the sensations of the

extremities telegraphed back to the brain, the absolute mutual

sympathy between the head and the members, the instantaneous

paralysis ensuing on the interruption of continuity, all these add
to the completeness and life of the

image.&quot;
He quotes several

very interesting passages from Hippocrates, Galen, and others as

illustrating ancient speculation on the subject, and he reminds us

that one of the apostle s most intimate companions at this time

was &quot;the beloved physician&quot; (iv. 14). It may be remarked,

however, that the apostle is speaking of supply and binding

together rather than of volition and sensation (unless we adopt
Meyer s view of

d^&amp;gt;at (see on Eph.)). Theophylact also remarks :

20. ei aireOayeTe CTUC Xptorw. &quot;If ye died with Christ &quot;(not

&quot;if ye be dead,&quot; as AV.). They had died with Christ in baptism,
w. u, 12, and had risen again with Him. Comp. Jn. vi. 49, 58.

diro TUJy oroixeiwv TOU
KOCT)J.OU. a.TroQvr)(TK(.LV CLTTO occurs here only

in the N.T. The dative is used Rom. vi. 2; Gal. ii. 19. Here
the preposition is more suitable, inasmuch as what is referred to

is liberation from a dominating power.
TI ws wrres iv

KOO-JJLW, not merely as being in the world, but

living your life in the world. Their true &quot;

life was hid with Christ

in God,&quot; iii. 3. To live in the world would be clvai ev
-rfj crap/a.

SoYp.aTieo-0e. Probably best taken with RV. as middle.

&quot;Why do ye subject yourselves (or allow yourselves to be sub

jected) to ordinances?&quot; The middle, indeed, implies some blame
to the readers. But they were not compelled by force, so that

even if the verb be understood as passive, it is implied that they
submitted to the yoke.



II. 21] FALSE WISDOM OF THE ASCETIC PRECEPTS 273

The verb Soy/xart^tv occurs frequently in Sept. and Apocr.,

meaning &quot;to issue a decree.&quot; Elsewhere it is used of the precepts
of philosophers. In the active it takes the indirect object in the

dative, 2 Mace. x. 8, which therefore may become the subject of

the passive.

oZv of the Rec. Text has little support, of uncials only X* and K.
T&amp;lt;$

before Xptcrry scarcely any.

21.
&quot;

(AT) a4r| (J.T]8e yevar\ p]8e Siy^s.&quot; Examples of the 8oy-

p,ara, &quot;Handle not, neither taste, nor touch.&quot; a-n-rffrOat is stronger
than 9i.yya.vfLv, suggesting rather &quot;taking hold of&quot; than merely
&quot;

touching.&quot;
Thus Themist. Paraphr. Arist. 94, rj TUV oW

d&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;r/

Kyjicris tcrri KO.I dvTtA^i^is rov Oiyyavovros. Compare Xen. Cyrop.
i. 3. 5&amp;gt;

on are, (frdvai, opu&amp;gt;,
orav p,ev TOV dprov at/ny, eis ov&tv rrfv

X ^Pa a.TTO^(i)fj.evov, OTO.V Se roimov TIVOS ^tyiys evOvs awoKaOaipei. TT/V

^etpa eis TO. ^etpd/xaKTpa. In the N.T. comp. Matt. viii. 3, ^aro
avrov 6 I-^crovs : lb. 15, T^S ^eipos aur^s : John XX. 17, /A?y /xou OLTTTOV

(often in the Gospel) : i Cor. vii. i, ywaiKos ^ aTrreo-Oai : 2 Cor.

vi. 17, aKaOdprov JJLT]
d-n-Tea-Oe. Oiyydvew occurs in N.T. only here

and Heb. xi. 28, xii. 20 (a quotation). Hence there is a climax

of prohibitions, reversed in the AV., following perhaps (through

Tyndale) the Latin, which has
&quot;tangere&quot;

for a7rrecr$ai, and &quot;con-

trectare
&quot;

for Oiyw. Coverdale renders well (except as to the

order), &quot;as when they say, touch not this, taste not that, handle

not that.&quot; There were such prohibitions in the Mosaic law, and
these were, doubtless, not only re-enacted, but exaggerated by the

Colossian false teachers, as they had been by the Jewish. The
form of the Rabbinical precepts was just that here given. The
Essenes also abstained from the use of wine, oil, and animal food,
and would not touch food prepared by defiled hands.

Some commentators have suggested a special object for each
of the three verbs

;
for example, for d^y (ywaiKos), which others

have supplied to
fltyr??.

This form of asceticism, which also was

practised by the Essenes, is referred to in i Tim. iv. 3, KW/\UOI/TWV

yafjielv ;
but it is not suggested by anything in the present context,

and would hardly be referred to so obscurely. Other suggestions
have been offered which do not deserve mention, since it is clear

that St. Paul is only citing typical forms of prohibition. For the

same reason we must not suppose the prohibitions limited to food.

It is a singular illustration of the asceticism of a later date,
that some Latin commentators (Ambrose, Hilary, Pelagius) re

garded these prohibitions as the apostle s own. In the words
of Augustine, who argues against this view: &quot;tanquam praeceptum
putatur apostoli, nescio quid tangere, gustare, attaminare, pro-
hibentis&quot; (Epist. cxix., ii. p. 412). Jerome gives the correct

interpretation, which he illustrates from the Talmud, i. 84.
18
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22. (a tori Trdrra els
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;0opai&amp;gt; rf] diroxprjrrei..) The clause is

parenthetical.
&quot; Which things (the objects which it is forbidden

to touch) are all (destined) for corruption in their consumption.&quot;

For flvcLL eis compare Acts viii. 20, et?/ ets aTrwAeiuv : 2 Pet. ii. 12,

ytyevvrj/jifva . . . ets aXaxrtv KUI (frdopav. (frOopa has its proper
sense of decomposition, referring to the physical dissolution of

such things in their natural use
; d-Tro^p^o-is meaning

&quot;

using up,&quot;

&quot;

consumption.&quot; The thought is that these things which are

merely material, as is shown by their dissolution in the ordinary
course of nature, have in themselves no moral or spiritual effect.

The argument is strikingly similar to that in Matt. xv. 17, eis

d^eSpwva eK/JaAAerai : so much so, indeed, that we might suppose
that the apostle had this discourse in his mind. Compare also

i Cor. vi. 1 2, where the same consideration is differently applied ;

and ib. viii. 8, where the principle is expressed,
&quot; Meat will not

commend us to God
; neither, if we eat not, are we the worse

;

nor if we eat, are we the better.&quot; This is the view taken by the

Greek commentators as well as by most moderns. Theodoret

says : ov ovcoTTfiTe cos JU.OVI/AOV TOVTWV ov8ev cis KOTipov yap
: and Oecumenius :

&amp;lt;f)6opa yap, ^&amp;gt;?ycrtV,
VTro/cetTat ev

Other interpretations are as follow :

First, the antecedent of 5. is taken to be the precepts referred

to :

&quot; which Soy/Aara all by their use tend to (everlasting) destruc

tion.&quot; So Ambrose, Augustine, Corn, a Lapide, al. For this

sense of
&amp;lt;0opa,

see Gal. vi. 8. But diroxpw-^ never means simply

&quot;use,&quot;
but &quot;using up,&quot; &quot;consumption&quot;; nor, indeed, would the

simple XPW 1-^ ^e suitable in the sense of &quot;

observance,&quot; Tr/pjyo-is.

Moreover, the addition rfj aTro^prjcret would, on this view, be quite

superfluous.

Secondly, it is held by some that these words are those of the

false teachers, repeated in irony by St. Paul : &quot;omnia haec (vetita)

usu suo perniciem afferunt.&quot; Or, again

Thirdly, the words, similarly interpreted, are connected with

the following: Kara. TO. ei/TaAynara, /c.r.A. &quot;Which things tend to

destruction&quot;; &quot;scil. si ex doctorum Judaicorum praeceptis et

doctrinis hac de re judicium feratur.&quot; So Kypke, De Wette, and
others.

Against both these interpretations the objection from the

meaning of airoxpw-^ holds good, for it was not the &quot;

using up
&quot;

of these things, but their simple use, that these teachers con

demned.
Kara TO, ecraXfiaTa KCU 8i8acnxXia.s TUV acOpoiirui . To be

connected with vv. 20, 21. The article covers both nouns, which

belong to the same category, and is generic. These 8oy/xara were

of human invention, not founded on the Divine commands and
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teaching. SiSao-KaAius is a term of wider application than eVruA-

p.aTa, &quot;precepts and in general teachings.&quot; The expression is

taken from Isa. xxix. 13, yua-n/v Se cre/?oi/Tcu //.e, &amp;lt;kSacr/&amp;lt;oi&amp;lt;Tes ei TaA.-

yuaT. avOpwirtav KOL SiSao-KctAias. Compare Matt. xv. 9; Mark vii. 7.

23. cmra ianv \6yov fiey c^ovTa. cro(}&amp;gt;ias.
UTIFU =&quot; which are

such things as,&quot;
or

&quot; which kind of
things.&quot; The position of eVrti/

seems to forbid our separating it from (.\ovru., as Lightfoot and
others do, joining it with OVK ev TI/AT/. Bengel connects it with

Trpos wXiyoytOKiyv, K.T.\.

eony Kxorra is not quite the same as ex ;
the former marks

that the character of the precepts is such that a Aoyos o-o&amp;lt;ias

belongs to them. Dem. 31. 1 1, ov8e Aoyov TO Trpay//, x fjl/ *~Tt -

\6yoK o-cxfuas
= &quot; the repute of wisdom.&quot; For this sense of

Aoyoj/ exetv, compare Plato, Epinomis^ p. 987 B, 6 p.lv yap lo)cr&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;opos

ecrTrepo s re wv auTO?
A&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;poStYrys

eu/ai crxe^o^ exet ^oyoi/ Herod. V. 66,

KActcr^ev^s . . . ocrTrfp 8^ A /yov e^et TT/V TrvOLr/v avaTreicrai.

This repute is explained by the professed basing of these

precepts on &amp;lt;&amp;lt;.Aoo-o&amp;lt;ia, ver. 8. The addition of /xtV suggests at

once that this repute was not well founded. The contrasted

character which we expect to be introduced with 8e appears to

be replaced by the negative characteristic LVK lv
TI/JLTJ, K.T.\. which,

of course, implies the absence of true wisdom, but is not opposed
to Aoyov o-o06a9, but to eV lOeXoOp. K.r.X. This use of p.f.v without

the 8e clause following is frequent. See Jelf, 766 ; Winer, 63. 2. e.

lv e0e\o0pT)(TKia. V indicating on what this repute for wisdom
rests. The substantive lOeXoOprja-Keia is not found elsewhere (except
in eccles. writers), but the verb eOeXoOp-^o-Kelv is explained by Suidas,
1810) OfXrj/jiaTL a-f.pf.iv TO SOKOW. Epiphanius explains the name of the

Pharisees : StA TO ac^wptcr/AeVoDS etvat avrovs airo TOIV aAAaJV Sia TT;V

(.OeXoTrfpLcrcToOp-rjCTKeiav Trap auToTs
revo/j.irr/j.fvr)i&amp;gt; {Haer. i. 1 6). Similar

compounds, however, are frequent in Greek, as e^eAoSovAeia (Plato
Conv. 184 C; Rep. 562 D) ; e^eAoTrpofevo?, Thuc. iii. 70. 2, where
the Schol. explains : &amp;lt;!&amp;lt; eavrov yei op:ei/o? Kal

/Jirj Kf\fvrr9eis, K.T.\.

The meaning of lOtXoOp. is therefore clear
;

it is
&quot;

self-imposed

worship.&quot;

Kal Ta-n-eii o^poo-ui T],
viz. what the false teachers called so

;
see

ver. 1 8. Lightfoot supposes the force of e#eAo. to be carried on
;

but this seems unnecessary.
Kal

d4&amp;gt;ei8ia o-w/jiaTos.
&quot; And unsparing treatment of the

body.&quot;

The substantive u^etSia occurs in the definition of eXevOepia in

[Plato] Def. 412 D, d^etSia ev
^prjcrei.

Kal Iv KTr/crft overlap. The
verb d(f)fi8tlv fiiov occurs in Thuc. ii. 43 ;

&amp;lt;!&amp;lt;. O-W/ACITWI/ in Lys. Or.

Fan. 25^ cf.
d&amp;lt;^)et8a)5 f)(f&amp;gt;(ui

TO Tot? iSf ot? cro^tiao-ii/ t? rrjv KOIVTJV

o-ajTTyptav, Diod. Sic. xiii. 60. A frequent Latin rendering here
was &quot;

vexatio,&quot; but Vulg. has &quot;ad non parcendum.&quot; Augustine
mentions both (Ep. 149).
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After Tairfivofipoavvri, TOV vo6s is added in Gd e fg Vulg. Syr-IIarcl., Ilil. a!.

/ecu before afaidiq, is omitted by B m Origen (Latin transl. iv. 665), Ilil.

al. Lachmann and Lightfoot bracket it, the latter saying it should probably
be omitted, afaidiq. being then taken as an instrumental dative.

dfaidia is the spelling in xB*CDGL and most mss.

OUK ec Tip-rj TIVI ir-pos TT\T)ojioi r)
v (TapKos. These words are among

the most difficult in the Epistle. The Greek commentators under

stand iv
Tifj.fl

TIVL of the honour to be paid to the body (suggested

by the preceding d&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;eiSi
a O-OJ/AUTOS), and TTAT/OTA, -njs cr. of the satisfac

tion of bodily appetites.
This view has been adopted by many modern expositors,

including Corn, a Lapide, Calvin, De Wette, and Scholefield. Estius

expresses it thus :

&quot; Sentit apostolus sapientiam illam aut praecepta
talia esse, per quae corpori debitus honor, pertinens ad expletionem,
i. e. justam refectionem carnis, subtrahatur.&quot; It is a decisive objec
tion to this interpretation that it assigns an impossible sense to

irXrja-fjiovij, which is never used in the sense of moderate satisfac

tion, but always in that of &quot;

repletion
&quot;

or &quot; excessive indulgence.&quot;

It is expressly so denned by Galen, Op. xv. p. 113 (quoted by

Lightfoot), who says that not only physicians but the other Greeks

apply the word fj.a\X6v TTWS . . . TOLLS inrepftoXai^ TTJS crvfjifj-erpov

TToo-oTTfTos. Here, where it would stand in contrast to the asceticism

of the false teachers, it would be particularly inappropriate. More

over, this view supposes crapf to be used in an indifferent sense as

equivalent to o-w/xa, and that in a context in which it has just
occurred with an ethical meaning. The change from o-w/xaros to

o-ap/co s can be explained only by the latter having an ethical

meaning here as in ver. 18.

Lightfoot (followed by RV. and Moule) adopts and ably
defends the interpretation given by Conybeare (Life and Epistles

of St. Paul), and before him by Sumner, viz.
&quot;

yet not really of any
value to remedy indulgence of the flesh,&quot; or more literally as RV.
&quot; but are not of any value against the indulgence of the flesh.&quot;

St. Paul &quot; allows that this TrA^ayxov?? is the great evil to be checked,
. . . but he will not admit that the remedies prescribed have any
substantial and lasting efficacy.&quot;

But this interpretation is open to serious objection from the

linguistic point of view. First, as to the meaning assigned to Trpos.

It is, no doubt, often convenient to translate it
&quot;

against
&quot;

;
but the

idea of hostility or opposition is not in the preposition itself, which

only means &quot;with a view
to,&quot; &quot;looking to,&quot; etc., but in the words

with which it is joined, as in Acts vi. i, xxiv. 19 ; Eph. vi. 1 1.

Lightfoot shows also that it is frequently used by Aris otle, and

especially by Galen, after words denoting utility, etc., to introduce

the object, to check or prevent which the thing is to be employed.
Thus Aristotle, Hist. An. iii. 21, o-vfji^epet Trpos ras Siappoias : De
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Respir. 8, /Sov/^ei Trpos TO.VTTJV TT/V tf&amp;gt;Bof&amp;gt;dv
: Galen, De Compos.

Medic., Opp. xii. p. 420, ToCSoVros aura Trpos u.Ao&amp;gt;7reKias ^aAa/cpajcreis :

p. 476, fipaxvTaTfjv e^ovTt Swap.iv a&amp;gt;s Trpos TO Trpoxfifjicvov cru/ATTToj/^ia :

and so very frequently. This use is very parallel (as Lightfoot
indeed observes) to that of the English

&quot;

for.&quot; Compare
&quot;

good
for a cold, for a hurt.&quot;

Here the sense of the preposition seems to be &quot; with reference

to,&quot;
the objeet being a state or condition. On the other hand, if

the object is a word signifying action or the production of an

effect,
&quot;

for
&quot; and Trpos still signifying

&quot; with reference to
&quot; can only

suggest
&quot; with a view to (producing).&quot; For example,

&quot;

good for

cutting, good for the satisfaction of thirst.&quot;

Hence it seems to follow that unless TrAr/o-piov?; be taken in the

sense of &quot;a state of repletion,&quot; which would be unsuitable, Trpos

7rXr;o-/Aoi/r/v could only mean &quot; so as to produce TrA.&quot;

Secondly, as to the sense of lv n^y TIVI,
&quot; of real value.&quot;

Lightfoot, after Wetstein, quotes Lucian, De Merc. Co/id. 17, TO.

KO.LVO. TWV
VTTo8r)/j.dT&amp;lt;t)V

fv
rifjifj

Tivl Ko.1 e7rip,eAeitt eo&quot;riV,
and Horn. //.

ix. 319, eV Se
Irj n/jifj, K.T.\. But in these and similar passages

Ti/z?; means
&quot;

estimation,&quot; not objectively
&quot;

real value,&quot; and eV rt/xr/

eii/cu is to be &quot;in esteem,&quot; not to be &quot;of value.&quot; Hence also the

use of TI/J.YI
in the sense of

&quot;price.&quot;
Sometimes the two ideas,

&quot; estimation
&quot; and &quot;

value,&quot; may approximate, as, indeed, our word
&quot; value

&quot;

is sometimes incorrectly used as
&quot;

valuation.&quot; But here

the interpretation in question supposes TL^ to mean &quot;

real value,&quot;

as opposed to mere &quot;

estimation.&quot; No instance has been produced
which would justify such a supposition.

Thirdly, as to ov . . . TH/I. This can hardly mean &quot; not any
&quot;

in the sense of &quot;

none,&quot; i.e. ovSep.ia. ris means &quot;

aliquis,&quot;
not

&quot;

ullus
&quot;

(except in poetry). So here the Latin :

&quot;

in honore

aliquo.&quot;

The OVK contradicts the combination eV
ri.fj.fj rtvt, implying that

on the other side this had been said or assumed. Thus the words
would mean :

&quot; not for some (supposed) TI/AT/.&quot;

These last two objections are fatal to all interpretations which

require OVK ei/ TI/X^ TLVI to be understood as
&quot;

not of any real value.&quot;

Eadie regards Aoyov to -rivL as participial, and joins eWtv with Trpos

TrA., which is very harsh.

Alford connects Trpos TrA^o-//.. /c.r.A. with Soy/xan^co-^e, treating
all between as parenthetical, and understanding OVK lv

Tifj.fj
TLVL as =

&quot; not in any real honour done to the
body.&quot;

&quot;

Why are ye suffer

ing yourselves to be thus dogmatised, and all for the satisfaction of

the flesh,&quot; for the following out of a SiSao-KaAia, the ground of

which is in the
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;vo-iovo-6ai

viro TOV voos TT}S a-ap/cos, ver. 18. Then
follow most naturally the exhortations of the next chapter, m&amp;gt;. 2, 5.

To the objection that the antithesis presented by OVK eV TI/AT) rwi is
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thus not to f.BfXo9p. K.T.\. but merely to d^eiStn o-oj/zaro?, he replies
that &quot;

if the apostle wished to bring out a negative antithesis to

these last words only, he could hardly do so without repeating the

preposition, the sense of which is carried on to
d&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;a8t

a.&quot; This

interpretation yields a very appropriate sense, and gives nvi its

proper sense. But it is difficult to admit so long a parenthesis

separating the verb from its qualification. It is not analogous to

other Pauline parentheses.
It remains that we take TI/AT/ in. the sense of &quot;

honour,&quot; and

Trpos ?rX. ri}s o-apKo s as
&quot;

for the full satisfaction of the flesh.&quot;

The words suggest that the observation of such precepts was

supposed to bring honour, and in contradicting this St. Paul with

abrupt and sharp irony declares that the only honour would be such

as satisfied the carnal nature, and that their boasted u^etSta croj/Aaros

was in very truth TrXya-fjiovr) TT}S o-ap/&amp;gt;s
: and this striking contrast

explains the adoption of TrA^o-p-ov?; in this unusual sense.

This is the view adopted by Soden and (nearly) by Meyer.
Kllicott and Barry take a similar view of the connexion, but under
stand TifjLrj as &quot;

value.&quot;

III. 1-4. Ye must have a loftier aim ; ye have risen with Christ

and your life is hid with Christ in God. Seek therefore those things
that are above, where He is, seated at God s right hand.

1. el ow
&amp;lt;Tuvj]yf.pQr]-re

TO&amp;gt; XpioTw. Not &quot;

if ye be risen,&quot; AV.,
but &quot;if ye were raised,&quot; viz. at the definite point of time when

they became Christians, and were in baptism symbolically buried

and raised again with Him, ch. ii. 1 2. The death as a death from
Ttt o-Tot^eta TOU Kooy/,ou is mentioned in ii. 20. el does not express
a doubt, but, as in ii. 20, the ground of an inference.

TO, OLVU ^TjTeiTe, K.T.X. There is no longer any direct reference

to the precepts of the false teachers (as if TO. eVi TT/S y^s, ver. 2,

were TO.
-n-f.pl /3po)fj.a.Twv /cat

f]fj.ep&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;v, Theoph.). These have been cast

aside as concerning only those living in the world, and the apostle
rises into a higher region. Your thoughts should be on things

above, on spiritual things, and the precepts you have to follow

concern moral conduct. Compare
&quot;

treasure in heaven,&quot; Matt.

vi 2O
;
TO /3pa/3etov TT}S aVto /cAryo-eco?, Phil. iii. 14.

ou 6 Xpiaros lo-Tiv, K.T.X. fcmv is not the copula :

&quot; where
Christ is, seated,&quot; etc. &quot;Par enim illuc tendere studia curasque
membrorum, ubi jam versator caput,&quot; Erasm.

2. Ta a^w ^poKeiTe. &quot;Set your mind on the things above,&quot;

R.V., an advance on ^TeiTe. In the AV. &quot;

set your affection,&quot;

etc. The word &quot;

affection
&quot; was doubtless intended to bear the

sense of &quot;affectus,&quot; &quot;tendency or bias of the mind.&quot; The
bishops Bible had &quot;

affections.&quot; The Vulgate has
&quot;.sapite,&quot;

&quot;

savour,&quot; as Wyclif renders. We have the opposite state of mind
in Phil. in. 19, 01 Ta tViyeta ^povoTi Tes. Compare Rom. viii. 5.



III. 3, 4] SET YOUR MINDS ON THINGS ABOVE 279

3. direOdveTe ydp. Not
&quot;ye

are dead,&quot; as AV., but
&quot;ye

died.&quot;

Conyheare, indeed, urges that the associated K^pv-n-rai. shows that

the aorist is here used for the perfect ;
but this is erroneous.

The aorist expresses what occurred at a particular moment in the

past, while the perfect K^pv-n-rai expresses the resulting and now

existing state. Nor does the nature of the verb Ovrjo-Ku preclude a

rigorous translation, as even Ellicott suggests. True, in ordinary

narrative, uTreflave,
&quot;

died,&quot; implies, though it does not express,
&quot;

is dead &quot;

;
but not so when there is reference to a possible after

life. Accordingly, Plato in the Phaedo never confounds
BVTI&amp;lt;TK&amp;lt;.IV

Or a-n-oOavfLV with Tf.9ru.vai. For example, p. 72 C, ei a.7ro6vrja-Koi

fj.\v Travra, ocra roD tfiv fj.t.TaXdj3oL, eTreiSr; Of. diroOdvoi, /j.evoi, ev roirru)

TW
crxy[J.a.Ti Ta Te^i eami KOL

fjii]
TrdX.iv uva/3toj(TKOiTO up ov iroXXr]

avdyKTf] TeXfVTwvTa TTO.VTO. TtOvd.va.1 xal fj,r]0v ,r)v ; TO Tf.Bvo.vai having
been defined in 71 C as the opposite of TO rjv, while a-n-oOvyo-Keiv

was the opposite of um/SioW/ceo-ftat, ib. E.

So Homer, //. ^. 365, uses Tf.6va.0i with critical accuracy, not

&quot;die,&quot;
but &quot;lie dead.&quot;

Here &quot; are dead &quot; would contradict (rvvrjyepOrjTf. They died,

indeed, but at the same time rose again, and that to a life spiritual
and heavenly. They were, indeed, venpoi TTJ a/Aaprta, but WVTCS TW

eoj, Rom. vi. ii.

r| ^WT] u/iwc, your true life, not merely your resurrection life.

They are seated lv TOIS eTroupavtot?, Eph. ii. 4-6.

KeKpuirrai.
&quot;

Neque Christum neque Christianas novit mun-
dus

;
ac ne Christiani quidem plane seipsos,&quot; Bengel. Compare

Rom. li. 29, 6 fv TW KPVTTTW louiruo?.

4. ora* 6 Xpio-Tos (JmyepwOfj, -f] ^WTJ i^ficlv. &quot;When Christ shall

be manifested, who is our
life,&quot;

not &quot;

shall be manifested in the

character of our
life,&quot;

as Bengel and Eadie. Compare 6 l^wi/ TOV

vlov ZxfL wr
/ &amp;gt;

l John v. 12. He is Himself the essence of the

life; cf. Gal. ii. 20; Phil. i. 21. The absence of Se or KCU makes
the expression more striking and vivid. Bengel observes on this :

&quot; Sermo absolutus lectorem totum . . . repentina luce percellit.&quot;

For the transition to the first person cf. ii. 13.

tftavepowrOat is used here with propriety instead of aTroKaAmr-

rea-dat, which does not so distinctly imply actual present existence.

Tore Kal ufieis o-iW CXUTW
4&amp;gt;acepoj6r|crecr06

ec SO^TJ. Compare I John
ill. 2, OL8a/ji(v OTL fdv

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avepd)6fj o/xotoi avrw ear6fj.eOa, and Rom.
viii. 1 9, rr;v a.7roKdXv\j/w TWV vlwv TOV eov a.7re/c8e^eTai : and On V
ooiy, Rom. viii. 17, Iva KOL crvvoo^ao-6C)fj.ev, and 18, Trjv

For the reading ; 7]fj.Qv is read in B Dbc K L most mss., Syr. (both), Boh.,
Orison.

itiuav in XCD*GP 17 47, Vulg. Goth. Arm. Eth.

v(j.ut&amp;gt;
was very likely to be substituted for

7)/j,u&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;
on account of the pre-
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ceeding vp.uv and the following v^els. Tischendorf and Tregelles prefer
vfj.wv ; WH. and Lightfoot TUJLUV ; and so Weiss.

5-11. Sins to be destroyed, as ivell the more subtle sins of temper
as the grosser ones of appetite.

5. NeKpoJo-are ouv.
&quot; Make dead, therefore.&quot; As ye died, and

your true life is hidden, carry out this death to the world, and
kill whatever is carnal in you.

TO, p.e X.T)
T&amp;lt;X em TTJS Y*)S- Meyer understands by /AeX^ the literal

members, hand, foot, eye, etc. (Matt. v. 29), of course, taking the

verb in an ethical sense. But this would be too strong a figure,
and is not sufficiently supported by the passage in St. Matt.,
where the precept is not, as here, unqualified and absolute, and the

verbs, moreover, are used in as literal a sense as the substantives.

The whole precept there is symbolical, but the words have their

natural sense. Besides, this interpretation of p-eXy makes the

connexion with the following more difficult. It is more natural to

explain the word by the idea of the &quot;old man,&quot;

&quot; In the O-W/AO. TT}S

crapKoV And this is suggested by the added qualification TO. CTTI

TV}? yr}?.
The members spoken of are those which belong to the

body as the instrument of the carnal mind.
With the whole precept compare Oavarovre : Rom. viii. 13, et 8e

Trvevfj.aTi rots 7rpaeis TOV craym-ros 8ava.Tovrf. i?(reTe : and Gal. V. 24,
01 TOV XpicrroS TTJV crap/co. ecTTavpuxrav crvv TOIS 7ra$?^u,acri KOL rals

iropceiaf, K.r.X. Usually taken in apposition with pcXr), either

directly, as if Tropveta, etc., were themselves called
/u-eA.?/,

&quot; membra
quibus vetus homo, i. e. ratio ac voluntas hominis depravata
perinde utitur ac corpus membris,&quot; Beza

;

&quot; naturam nostram

quasi massam ex diversis vitiis conflatam imaginatur,&quot; Calvin
;
or

indirectly, i.e.
&quot; when I say ve/cpwo-are ra

//.eA??, I mean vcKpwo-are

Tropvetav, K.T.X., of which TO. /j.e\r) are instruments.&quot; On either view
the apposition of the instruments and the activities is extremely
harsh. Severianus (followed by many moderns) regards sin as the

body of which the special sins enumerated are the members : O-W/AO.

KoAei rrjv d/Aaprtav, 175 Kai TO. /j.fXr) Ka.rapiBp.ti; but this only evades
the difficulty. Alford regards the construction as an instance of

that form of the double accusative where the first denotes the

whole, the second a part of it, as in TTOIOV ere ITTOS
&amp;lt;}&amp;gt;vyev IpKo?

oSoVrwv, an explanation which does not touch the difficulty.

Braune thinks the body in question is the body of the Church.

Lightfoot proposes to meet the difficulty by placing a colon

after yr}s. Then Tj-opveiW, K.T.A., will be viewed as prospective

accusatives, which should be governed directly by some such word
as awoOfa-df : but several dependent clauses interpose, and the last

of these suggests incidentally a contrast between the past and the

present, the thought of which predominating in the apostle s mind
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leads to a recasting of the sentence, vwl S airoOta-Qt. KOI fyms TU

jrai Ta. Lightfoot illustrates this dislocation of the construction

occasioned by the contrast of TTOTE and vw by reference to i. 22,

vvvl Be a.TT(jKaT i]XXdyr}Tf (or tt7roKaT7;AAai;j/) : and 26, vvv Se &amp;lt;ave-

pu&amp;gt;9ri
: and to Eph. ii. 1-5, KCU v/u.us . . . eV afs TTOTC . . . V ols

KOI . . . Trore . . . 6 St eo s . . . xal oVras ^/xas . . . o-vve^cuo-

TTotr/o-ev. This construction has been characterised as &quot;

extremely
difficult

&quot;

;
but the difficulty is only of the same kind as that in the

passages cited.

After V/JL&V the Rec. Text adds v^Civ, with K* A C3 D G II K L P most mss. ,

Vulg. Goth, other versions, Chrys. at.

It is omitted by K B C* 17 67^ 71, Clem. a/.

jrci0os is used by classical writers of any passive emotion.

Thus, Aristotle distinguishes these three eV rfj ^vxfj ytvo/xeva : TTU^T/,

eci9, Swa/zeis. irdOr] he defines as ots 7TTat r/Sovr/ T; AVTTT/, including

e-n-iOvfjLia, 6pyr/,
etc. But it is specially used of a violent emotion or

&quot;passion.&quot;

In the other two places in which the word occurs in St. Paul

it is defined by a genitive (TrdOr) cm/iux?, Rom. i. 26
;

lv irdOti.

eTriOvpias, i Thess. iv. 5). Here the enumeration appears to pro
ceed from the more special to the more general, so that W^os
probably means not specially

&quot;

lustfulness.&quot; Still less the irdOij

a.TLfjiia&amp;lt;;
of Rom. i. 26, an interpretation which has no linguistic

justification, but generally
&quot;

passion,&quot; as RV.

emOujjuay KCUCTJC. This includes all evil longings, and so is

wider than TrdOot, iSov, yevt/cws TO -nav etTre -n-dvra yap firiOvfjiia.

Ka.Kr), jBacrKai La., opyrj, Xvirr], Chrys. (iriBvp-ia in the N.T. has a

wide sense
;

cf. John viii. 44 ;
hence the necessity for KO.KIJV.

Kal TTiv -irXeoreliak ,
K.r.X. See on Eph. iv. 19, v. 5.

TJTIS ecrrii . &quot;Seeing it is.&quot;

6. 8t a. This is undoubtedly the correct reading, but a few
authorities (C* D* G) read Si o.

lpx Tai
*\ oRY^l T0 &quot; &quot;- After 0eo?, Rec. adds : eirl TOUS DIOUS

r^s uTrei^etas, as in Eph. V. 6.

The evidence for the addition is extremely strong, as they are contained in

all manuscripts except B. In D, however, the words are written in a smaller

character at the end of the line, an indication apparently that they were not

present in its archetype. Of Versions the Sahidic omits them, and the Roman
ed. of the Ethiopic. Clement 294 (mss. )

and 531 quotes from veKpwffare to

OeoO : but it would be unsafe to infer that his copy did not contain the

addition ; he may well have stopped short of it as not necessary for his

purpose.
Ambrosiaster omits them in his text, but his comment appears to

recognise them.
With these exceptions the addition is supported by all MSS., Versions,

and Fathers. Its genuineness would be certain were it not that the same
words occur in the parallel passage Eph. v. 6. It is very credible that they
were added from that place at a very early period. On the other hand, they
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seem required to complete the sense ; certainly without them the thought is

not the same as in the parallel in Eph. In the one case the words are a

general warning as to the consequence of these sins ; in the other a lesson is

drawn from the example of others. The /cat v^els, ver. 7, seems to assume a

previous mention of the unbelieving Gentiles.

The evidence in favour of the omission being so slight, it may be con
sidered equally probable that the omission was accidental. The words are

omitted by Tischendorf, Tregelles, WII., Alford, Weiss, and bracketed by
Lachm. They are retained by Ellicott, Meyer, RV. (om. marg. ).

7. eV ols KCU ufieis TrepieiraTrio-aTe Trore, ore e^re ev TOUTOIS. The

reading TOVTOI? is certain, being that of X A B C D* al. avrois is

read in Dc G K L, most mss., Chrys. Theodoret, al.

If the doubtful words in ver. 6 are omitted, ofs and TOI TOI? are

of necessity both neuter, and refer to the vices mentioned. If the

words are retained, the pronouns may be both neuter, or the first

masculine and the second neuter, or the first neuter, and the

second masculine. To the last view, which is that of Huther and

others, it may be objected, that r}v Iv is never used in the N.T. of

living amongst persons, while it is frequently used with things, ev

d/j.a.pTia, Rom. vi. 2
;
ev /cotr/Aw, ii. 20 ; ev crap/a, Phil. i. 22. So

in classical writers, ev aperrj, ev
&amp;lt;(Aorro&amp;lt;tu,

etc. Meyer, De Wette,

Braune, and Ellicott take ots as masc., TOUTOI? neuter. In favour

of this seems to be the partial parallel, Eph. ii. 2, 3, el TCHS mois

TT?S u7Ti$ias ev ois KOL fjp.el
1; TTUVTCS dvfcrrpa0r;/xev Trore, a parallel

which Ellicott thinks leaves no room for doubt. Of course,

irt.pnra.Telv ev would then be understood to denote not mere
outward living amongst, but participation in a course of life.

Alford and Lightfoot argue that, independently of the rejection
of the doubtful words, it is better to take ols as neuter, since

TrepLTrarelv ev is most commonly used of things, not of persons,

especially in this and the companion Epistle, iv. 5, Eph. ii. 2, 10,

iv. 17, v. 2. In 2 Thess. iii. ii, indeed, we have rtva? TrepiTrarovv-

ras ev vfjuv dra/crcos : but the addition of firaKTCD? there makes the

expression not quite parallel. So Eph. ii. 3 Lightfoot regards as

not parallel on account of the addition ev rat? eTri^u/xiats TT}S

o-ap/cos r)fj.wv. But this addition does not affect the connexion of

Iv ols uj eo-rp. And Alford admits that, if the clause eVi T. vi. T.

U.TT. is retained, this parallel goes far to decide the matter.

ore e^TJre eV TOUTOIS, i.e. before ye died to the world
; e^re being

in contrast with a-n-eOdveTe. The change of tense is to be observed,

TrfpicTraTT/rraTe, aorist, because denoting single acts, ^T expressing
the containing state. For the difference in sense, compare Gal.

V. 25, 1
,(J)/J.eV TTVfVfJUlTl, TTl Cr/JMTl KO.I

CTTOL^Ci&amp;gt;/JieV.

&quot; ViV6rC Ct aill-

bulare inter se differunt, quemadmodum potentia et actus
;
vivere

praecedit, ambulare se(]uitur,&quot; Calvin.

8. cud Se
,
in contrast to the TTOTC above, /cat vp:is,

&quot;

ye also,&quot;

as well as other Christians. As in the former verse they were
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compared with the heathen society from which they had separated,
so here with the Christian society which they had joined. Holtz-

niann strangely supposes the KCU to refer to the Christians ad
dressed in Eph. ii. 22.

TO, TT-drra, &quot;all of them,&quot; everything that belongs to the old

man. The asyndeton is thus less harsh than if TO. Trdvra be
understood to be only retrospective (as Meyer, a/.).

d-n-oGeo-fle,
&quot;

put ye away.&quot;

opy^, K.T.X. See on Eph. iv. 31.

aiffXpoXoyia occurs in the N.T. here only. The connexion here

shows that it means &quot;abusive&quot; rather than
&quot;filthy&quot; language.

It denotes the form in which the injurious f^Xaa-^^ia. finds

expression. Chrysostom takes it in the sense of &quot; obscene talk
&quot;

(which he calls o^fj-a Tropveias), and so many moderns
;
but the

sins of uncleanness have been dealt within ver. 5, and the other

substantives here regard want of charity. The word is used by
Polybius, viii. 13. 8, in this sense of &quot;abusive language,&quot; 17 Kara.

rSiv (&amp;gt;L\WV atVxpo/Xoyta : cf. xxxi. 10. 4. The verb has a similar

meaning in Plato, Rep. iii. p. 395 E, Ka/cr/yopoiWus re /cat KW/U.W-

oowras uAA?//\ous /cat atcrxpoA.oyoiWa9. Compare alcr\pa tTrea, Horn.
//. y. 38.

K TOU oTopn-09 ufiwc, not &quot;proceeding from,&quot; but dependent
on airodea-Oe, and belonging to both

/3A.a&amp;lt;r&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;.
and atcr^p.

9. pi i|eu8eo-0e els dXXrjXous.
&quot; Do not lie towards one another.&quot;

is does not express hostility, but direction. In Hist. Sus. 55 we
have ei//evo-ai eis rrjv creavrov ^v^t]v : but this is clearly not parallel.

d.TreKSuo-dfAei oi, K.r.X. This may be understood either as

&quot;putting off,&quot; &quot;exuentes,&quot; Vulg., so as to form part of the

exhortation, or &quot;

seeing that ye have put off.&quot; The former view
is adopted by Olshausen, De Wette, etc. Lightfoot also defends

it, observing (i) that though both ideas are found in St. Paul, the

imperative is the more usual; cf. Rom. xiii. 12
; Eph. vi. u, with

ver. 14; i Thess. v. 8, vr/^w/xev eVSuo-a/xevot, K.T.\.
; (2) that in the

parallel, Eph. iv. 24, the &quot;

putting on &quot;

is imperative ;
and (3) that

the participles here are followed by an imperative, ver. i 2. Gram
matically, there is no difficulty in thus understanding the aorist

participle as synchronous with the present imperative. The aorist

would, in fact, express a thing done once for all, and would be
better represented in Latin by an ablative absolute than by a

present participle. Nevertheless, the other view (adopted by
Theodoret, and amongst moderns by Meyer, Alford, Ellicott),

according to which the participles contain the motive for the

preceding exhortation (from dTro^co-^e), seems the more probable,

first, because in what precedes there is nothing to correspond
with eVfWa/xevoi, as the Christian graces are not referred to

;

secondly, because ver. u does not fit in so well with an exhorta-
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tion as with an argument ;
and thirdly, because the imperative in

ver. 12 is introduced by ow. On dTr6Kova-ti.fj.6voL see ii. n, 15.
TOV iraXcuoc avQpuirov. See Eph. iv. 22.

10. KCU ev8uo-d|i.koi. rov viov. In the parallel, Eph. iv. 24, it is

(vovo-aadaL TOV KO.LVOV avOp. veo9, unlike /caivos, only expresses new
ness in point of time, but the idea of Kcuvcm/s is supplied by the

participle.
As the result of fvovcracrOai TOV viov avO. is that Christ is ra

irdvTa KCLL Iv Tracrtc, and as the apostle speaks elsewhere of Xpicrrov

Ivovo-ao-Oai, Gal. iii. 27, Rom. xiii. 14, some commentators infer

that the veos SvBp. here is Christ
;
and hence, again, that o vraXaios

avOp. is Adam, whose image men bear, i Cor. xv. 49. Ignatius,

Rph. 20, has the expression ets TOV KO.IVOV avOpwrrov Irjo-ovv Xpia-rov.
If this had been the thought in St. Paul s mind here, he would

probably have expressed it more distinctly. It seems better, then, to

rest satisfied with the interpretation of the &quot; new man &quot;

as &quot;

the

regenerate man formed after Christ.&quot; The ultimate meaning is the

same.

dyaKcucoujAecoc, present participle, because although
&quot; created

&quot;

once for all (KTio-^eVra, Eph. iv. 24), its growth and development
are continually going on. Compare 2 Cor. iv. 16, o rw T//AWI/

[uV$po)7Tos] avaKaivovTat
fjfJ-epa

KCU rj/mfpa, and the opposite, TOV

TraXuLov avOp. TOV
&amp;lt;$eipo//.ei/ov, Eph. IV. 22. The ava does not

suggest the restoration of the original state, but the contrast to

that which has lately existed.

is not used by Greek authors, nor by the Sept., but

The substantive dva/catVojo-ts (Rom. xii. 2
;
Tit. iii. 5)

is also peculiar to the N.T.

els emyi wcn.i .

&quot; Unto thorough knowledge.&quot; Meyer connects

this with the following words :

&quot; unto a knowledge which accords

with the image of God,&quot; i.e. which is in accordance with the Divine

knowledge. But the Divine knowledge would hardly be set forth

in this general way as an ideal to be attained
;
we should expect

some limitation to moral or spiritual knowledge. It is more
natural to connect KO.T tiKova with dva/&amp;lt;atv. and to supply the object
of 7rtyvwcri9 from the context, viz. the knowledge of God and the

mystery of the gospel ;
cf. i. 9, tva TrXrjpaiOrJTC rr/v eViyi CDcrtv TOV BeXr)-

/xttTo? O.VTOV, and ii. 2, eis fTTLyvwcnv TOV fjLVWTrjpiov, x.T.X.

KO.T eiKoVa, K.T.\. To be connected with dvaKaivoi /xcvov as above.

An allusion to Gen. i. 26, 28.

TOU KTtaacros auroy. 6 /cmms according to Chrysostom, al. is

Christ
;
but 6 KnVas is always God, and so here especially, where the

passage in Genesis is alluded to. avrov is the new man, not TOV

avOpwTrov generally. Compare KTio-^eVra in Eph. iv. 24, and KCIIVT)

KTIO-IS, 2 Cor. v. 1 7. Soden, who interprets the &quot; new man &quot;

of

Christ, refers avTOV to TOV di a/catvou/Aevov. As Christ is the &amp;lt;LLKWV
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of God, 2 Cor. iv. 4, Col. i. 15, so Christians, when Christ is

formed in them, become renewed after the image of God.
Olshausen presses the designation of Christ as the dn&amp;lt;av of God,

and accordingly interprets,
&quot;

after the pattern of Him who is the

Image of God.&quot; But this does not agree with the allusion to

Genesis. It is true the Alexandrian school interpreted the expres
sion in Genesis of the Logos, but only in a sense borrowed from
the Platonic doctrine of ideas as TO apxervirov 7rapaSeiy/xa, iSea TWC

iSeW 6 eoO Xoyos : and this conception is certainly not in the spirit

of St. Paul. Besides, the absence of the definite article before

ei/coj/a obliges us to take /car a /&amp;lt;ova in its natural sense as &quot;

after

the likeness of.&quot; Those commentators who understand Kara cdv,

Eph. iv. 24, as = &quot;

after the likeness
of,&quot;

of course understand the

expression here as only a more precise definition.

11. oirou OUK eci. Compare Gal. iii. 28. This evi is not, as

formerly used to be stated, a contraction of Ivecrn, although it

is often used in that sense
;

it is simply the longer form of the

preposition eV, with ecrrt understood, as in -n-dpa, ava. The fact that

iv is used with it in i Cor. vi. 5 is not inconsistent with this, since

the word came to be looked upon as equivalent to li/eo-n. That

passage, however, shows that we are not to press here the idea of
&quot;

impossibility,&quot; OVK Ivi Iv vfjuv ouSet? &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;os. The word here

simply states the objective fact.

The distinctions enumerated as abolished are first those of

birth, involving national privileges ; secondly, of legal or ceremonial

standing (which might be gained by adoption) ; thirdly, those of

culture
;
and fourthly, of social caste.

&quot;EXXt^
Kal louScuos. In contrast with louScuo?, &quot;EAX^v means

simply
&quot;

Gentile&quot;; and, indeed, even to the present day the Jews
sometimes speak of other nations as Greeks.

TrepiTojjiT) Kal
d,Kpopu&amp;lt;rria. Abstract for concrete. This clause

and the former have special reference to the Judaising tendency of

the heretical teachers.

Pdppapos, properly one who did not speak Greek (probably
with the idea of talking

&quot;

gibberish.&quot; Strabo explains it as onomato-

poetic.) Hence the Greeks applied the term to all other nations.

Even the older Roman poets (as Plautus) used the term of them
selves

;
but later writers excluded the Romans from the class

&quot;

barbari,&quot; and even included them under the term

(Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. v. 8).

Lightfoot quotes a striking passage from Professor Max Mtiller :

&quot; Not till that word barbarian was struck out of the dictionary of

mankind, and replaced by brother, not till the right of all nations

of the world to be classed as members of one genus or kind was

recognised, can we look even for the first beginnings of our science

(of language). . . . This change was effected by Christianity&quot;



286 THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS [ill. 12

(Lectures on the Science of Language, ist Ser. p. Si. The whole

passage is too long to cite).

Ii&amp;lt;u6T]s.
The natural antithesis to /Bapfiapos would be &quot;EAA^i/

(cf. Rom. i. 14); but as that has already been used the apostle
substitutes for an antithesis a climax, for the Scythians were

regarded as
&quot;

barbaris barbariores,&quot; Bengel. The earlier Greek

writers, indeed, on the principle
&quot; omne ignotum pro magnifico,&quot;

described them as CWO/AOI (Aesch. Frag. 189); but Josephus says

they are ftpa^v TWV
$r/p&amp;lt;W Sta^epovres (contra Ap. ii. 37). Cicero

uses a climax similar to that before us,
&quot;

quod nullus in barbaria,

Quis hoc facit ulla in Scythia tyrannus?&quot; (In Pisonem, viii.). The
word -KU$?/S was used of any rough person, like our &quot;

Goth.&quot; This
clause has reference, perhaps, to the stress laid by the Gnostic

teachers on their yvakm.
SoGXos, e\eu0epos. There was a special reason for St. Paul s

thoughts being directed to the relation of master and slave, in the

incident of Onesimus conversion and return to his master.

irdrra and TO, Trdrra are very frequently used by classical

writers as predicates of persons. Wetstein on i Gor. xv. 28 quotes

many examples. One or two may suffice here. Dem. De Cor.

p. 240, TTOVT tKeivos y)v ajrrois : cont. Ariston, p. 660, TTUVTO. yjv

AXe^arSpos ; Lucian, DC Morte Peregr. 1 1, irpo^rjTrjs Kal ^wuywyeu?,
KO.I Til TTOLVTa fJLOVOS O.VTOS WV.

12-17. Virtues to be cultivated, kindness, love, forgiveness, in

which God s forgiveness of us is to be the pattern ; mutual teaching
and admonition, and in everything thankfulness, everything being
done in the name ofJesus Christ.

12. eVSucracrOe ouc, having put on the new man, put on also

these virtues.

&amp;lt;is
eK\e/&amp;lt;Tol TOO 0eou. Cf. Rom. viii. 33 ;

Tit. i. i. In St. Paul

K\r)T(n and cxAeKTot, KATJO-IS and eVAoyr; (Rom. xi. 28, 29), are

coextensive, as indeed they seem to be in other N.T. writers

(cf. Rev. xvii. 14) except the Gospels, where KA^rot and K\KTOL

are distinguished (Matt. xxiv. 22, 24, 31 a/.), ws c/cAeKrot has a

significant connexion with what precedes, since the eVAoyr; is

presupposed in what is said in vv. 10, n.

aytoi Kal T|yainr)fj.eVoi are best taken as predicates of eVAeVroi,

which with and without TOV eov is used in several places as a

substantive.

Kal is om. by B 17 Sah., and Lightfoot brackets it, thinking that the

sentence gains in force by the omission
; cf. I Pet. ii. 6.

o&quot;n-\dyx
a oiKTipjjiou.

&quot; A heart of compassion.&quot; cnrXdyxra, like
&quot;

viscera,&quot; denoted especially the nobler inward parts, heart, liver,

and lungs, and figuratively the seat of the emotion, as we use the

word &quot;

heart.&quot;
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The singular otKTip/xov is supported by very preponderant

authority.

,
cf. Eph. ii. 7.

Eph. iv. 2, TrpavrrjTa /jLaKpo6vfjLiav, ibid.

13. dcexofJ.ev oi dXXrjXwi ,
ibid.

KCU xaP l
f

JLE&amp;gt; 01 eaurois. For the variation from uAAryAwv to

?, see Eph. iv. 32. The latter word marks more strikingly
than uAAiyAois would the correspondence with 6 Kvptos c^upto-axo

VfJUV.

(j.o|jL(j&amp;gt;ri,
not found elsewhere in the N.T. nor in Sept. or Apocr.

In classical writers e\eiv p.o/x.&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;r/i/
is frequent.

&quot;

Quarrel
&quot;

of the

AV. is an archaism.

ica0ws Kal 6 Kupios exapiaaro upc. To be connected with the

following words, ourw Kai
v&amp;gt;p.ets (as RV.), supplying, therefore, not

Xaptop.evoi, but
xapte&amp;lt;r$e (eauTots). Assuming, as is probable, that

6 Rupees = 6 Xpto-ros, this is the only place where Christ is

directly said to forgive (see on ii. 13). In the parallel in Eph.
iv. 32, the subject is 6 eos ev Xpio-rw. Meyer remarks that the

very frequent rj x&quot;/
31? T ^ xvpiov rjfj.S)v corresponds with the present

expression. It is perhaps pressing the technical sense of Kupios
too much to suppose, with Lightfoot, that it suggests the duty of

fellow-servant to fellow-servant, recalling the lesson of the parable
of the Unforgiving Servant, Matt, xviii. 27 ; compare below, iv. i.

It must be observed that the Ka#ws has reference only to the fact

of forgiveness, not to the manner of its exhibition in the death

of Christ (as Chrys. Theoph. /.).

The reading cannot be regarded as certain. For 6 Kvpios are A B D*
G 2 1 3 d e f g Vulg. Pelag.

For 6 Xpierr6s, Nac C D^o K L P almost all mss. Syr. (both), Sah. Boh.
Eth. Arab. (Bedwell), Clem. Chrys. Euthal. (cod. Tisch.), Theodoret, al.

K* has 6 0e6y, while 17 Arm. have 6 9e6s ev Xptory. Augustine also has
the latter reading in one place (Ep. 148), but in another 6 Kfywos.

It is suggested, on the one hand, that Xpturos has been substituted (as in

other places) as an interpretation of Ki/ptos, especially as it occurs in Eph.
iv. 32 (but not in the same connexion) ; and, on the other side, it has been

suggested that Kupios originated in an attempt at conformation with the

passage in Eph.
Lachmann, Treg. WH. Alford, Meyer, Lightfoot, RV. Weiss read

Ki5p&amp;lt;os.
Tisch. Ellicott read Xptcrros, to which RV. and WH. give a place-

in the margin.

14. em -n-eun 8e TOUTOIS. &quot;And over all these,&quot; the figure of

clothing being retained, as the verb eVSuVao-$e has still to be
carried on.

o eo-TiK. The pronoun is not without difficulty. The illustra

tions cited by Lightfoot from Ignatius are hardly parallel, Row.

7, aprov eo&amp;gt; $eAw, o ecrrtv &amp;lt;raf&amp;gt; Xpiorov : Magn. 10, viav u/ur/v
o eVrtv Irjcrov? Xpio-Tos. In these cases the words following o

CCTTIV are an explanation of the words preceding, and o eo-rtv = &quot;id
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est,&quot;
or

&quot;by
which is to be understood.&quot; So in Mark xii. 42,

Svo, o ecrri KoSpoVr^s : XV. 42, 7rapa.(rKfvr/, o etrri 7rpocra/3/3aTov. In

none of these cases does o ecrrti/, K.r.X. predicate a property or

character of the antecedent. In order that the present instance

should be parallel, T. dyaTn/v and o-wS. r. rtX. should change places.

Eph. v. 5 is nearer, TrAeoveWr/?, o Icmv etSwAoAarpr/s, and Ign.
Trail. 7, avaKTrjaaa-Oe eairrous Iv TrtVrei o eoriv crapf TOV Kvpiou : yet
neither are these quite parallel. etSwAoAarp^s is not, indeed, an

explanation of the word TrAeoreKT^s, but it expresses his true

character. Probably the form of expression is to be accounted

for by the figure. o-uVoW/xos, K.T.A., explains the view taken of

dyuTn/v when eVt Tracrt TOVTOIS is applied to it. An alternative is

to suppose the antecedent to be TO Iv&vcrao-OaL TT/V dya^i/ : and so

Huther and Soden. But this certainly does not suit the sense so

well.

&amp;lt;Tuv8e&amp;lt;jfju&amp;gt;s rfjs T\eioTT]Tos. Love binds the virtues into a

harmonious whole, not as if they could exist without it, for it

might be called by a different figure the root of all
;
but the

figure of clothing here adopted required that its relation to the

other virtues should be put in a different aspect. Trdvra ccctva,

says Chrysostom, avrrj crwr&amp;lt;f*iyyfi oVep av CITTT;? dya$ov,
ovSeV ecrriv, uAAa Siappet, to which Theoph. adds

rf)s TeXetoTTjTos. As it is the o-wSecr/Lios here that makes all

perfect, the genitive comes rather under the head of the possessive
than of the objective. Lightfoot seems to take the latter view,

explaining
&quot; the power which unites and holds together all those

graces and virtues which together make up perfection.&quot; This not

only involves a very questionable meaning of TeAetorr;?, as if= ra

TT)V TeAeidriyra Trotowra, Chrys., but gives an inadequate repre
sentation of the function of dyaTr^.

Wetstein quotes from Simplicius, in Epict. p. 208 A, a strikingly

parallel expression of the Pythagoreans : KaAws ot nvflayopetot

Trepirrcrac; TWV aAAoov dperaiv T-TJV e^iAtav ertjawj Kat crvvBffrfJLOV avrrjV

Tracruiv TOJV dpertiiv eAeyov.

Grotius, Erasmus, Estius and many others take the genitive
to be one of quality, &quot;the perfect bond,&quot; which is not only feeble,

but leaves o-uVSecr/xos undefined. Bengel, Ue Wette, Olshausen,
al. understand by o-wSecr/xos the &quot;

totality,&quot;
as in Hercdian, iv.

12. n, TTttvra TOV o-. TWV tVto-ToAwv, &quot;the whole bundle o&amp;gt; letters.&quot;

But there is no instance of o-w8eo-/xos being used figuratively in

this sense
;
nor does it agree with the context, in which dyd-trr] is

represented as put on 67rt TTUO-I, not to say that it would require
the article. In Eph. iv. 3 the gen. after o-wSeo-//,os is one of

apposition.
For TeXetoTT/roj D* G d e g and Ambrosiastcr have evbrrjros.
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15. KCU
TJ elpTJnr] TOU XpioroG. The peace of Christ is the peace

which He gives and has left to His Church, elpr̂ v TTJV l^v
SiSco/u vplv, John xiv. 27. But it is Christ s peace in another

sense, as the peace which belongs to His kingdom by virtue of

His sovereignty; compare the expression, &quot;the King s
peace.&quot;

The immediate reference here is not to the inward peace of the

soul, but to peace one with another, as the context shows. But
it cannot be limited to this, the moment the words are uttered or

heard they suggest the other reference.

Ppapeue-rw, only here in N.T.
; see on Kara/Jpa/Jeverw, ii. 18.

As there observed, (3pa(3tv&amp;lt;a
had dropped, for the most part, the

reference to a contest, and was used of deciding or governing in

general. Josephus, Ant. iv. 3. 2, uses it as synonymous with

SioiKCti/
; Moses, in his prayer, says : iravra

(rfj Trpovoia. SioiKtn-ai,

KOL
fj/r]8fv auTO/xarcos, dAA.a Kara j3ov\r)criv /3pa/3euo//,evov rrjv &amp;lt;rr)v

ts reAos ep^erat. Again, ib. Ppaflevuv bpovoiav KO.L elp-qvt]v. Philo,

Quis Rer. Div. i. p. 494 A, ov Oavpao-rov 8e Trap aXyOeiq.

j3pa(3evoij(rr).

The transition of meaning is exactly parallel to that of the

Latin &quot;arbitrium,&quot; which from meaning the sentence of an
arbitrator comes to signify &quot;will and pleasure.&quot; &quot;Jovis nutu et

arbitrio caelum terra mariaque reguntur,&quot; Cic. pro Rose. Amer. c.

45. Obtinere arbitrium rei Romanae,&quot; Tac. Ann. vi. c. ult.

Hence there is no necessity to insist on the idea of a contest

of opposing parties, and the attempt to introduce it by reference

to a conflict of motives, etc., really forces on the text more than
is suggested by it. Chrysostom carries this to an extreme, o-raSioi/

erroirja-cv ev roTs AoyioyAois, KCU dywva KCU a^A^criv KCU fipa-

The sense then appears to be,
&quot;

let the peace of Christ be the

ruling principle in your hearts.&quot;

ec rals KapStais ujjiwi . In order that this principle may govern
your actions and your words, it must first govern in your hearts.

Xpiffrov is the reading of K* A B C* D* G P 37 47, Vulg. Syr. (both), Boh.
Sah. Arm. Eth.

GeoO is in tf
c C2 D K L 17, Goth. As 17 fip^vtj TOV Qeov occurs in Phil.

iv. 7, the substitution of Qeov for XptcrroO is readily accounted for. The
latter is clearly more suitable to the present context, since dpfyri TOV Qeov
could not well be understood of anything but our peace with God. In Phil.

iv. 7, A has XpterroO. Bengel and others who defend the reading Qeov here,

suppose XpiffTov to have come in from 13 or 16.

els V Kal K\rj6T]Te. This is nearly equivalent to &quot;for to that

we were also called.&quot; Comp. i Cor. vii. 15, Iv
flp-&amp;gt;jvr) KeK\r)Ktv

fjfjia.&amp;lt;;
o eos.

ev eel o-wp-an. Not = ei? fv crw/Aa, but expressing the result of

their calling ; they are so called that they are in one body. It is
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on the fact that this is their present condition that the stress is

placed. As there is one body, there should be one spirit ;
cf.

. Iv. 3, 4, TT/peiV T1]V eVOTTJTO. TOV 7TI/C J/AttTOS V TO) CTwSeCT/Afe) T?yS

crwyita /cat ev Trveu/Aa, K.T.A.

K&amp;lt;H euxapioroi yivearQc.
&quot; And become thankful.&quot; Thankfulness

for this calling is the strongest motive for the preservation of the

peace to which they were called. The mention of this leads on to

what follows.
y&amp;lt;Veo-0e

is used because the ideal is not yet reached.

ei&amp;gt;x&amp;lt;ipi(rTo&amp;lt;;
does not occur elsewhere in N.T. It is not uncommon

in classical writers, both in the sense &quot; thankful
&quot; and &quot;

pleasant
&quot;

(so usually of things). It occurs once in Sept., and then in the latter

sense, Prov. xi. 16, ywr) ev^apto-To?. Some commentators take it

here in the latter sense (cf. Eph. iv. 32, XP7
?

&quot;

7
&quot;

01
)- So Jerome,

Beza, a Lapide, Olshausen, Reiche
;

&quot;in mutuo vestro commercio
estote gratiosi, amabi/es, comes . . . qua virtute pax et concordia

saepe servantur,&quot; Reiche. This sense is certainly not inappropriate ;

and in favour of it it may be observed that the duty of thankful

ness is brought in as the final exhortation in ver. 17.

16. 6 \6yos TOU Xpiorou. In i Thess. i. 8, iv. 15 St. Paul has
6 Adyos roC Kvpiov, but more usually 6 A. TOV eoS. The change
here is probably owing to the apostle s purpose of exalting the posi
tion of Christ, which is characteristic of this Epistle. The gen. may
be either objective, as in evayyeAtov Xpicrrov, or subjective (as most

comm.),
&quot; the word delivered by Christ.&quot; It is generally under

stood as = the gospel, but Lightfoot interprets it as denoting
&quot; the

presence of Christ in the heart as an inward monitor. Comp.
I John ii. 14, 6 Adyos TOV eov Iv i fjuv /xerei, with ib. i. IO, d Adyos
avTov OVK ZCTTLV Iv vfjuv . and SO perhaps Acts xviii. 5, D-wei^ero TOJ

Aoyw (the correct reading).&quot; Probably the &quot;

teaching of Christ
&quot;

generally is meant
;
and so apparently Chrysostom, Tovrecmv, -f]

SiScurKoAuz, TO. Sdy/tara, r; 7rapau/(ris. See on Lk. viii. II.

eV
uja.ii

. Not &quot;

among you,&quot;
which would not agree with the idea

of &quot;indwelling.&quot;
Yet it cannot well be understood of each in

dividual, as if referring to the faith and knowledge of each. Since

the context speaks of oral communication one with another, eV

vfuv then means, probably, &quot;in you as a collective body.&quot; This is

not the same as
&quot;

among you.&quot;

n-Xouaiws. The fulness of this indwelling exhibits itself in the

following words.

cv Tracer) aocjua. Lightfoot joins these words with the foregoing,

comparing for their position ch. i. 9 and Eph. i. 8, which, however,
determine nothing. He thinks this connexion is favoured by the

parallel in Eph. v. 1$, 19 ;
but this only decides that v^aA/Aots, /c.r.A.,

are to be connected with the preceding words. On the other

hand, it may be observed that eVotKeiYw is already qualified by
s, which emphatically stands at the end. Ch. i. 28 is
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strongly in favour of the connexion with the following,
Trdvra avOpwTrov KOL SiSacrxovres iravra avOpunrov Iv Trdcrr] ero&amp;lt;ia.

Here the correspondence in meaning is surely of more weight than

the position of the words, which precede in the one case as appro

priately as they follow in the other.

On 8iSd&amp;lt;7KocTs and vouSeTourres comp. i. 28
;
and on

i/ aAyu.ois,

K.T.X., Eph. v. 1 8. Here as there the reference does not appear
to be exclusively or chiefly to public worship, for mutual instruc

tion is what is prescribed.

KCU both before and after vfivois is omitted by X A B C* D* F G, d e fg
Vulg. (best mss. ) Syr-Pesh. Goth. al.

It was much more likely to be added than omitted erroneously, and the

omission is quite Pauline.

TT? is inserted in tf
c B D G 67

2
, Chrys. comm.

Omitted in X AKL (to which we may perhaps add C, in which ev xaPl

is written but expunged by dots above and below), Chrys. text.

The reading with the article is adopted by critical editors

generally, but Reiche argues strongly in favour of the omission.

If it is read there are two interpretations possible, for x^P 15 may
mean either the Divine grace, or thanksgiving. The former meaning
is adopted by Meyer, Alford, Ellicott, Lightfoot, etc. For

rj xp
= the grace of God, compare ch. iv. 18, 17 x&amp;lt;*P

ts ^ vp.S&amp;gt;v
: Acts

xviii. 27, rots TreTTio-Tev/cocrt Sta rrjs ^api-ros : 2 Cor. iv. 15; Gal. v. 4;

Eph. iv. 7 ;
Phil. i. 7, (rvyKoivwvovs p,ov TT}S xdpiros. It must,

however, be admitted that none of these passages is parallel to the

present. In all of them rj x^Pts is spoken of as something con

ferred, and therefore can only be
17 x- T0^ e - It is different

here, where the readers are directed to do something eV rrj xptTt.
Hence the other interpretation, &quot;with thankfulness,&quot; which is

that of Anselm, De Wette, Bleek (omitting rfj), Soden, seems

preferable. For x*Pts m this sense see i Cor. x. 30, et Se eyw
Xapm /xerexw, where the apostle himself interprets x-P LTi m the

following clause : vwtp ov eyw euxapicn-co. The article is sufficiently
accounted for by the reference to the previous fv^apia-Toi Meyer,
on the supposition that

x&quot;P
ts ^s understood as

&quot;thanksgiving,&quot;

would interpret the article as meaning
&quot;

that which is due.&quot;

It is not a valid objection to this view of x^Pts that the idea of

thanksgiving is introduced in the next verse
;
on the contrary, the

precept there is an extension of this one; what is here said of

singing is there said of everything.

Theophylact s interpretation is different
;
he takes xa/Pts m the

sense &quot;venustas,&quot;

&quot;

pleasingness,&quot; /tera xa/Piros Ka^ ^Sov^s TTVCV-

p,a.TLKr/&amp;lt;; uxjnrep -yap TO, avBpunrLi a. acr/xara X^Ptv ^X tv ^o^ovcrtv, et
/AT)

TO, 6fla
}

TTv
i fvp.o.7 LKrjv j

so also Bengel. Compare
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for this use of
x&quot;P

ts PS - x^v-
3&amp;gt; e^e^u^ X&quot;/

315 *v X6 ^60
&quot;

4 &amp;lt;TOV
&amp;gt;

Eccles.

X. 12, Aoyot (TTO/xaTos &amp;lt;ro&amp;lt;j)ov X&quot;P
ts

j
Luke iv. 22, f@a.v/j.a.ov evri TOIS

Aoyots TT}S x&amp;lt;ipLTO&amp;lt;; ;
also ch. iv. 6, 6 Aoyos //,ioj&amp;gt;

TravTore ei/

Compare also Demosth. p. 51 (Phil. i. 38), 17
TWV

A.oy&amp;lt;ov

so in classical writers frequently. Reiche, adopting this interpreta

tion, remarks :

&quot; recte et perspicue ev xapm aSovres ii dicuntur, qui
carmina sacra cantant et modulantur venuste, decore, suaviter, ita

ut etiam cultioribus et pulchri sensu praeditis placeant.&quot; To the

objection that the following words show that the apostle is speaking
of silent singing in the heart, he replies by defending the reading eV

TI? KopSto, and interpreting it as = &quot; ex animo, i.e. non ore tantum
sed etiam cum animi assensu,&quot; a questionable sense of ev TT/

{&amp;gt;/Aah/.
See on Lk. iv. 22 and Rom. i. 5.

In conformity with the connexion assigned to Iv 7700-77 cro&amp;lt;ia,
h

rfj xapi-ri is to be joined to what follows. Lightfoot naturally takes

it with the preceding.
aSorres eV rats KapSuus UJAWV. These words may either specify

another effect of the eVot/cetv, K.T.A. (Alford, /.),
or they may denote

the inward disposition which was to accompany the StSuo-Kovres,

K.T.A. If rfj xapLn is understood as above, the latter view would
be the more suitable (Soden). It is preferred apart from that by
LightfooL

iv rats Kapdiais is supported by preponderant authority, X A B C D* G,
defg Vulg. Goth. Syr. (both), Sah. Boh. Arm., Chrys.

iv T-Q KapSig. is supported by Dc K L most mss. , Eth.
, Clem. Ephr.

Theodoret. Compare Eph. v. 19, where the singular appears to be the

genuine reading. The singular here, as the plural there, is probably due to

an attempt to harmonise. Eph. and Col.

TV Gey is the reading of K ABC*D*G 17 47 67
2

al., dfg Vulg. Sah.

Syr. (both), Arm., Clem. al.

rif Kvpiy is that of C2 Dc K L most mss., Goth. Boh., Ephr. Theodoret, al.

(Chrys. varies). This, again, is harmonistic, the parallel in Eph. having ry
Ki//n(f&amp;gt;

without variation.

17. Kal irai/ o TI lav iroiTJTe Iv Xoyu ?)
tv ^PYV ^ nominative

absolute. Comp. Matt. X. 32, TrSs ow oorts 6/xdXoyr/o-et . . . ofj.o-

Xoyrja-o) Kayw iv avr(a: Luke xii. 10. As vrav would become the

object in the following clause, it is replaced by iravra.

n-drra. We might supply to this TTOIOWTCS, parallel to the other

participles ; but it is much better to supply Troicu-e, especially as

is subordinate.

Kopiou ITJCTOU. Comp. Eph. v. 20. &quot;In the name
of&quot; here means, not

&quot;calling
on for

aid,&quot;
as Chrys. etc., nor &quot;in

honorem,&quot; as Jerome, but in the spirit which regards Christ as all

and in all, the spirit which belongs to those who bear His name. &quot; Ut

perinde sit, ac si Christus faciat, ver. 1 1 [this is too strong] vel certe,

ut Christo omnia pobetis. Qui potest dicere
;
Hoc in tuo, Jesu

Christe, nominefed, is certe actionem suam Christo probat,&quot; Bengel.
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There is here another difference of reading.

Kvpiov I-rjaov is the reading of B D K 17 37 most mss., f. Amiat. Tol.

Goth. Syr-Pesh. Arm., Chrys.
\rjffov Xpiffrov, A C D* G g.

~Kvpiov Irjcrov X/nroD, X, d e Vulg. (Clem.), Field, al. Syr. (Hard.), Sah.

Boh. Eth.

Before warpi, Kal is added in D G K L and nearly all mss., d e f g Vulg.

Syr-Pesh. Arm., Chrys. (cf. Eph. v. 20). It is absent from tfABC, Sah.

Boh. Syr. (Hard.), Eth. Goth.

18-IV. 1. Special precepts for the several relations of life, the

motive being in each, that what is done is done &quot; in the Lord.&quot;

18. al
yuva.iK.e&amp;lt;$,

K.T.X. Comp. Eph. V. 22.

181019, prefixed in Rec. Text to
6.v5pd&amp;lt;rii&amp;gt;,

has but slight support, and has

probably come from Eph. v. 22.

&amp;lt;I&amp;gt;s &vr\Kcv, imperfect, as often in Greek writers with similar

verbs. Comp. Eph. v. 4, a OVK dv^Ktv : Acts xxii. 22, ov yap
KaOr/Kev avrov

,fjv.
It is not implied here that the duty has not

hitherto been rightly performed, but only that the obligation existed

previously.
The use of the past tense in the English

&quot;

ought
&quot;

is not quite

parallel, since the present
&quot; owe &quot; cannot be used in this sense.

iv Kupiw is to be joined with dv^Kev, not with vTroraa-o-to-Oe : see

ver. 20, evdpta-Tov eoru/ ev Kvpiiw, &quot;for those who are in the

Lord.&quot;

19. 01 oVSpes, K.T.X. = Eph. V. 25.

IATJ mKpaii/eorfle. &quot;Become not embittered,&quot; or rather, as this

would seem to imply a lasting temper, &quot;show no bitterness.&quot;

The word occurs frequently in classical writers. Plato has (Legg.

731 D), TOV Ovfjt-ov TrpavvfLV K.
ju/i) ctK/Da^oXowTa, ywcuKta&amp;gt;5

/xevov, SiareA-etv : Pseudo-Dem. 1464, /AT/Sevl /J.rJT TrtK-paiVtcr^ai

fjivrjo-LKaKflv. The adjective TTIK/X&amp;gt;S
is used by Euripides in a

strikingly illustrative passage, Helen. 303, oVav TTOCTIS Trt/cpos wrj

ywaiKL . . . Oavelv KPO.TIO-TOV. Plutarch observes that it shows
weakness of mind when men TT/JOS ywaia SiaTrt/c/xxiVovTai. Philo

uses TrtKpatveo-^ai of just anger. De Vita Moysis, ii. pp. 135, 20,

and 132, 34. The word would seem, then, to correspond more

nearly with the colloquial
&quot; cross

&quot;

than with &quot;

bitter.&quot;

20. TOI reVa, K.T.X. See Eph. vi. i. Disobedience to parents
is mentioned as a vice of the heathen, Rom. i. 30, Kara Travra.

There would be no propriety in suggesting the possibility in a

Christian family of a conflict between duty to parents and duty to

God.

cudpeoroc. There is no need to supply TO&amp;gt; ew
;
the adjective

is taken absolutely, like Tr/aoo-^tX?} in Phil. iv. 8, and is sufficiently
denned by iv KV/HW. In Rom. xii. 2 cudpeo-rov seems also to be

absolute, TO feA^/xa TOV eoG TO ayaOov Kal evdp. Kal
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The Rec. Text has, instead of v Kvpiy, T$ Kvpiy, with many cursives,

Boh. Eth., Clem. al.

iv Kupty is the reading of all the uncials, most cursives, and versions.

The Rec. arose from a desire to give a dative to evdpecrrov.

21.
P.TJ epeOi^ere.

&quot; Do not irritate.&quot; The verb means to
&quot;

excite,

provoke,&quot; not necessarily to anger, or in a bad sense
;
and in 2 Cor.

ix. 2 it is used in a good sense.

There is another reading, Trapopyi^ere, very strongly supported, being
read in tf A C D* G K L al. Euthal. (Tisch. cod.), Theodoret (cod.), Theoph.

tpfBifere is read in B D tK!

K, most mss., Syr. (both, but Hard. marg. has

the other reading), Clem. Chrys.
Trapopyi^fre occurs in the parallel Eph. vi. 4 (with no variety), and to this

is obviously due its introduction here.

&quot; That they may not lose heart.&quot;
&quot; Fractus

animus pestis juventutis,&quot; Bengel. A child frequently irritated by

over-severity or injustice, to which, nevertheless, it must submit,

acquires a spirit of sullen resignation, leading to despair.
22. ol ooGXoi, K.T.X. Comp. Eph. vi. 5 ff. Here it is observ

able that the duties of masters and slaves occupy nearly twice as

much space as those of husbands and wives, parents and children,

together. The circumstance is perhaps explained by the incident

of Onesimus, a Colossian, who was now returning to his master,

Philemon, in company with the bearer of the Epistle.

4&amp;gt;o|3oujj.e
ot TOC Kupioy, i.e. the one Lord and Master, contrasted

with TOJ? Kara, crap/cot Kuptois. Observe that these words are not

preceded by ws, whereas avOpu-n-dpeo-Koi is. It is taken for granted
that they fear the Lord.

ev
6&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;9aX(jio8o\)\iais,

the plural is read with K C K L most mss., Clem.

Theodoret, Oecum., Syr-Harcl.
A B D G, al., Boh. have the singular. Chrysostom varies.

Kvpiov is the reading of K* A B C D* G L a!., fg Amiat. Fuld. Syr. (both),

Arm., Clem. Chrys. al.

Ge6v is read in N Dc K most mss., d Goth. Boh., Theodoret. This read

ing spoils the contrast.

23. S lav iroujre. This is the correct reading, with K* A B C (D* G) 17

al., Old Lat. Vul. Goth. Boh. Arm. etc. (D* G have &v for
&amp;lt;!dv).

The Rec. Text has xal irav 8 TI dv, with D 1 K L most mss., Syr. (both),

Theodoret, Chrys. (without ical). This reading obviously comes from ver. 17.

Eph. vi. 6. fieTa cu^oias. MT) /xcra SouAiKTjs

aXXa fjLfru, eXtvOepias KOI Trpoatpecrews, Chrys.
epycleCT0e.

&quot; Do the work.&quot; Not used as particularly appropriate
to slaves, but because the things done are tpya.

is TW Kupiw, K.T.X. Eph. vi. 7, 24, a7ro KupiW Lightfoot notes

the absence of the article here, while it is studiously inserted in

the context, vv. 22-24. In the parallel in Eph. the preposition is

jrapd. Some commentators and grammarians distinguish the two

prepositions as expressing respectively the immediate (trapa) and



III. 24, 25] SPECIAL PRECEPTS

the ultimate source
;
but this distinction is untenable. See Light-

foot on Gal. i. 12.

24. TT}V dircnroSoCTii . &quot;The full recompense.&quot; The word is

frequently used both in the Sept. and in classical writers, but not

elsewhere in N.T.

TT]? KXr/po^ojjLias. Genitive of apposition, the reward which con
sists in the inheritance. There is a special point in the word,
inasmuch as slaves could not be inheritors of an earthly possession.

Comp. Rom. viii. 15-17; Gal. iv. 1-7.
TO) Kupiw Xpiorw SouXeucTe. yap, which in the Rec. Text is

inserted after TW, must be rejected.

In favour of the insertion are D 1*K L most mss., Syr. (both), Arm. Goth.

For the omission, N ABCD* 17 a!., Vulg. Copt. Euthal. (Tisch. cod.).
It was clearly added to make the connexion easy. G d and Ambrosiaster

have TOV Kvpiov (T]/JLWV lyffov) XjotcrroO $ dovXetiere, but d and Ambr. omit the

words in brackets.

yap being omitted, the verb is best taken as imperative,
&quot; To

the Master Christ do service.&quot; The combination Kupios XpioTos

is not to be taken in the technical sense as = the Lord Jesus
Christ, a use to which there is no parallel. In Rom. xvi. 18,

where we have TW Kvpiw ^wv Xpto-rw, some MSS. omit ^/xoiv : but

its genuineness is beyond question. In i Pet. iii. 15 Kvpiov is

predicate of TOV Xpio-rov. This suggests that we should take

Kupi w here as relative to SovXtvere. The sentence is not so much
a summary of what precedes as an introduction to the fresh

point added in ver. 25 ; Lightfoot.

Lightfoot takes SouAeucre as indicative, on the grounds, first,

that the indicative is wanted to explain the previous a-n-o Kupiov

(but is it ?) ; and, secondly, that the imperative would seem to

require ws TOJ Kupiw, as in Eph. vi. 7. On the other hand, how
ever, he adds, see Rom. xii. n, TW Kvpiw SouAeiWres. If the

interpretation above given is correct, ws is rightly absent, and in

any case the indicative would be very abrupt and unconnected.

Moreover, with this view the connexion of ver. 25 (yap) would be

hardly intelligible. Lightfoot passes it over in silence.

25. 6 yap dSiKuJi KOjxiciTai o
T)SiKT]&amp;lt;7e ,

KCU OUK eori irpocrwiroXTjvJ/ia.

The first clause is, of course, a general maxim, but the application
here chiefly intended appears from the words OVK eon irpoo-w-

TroAr/^ia, which presuppose that the person punished is one higher
in position. 6 dSiKwV, also, is much more suitable to the master
than the slave

;
and this view is further confirmed by the mention

of TO SiVcuov in iv. i. Hence 6 dSiKtov in the present case is the

master, and the words are designed to encourage the slave to

regard himself as the servant of Christ, and as such not to be
disheartened by unjust treatment, knowing that before the final

tribunal there will be no respect of persons. So Theodoret, KO.V
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a-yaOwv dvTa.Tro8ocre(t)v Trapa TOV SecrTroTou, CO-TI fttKaioKpiT. /,-

os OVK olof ooi Xov Kai SCCTTTOTOV
8ia&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;opdv,

aAAa Si/cauxv eirrc^epet r/r

i]/rj&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;ov.
But Chrys. Bengel, and others suppose the d8i/cwv to be

the slave. &quot;Tenues saepe putant, sibi propter tenuitatem ipsorum
esse parcendum. Id negatur,&quot; Bengel; cf. Lev. xix. 15. It must
be observed, however, that some of those who adopt this view
have had before them the reading 6 Se dSiKwy (so Chrys.).

Erasmus, Lightfoot, and many others (following Jerome) sup
pose both masters and slaves to be referred to, as in Eph. vi. 8.

On the Other hand, ib. ver. 9, Trpoo-wTroA.^t/ ia OVK CCTTL Trap CLVTW, is

said with respect to the masters only.

Ko/uen-cu. &quot;Shall be requited for&quot;; cf. Eph. vi. 8, and for

irpocra)iroXT]\|/ia, ib. 9.

T|8tKT)(Ti . The tense is past, from the point of view of the time
referred to in Ko/xteirat.

For the reading the authorities are :

For ydp, S ABCD*G 17 a/., Old Lat. Vulg. Goth. Boh., Clem. al.

For dt, DC KL, most mss., Syr. (both), Chrys. Theodoret, al.

IV. 1. TO SiKouoi KCU rip ur6nr]Ta.
&quot;

Justice and fairness.&quot; to-or^s

differs from TO StKatoi/ nearly as our &quot;fair&quot; from
&quot;just,&quot; denoting

what cannot be brought under positive rules, but is in accordance
with the judgment of a fair mind. Compare Philo, De Great.

Princ. ii. p. 401, ICTOTT^S yitev ovv rrjv IK rwv inrrjKowv tvvoiav /cat

dcr^aAttav d/xoi/8as Si/catas O.VTCKTLVOVTMV dTrepyao-erat. Meyer and
others suppose the meaning to be that slaves are to be treated as

equals, not as regards the outward relation, but as regards the

Christian brotherhood (see Philem. 16), It would be a very
obscure way of expressing this thought to say TO Si*. *ai TT)V

la-oTTfjra Trape^eo-^e : nor does it agree well with the following clause,
KOL v/xets x T Kupiov, not as in Eph., avruiv KOL vfjuSv. Perhaps,
indeed, we may regard Ta auTa in Eph. (ot Kvptot, TO. avra TTOUITC

Trpos auTov?) as illustrating UTOT^S here. The same moral principles
were to govern both. LO-OT^TO. ov T-TJV io-OTi/AiW tKaXta-ev, aXXa rrjv

Trpoo-rJKovarai eTrtp.eAeiai , rj&amp;lt;; irapa. TWV SCO-TTOTCUV aTroAaveiv ^p^ TOIIS

oiKCTa?, Theodoret. Erasmus, Corn, a Lapide understand the

word of impartiality, not treating one slave differently from others
;

but this would be consistent with harsh treatment of all.

irapexo-0e.
&quot;

Supply on your side.&quot;

2-6. Exhortation to constant prayer and thanksgiving, to which
is added the apostle s request that they ivould prayfor himself in his

work. Practical advice as to wisdom in action and speech.
2.

-ri] Trpoa-euxfj irpooxapTepeiTe = Rom. xii. 12
; cf. I Thess.

v. 17. We have the same verb similarly used in Acts i. 14, ii. 46,
vi. 4.

YpY)YopoOn-s iv auTfj.
&quot;

Being watchful in
it,&quot;

i.e. not careless

in the act. eTmSiy yap TO Kaprfpfiv ev Tais et^ais pa.6vfji.flv
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Trotet, 8101 TOVTO

(wandering), Chrys.
eV euxapurrio. With thanksgiving (as an accompaniment ;

cf.

ii. 7). avrr] -yap rj aXrjdLvrj fv\r] r/ cv^apio-Tt aj/ e^ovrra VTrep

wv
*&amp;lt;r/j.v

Kal S&amp;gt;v OVK loyAtv, a&amp;gt;v eu

/coivaJv
vepyeo~6u&amp;gt;v, Theophylact.

3. irpoo-eu)(ofAvoi apa Kal irepl Tqjjuoi .

&quot;

Praying at the same
time also for

us,&quot; including, namely, Timothy, named with St.

Paul as sending the Epistle, but also, no doubt, including all who

helped him in his work (vv. 10-14).
ira. The prayer is not for the personal benefit of the apostle

and his companions, but for the promotion of their work.

Qupav TOU Xoyou. A door of admission for the word of the

gospel, i.e. the removal of any hindrance which might be in the

way. The same figure is employed i Cor. xvi. 9 ;
2 Cor. ii. 12.

Corn, a Lapide, Beza, Bengel, and others interpret Ovpar TOV

Xoyou as &quot;the door of our speech,&quot; i.e. our mouth, an interpreta
tion suggested by Eph. vi. 19, fva /MOI 8o6fj Aoyos eV dvoiei TOV

o-ro/xaro s //.ov, but certainly not consistent with TOV Aoyov, which
must mean &quot;the word.&quot;

Xa\T]acu, infinitive of the end or object,
&quot; so as to speak

&quot;

TO

fj-vcrrripiov, K.T.X., i. 26, ii. 2
;
see Eph. i. 9.

Si 8 Kal ScScpai. For it was his preaching the free admission
of the Gentiles that led to his imprisonment.

This is the only place in which St. Paul uses Seeiv in the literal

sense; but he uses Setr/xoi, Phil. i. 7, 13, and elsewhere, as well as

SeV/xtos. The transition to the singular was inevitable when he

passed from what was common to himself with others to what was

peculiar to himself.

4. iva (fxii epcijo-w, K.T.\. Generally taken as dependent on the

previous clause,
&quot;

that God may open a door ... in order
that,&quot;

etc. Beza, De Wette, a/., however, make it dependent on ?rpoo--

euxo/jievoi, which, on account of the change from plural to

singular, is improbable. Bengel joins it with SeSe/xai, &quot;vinctus

sum ut patefaciam ; paradoxon.&quot; In this he follows Chrysostom,
TO. Seo-jua &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avepoi avrov, ov o-ro-/aaei : but this is quite untenable.

V. Soden, who also makes the clause dependent on 8e
&amp;lt;$e//.&amp;lt;u,

proposes a different interpretation. He observes that
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;avepovv

is never used of St. Paul s preaching, nor does the notion of /xvo--

T^piov account for its use here. It must therefore have a special

significance, and this is to be found in its immediate reference to

8f8efj.ai. St. Paul, as a prisoner awaiting trial, had to explain
what his preaching was. How this turned out, he relates in

Phil. i. 1 2 ff. The sense then, according to v. Soden, is :

&quot;

in

order that I may make it manifest, how I am bound to
speak,&quot; the

emphasis being on Set, not &amp;lt;I&amp;gt;s. He desires to make clear to his
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judges, not only what he preaches, but that he cannot do other

wise; compare i Cor. ix. 16; Acts iv. 20.

Si S is the reading of tf A C D K L nearly all MSS., d e f Vulg. Goth.,
Clem. Chrys. etc. But B G, g have di &v, apparently a correction to suit

but destroying the point of the sentence.

5. iv o-cxfua
=

practical Christian wisdom; cf. Matt. x. 16.

irpos.
&quot; With respect to,&quot;

or &quot;in relation
to,&quot;

Le. your behaviour

towards them.

TOUS ?&amp;gt;. Those outside the Church ; compare i Cor. v. 12, 13 ;

i Thess. iv. 12. The expression is borrowed from the Jews, who
so designated the heathen. On the precept Chrys. says, 77736? TO.

/ueX?7 TO. oiKeta. ov rocravT^s rjp.
iv Set acre/xiXeias, OCTT^S Trpos TOUS ecr

ti Oa yap aStX&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;Oi,
fieri KOL o uyyvwyu.ai TroXXat KCU ayadai,

TOV Ktupoi/ e^ayopd^orres. See Eph. v. 1 6, where is added a

reason for the injunction, viz. on at ^//.epat irov^paL eurtv.

6. 6 \6yos ufi.wi
TrarroTe iv xdptri. Still referring to behaviour,

Trpos TOUS ew. On x^Pt9 = pleasingness, see above, iii. 16.
x&quot;/

3 5

Aoywv is frequent in classical writers.

aXan Tjpru/Ae^os. &quot;Seasoned with salt&quot;; cf. Mark ix. 49, 50;
pleasant but not insipid, nor yet coarse. Compare Plut. Mor.

p. 5 1 4 F, X&quot;P
tv TLva Tapao-KcvdovTf&amp;lt;; dAXr/Xots, wcnrcp d\crl Tots

Xoyois etf&amp;gt;i]vovvawri TT/V 8ia.Tpi(3r)v: and again, p. 669 A, r)
Be TWV aXwv

Suva/tis ... X^PLV auT&amp;lt;? /ca ^ovrjv TrpoaTiBrjcrL. aXas is a later

form.

i, infinitive of object, as in ver. 3, TTWS Set eV! e*cao-TO)

i,
&quot;to each one,&quot; according, namely, to the character,

purpose, spirit, etc., of the inquirer. Compare the apostle s de

scription of his own behaviour, i Cor. ix. 22, TOIS Trao-t yeyova
Trdi/Ta fva TTCIVTWS Ttvas croWw. His discourses and answers at

Athens, and before Felix, Festus, and the Jews at Rome, supply
the best illustrations.

7-18. Personal commendations and salutations.

7. ra KCXT
e)j,e

=Phil. i. 12, &quot;my matters&quot;; cf. Acts xxv. 14.

Not a noun absolute, but the object of yvwpto-et.

On Tychicus, see Eph. vi. 21, and compare Lightfoot s very
full note here.

6 dyaTTTjTos dSeX^os = Fph. I.e.

KCU TTIOTOS SiaKoyos KCU &amp;lt;nji&amp;gt;8ouXos Iv Kupiw. Iv Kuptw is probably
to be taken with both substantives, as both require some speci

fically Christian definition, which
dSeX&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;os

does not ; and, moreover,
in Eph. I.e. we have TTIO-TOS 8ia*ovos eV Kuptw. o-wSouXos is perhaps
added in order to place Tychicus on a level with Epaphras, who
is so designated i. /, and who was in high repute at Colossae.

TTIO-TO S probably covers both substantives.

8. ov eire/ju^a, K.r.X. = Eph. vi. 22
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As to the reading, the Rec. Text has iva. yv$ TO. irepl v/nuv, with
X&quot; C

D b&amp;lt;= K L and most MSS., f Vulg. Goth. Syr. (both), Boh., Chrys. (expressly),

Jerome (on Philemon), Ambrosiaster, a!.

iva. yvure TO, Trepl TJ/AUV, A B D* G P a few cursives, d e g Arm. Eth.,
Theodore Mops. Theodoret, Jerome (on Eph. vi. 21), Euthalius (cod.

Tisch.).

fc$* has yv&Tf with V/JL&V. Xc at first corrected V/ULUV to rm&v to suit yvdire,

but afterwards deleted this correction and substituted
yv&amp;lt;li

for yv&Te. The
context, with the emphatic s avr6 TOVTO, so obviously requires yv&re . . .

rifj-uiv, that, considering the weight of authority, we cannot regard this as an
alteration made in conformity with Eph. vi. 22. Besides, it is very unlikely
that the writer himself should, to the Ephesians, say, eh avrb TOVTO iva.

yv&re, K.T.X., and to the Colossians of the same messenger, ets avTo TOVTO iva

yv&amp;lt;^,
K.T.\. On the hypothesis that Eph. is not by the author of Col., it is

equally improbable that the former should be written instead of the latter.

The error may have arisen from re accidentally dropping out before TO., or, as

Lightfoot suggests, when V/JL&V had once been written in error for fj/j.wv (as in

K*), yv&Te would be read
yv&amp;lt; re, as in in and John Dam. Op. ii. p. 214,

and then the superfluous re would be dropped. These authorities, however,
seem too late to be used to explain so early a corruption.

Alford defends the Rec. Text, in which he is followed by Klopper ; but

most critics and commentators adopt the other reading.

9. cruc
OkY]&amp;lt;nfjuj&amp;gt;

TW morw KCU dyaTrTjTw dSe\4&amp;gt;w. Observe the

delicacy with which Onesimus is given, as far as possible, the same

predicates as Tychicus and Epaphras, he and Tychicus being,

moreover, associated as subject of yvwpioikru/. He was not 8ta-

KOVOS or 0-wSouA.os, but as a faithful and beloved brother he is not

placed below them. Compare Rom. xvi. 6, 12.

os earn/ e ufiuc, who is of you, i.e. belongs to Colossae;

hitherto, indeed, only a slave, but now a brother beloved, Philem.

1 6. It deserves notice how St. Paul assumes that Onesimus will

be welcomed as such by his former master and by the Church.

Calvin s very natural remark,
&quot; Vix est credibile hunc esse servum

ilium Philemonis, quia furis et fugitivi nomen dedecori subjectum
fuisset,&quot; serves to put in strong relief this confidence of the apostle
in the Colossians.

irdrra upy yvwpiouaiv TO. w8e. This is not a formal restatement

of TO. KO.T e/j-e, but includes more than that phrase, and TO. irepl

fj/jiwv, namely, all that concerned the Church at Rome. This

would naturally include an account of the conversion of Onesimus,
who would be to them a living illustration of the success of St.

Paul s preaching in Rome. Note the change from yvwpto-ct to

yvwpiovcriv, in order more expressly to commend Onesimus to

their confidence.

Gdefg Vulg. Jerome, Ambrosiaster add after SiSe, Trpa,TT6fj.eva, a gloss
which looks as if it originated in the Latin, which could not literally render

TO, &de.

10. Ao&quot;iraeTH ufias Apurrapxos. Of Aristarchus we know that

he was a Macedonian of Thessalonica, Acts xix. 20, xx. 4 ;
a
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member of the deputation to Jerusalem ($.), and a companion of

St. Paul in the first part, at least, of his journey to Rome, Acts
xxvii. 2. Lightfoot (JPhilippians, p. 35) thought it probable that

he parted from St. Paul at Myra, having accompanied him at first

only because he was on his way home to Macedonia. If the

centurion in whose charge St. Paul was had not accidentally fallen in

at Myra with a ship sailing to Italy, their route would have taken them

through Philippi. If this view is correct, Aristarchus must have re

joined St. Paul at Rome at a later date. In any case, the notices

in Acts show that he would be well known in proconsular Asia.

6 o-uycuxfAaXuTos p,
u. aix/xaAwros properly means a captive

taken in war, and hence it has been supposed that it may here

have reference to spiritual captivity ;
cf. Rom. vii. 23 ;

2 Cor. x. 5 ;

Eph. iv. 8. But none of these passages justify such an interpreta
tion. In Rom. the verb is used of captivity to sin

;
in Eph. it is

in a quotation from a Psalm
;
while in Cor. it is the thoughts that

are brought into captivity so as to be obedient to Christ. There
is no analogy to support the supposed use of at^yaaAwro? absolutely
in the sense supposed. It would be particularly unlikely to be
so used in a letter actually written from prison.

On the other hand, St. Paul speaks of the service of Christ in

terms of military service
;

cf. 2 Tim. ii. 3, and o-ucn-paTiwT?^, Phil,

ii. 25 ;
Philemon 2. It is in accordance with this that he should

use the term
o-waix/*.aA.&amp;lt;oTos

here (and of Epaphras in Philem. 23).
It has been conjectured that St. Paul s helpers may have volun

tarily shared his imprisonment in turn
;

for Epaphras, who is here

a crwepyos, is in Philemon a crwai^/*., and Aristarchus here o-wat^/x.
is there a crwepyos.

MdpKos 6
dce&amp;lt;J/io9 BapyajBa,

&quot;

cousin,&quot; so defined by Pollux, iii.

28, dSeA&amp;lt;u&amp;gt;v TratSes avei^ioi, etre e/c TrarpaStA^w etcrt, cire IK fj.rjTpa-

8eA&amp;lt;o)v &amp;lt;/r e aSeAt^ou /ecu dSeA^rJs, eir e/c SVOLV nppeviav aSeAc^aJc eir*

e/c 8volv OrjXfLMv. The use of it for
&quot;

nephew
&quot;

is very late.

The relationship explains why Barnabas was more ready than

Paul to condone Mark s defection, Acts xv. 37-39. At the same

time, the passage throws light in turn on the rather remarkable
form of commendation here, &quot;if he comes unto you, receive him.&quot;

The Pauline Churches, which were aware of the estrangement,

might not be very ready to give a very hearty welcome to Mark.

Comp. 2 Tim. iv. IT. Sc^eo-flai is a regular term for hospitable

reception. See, for example, Matt. x. 14 ; John iv. 45 ; often also

in classical writers.

irepl ou, K.T.X. These injunctions probably had reference to

the friendly reception of Mark, so that their purport is repeated
in the following words.&quot;

11. IYJO-OUS 6 Xeyofievos IOUOTOS. Not mentioned elsewhere.

The surname Justus is applied to two other persons in the
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N.T., namely, Joseph Barsabbas, Acts i. 23, and a proselyte at

Corinth, Acts xviii. 7. It was a frequent surname amongst the

Jews.
ol orres EK irepiTOfjiTJs. These words are best connected with the

following, OUTOI fioVoi, K.T.X. The sense then is,
&quot; of those of the

circumcision, these alone
are,&quot;

etc. Otherwise, OVTOL yuovot would
not be true (see vv. 12-14), and 01 cWes e* TT. would have no signi

ficance. This construction, in which the more general notion

stands first as in a nominative absolute, and the particular notion

follows with the verb, is used by classical writers.

On this OVTOL //.ovoi comp. Phil. ii. 2O, ovSeva e^w lo-oi/ar^oi/.

o-u^ep-yoi is the predicate, so that the apostle does not apply the

term to the opponents.
oiTi^es as usual specifies, not the individuals, but the character,

&quot;men that proved.&quot; See on Lk. ii. 4. The aorist eyev^o-av
seems to refer to some definite recent occasion.

irapTjYopia,
&quot;

comfort,&quot; only here in N.T., frequent in Plutarch.

There is no ground for Bengel s distinction, that TrapafjLvdia refers

to domestic, and Trap-myopia to forensic trouble. So far as the

latter word has a technical sense, it is medical (cf.
&quot;

paregoric &quot;) ;

but it is commonly used of consolation in general.
12. E-n-a^pas, see i. 7.

6 ujjiwi .

&quot; Who is one of
you.&quot;

SoGXos Xpiorou MTJO-OU. A title frequently used by St. Paul of

himself, once of Timothy in conjunction with himself, Phil. i. i,

but not elsewhere of any other.

Trdvrore (ryam^op.ei os, K.T.\. Compare i. 29.
ira arf]T6 reXeioi Kal n-eirXTjpo^opTj/xeVoi.

&quot; That ye may Stand fast,

perfect and fully assured.&quot; o-rfjvai, as in Eph. vi. ii, 13, a/., con

veys the idea of standing firm
;
hence reXetot *ai TTCTTA. are secondary

predicates, the first expressing the objective moment, the second
the subjective; they were not only to be reAeiot ev Xpto-, i. 28,

but to have full assurance
;

cf. ii. 2. TrAT/po^opeiv in N.T. means
either &quot;to

fulfil,&quot;
as in 2 Tim. iv. 5, 17, or, &quot;to persuade fully,&quot;

as

in Rom. iv. 21, Tr\7)po(f&amp;gt;op-r]8f.i&amp;lt;;
on . . . 8vvar6&amp;lt;s eo-nv

; xiv. 5, ev TW
iStw voi Tr\rjpo(j}opiT(i). It is read in Rom. xv. 13, in B FG, where
the sense is

&quot;

fill
&quot;

; but the better attested reading is -rrXrjpwa-ai.

The Rec. Text here has TreTrXr/pw/xeVot. See on Lk. i. i.

iv -n-arrl 9e\r|p.aTi TOU 0eou.
&quot; In all the will of God &quot;

is not quite

correct, yet we cannot say
&quot;

every will of God.&quot; Lightfoot renders

&quot;in everything willed by God.&quot; The words are best connected
with TA. KOL TreTrA., not with crr^re, as the order of the words
shows, tra-vri probably has reference to the variety of circum
stances in which the Christian may find himself, with perhaps a
hint at the contrast with the definite external precepts of the false

teachers.
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is the reading of tf
c A C D G K L P and most mss., Chrys. Theodoret.

f, X* 1^23 71 a/., Euthal. (cod. Tisch.). Comp. Matt. ii. 9, xxvii.

II, in both which passages B C I 33 have ta-rdOi] for the Rec. ZffTT]. The
passive is adopted by the critical editors in all three places.

TrfTr\7]po&amp;lt;popiifj.^voi, fc&amp;lt;
A B C D* G al., Syr-Harcl. marg., Euthal. (cod.

Tisch.).

TreirXypufjitvoi, D c K L P most mss., Syr-Harcl. text, and Pesh. Arm.,
Chrys. Theodoret. As, however, ir\-qpo4&amp;gt;ope1v

is sometimes used with the

meaning &quot;fill,&quot; the versions cannot be quoted with certainty for the latter

reading, which probably slipped in as the more familiar and simpler word.

13. fuipTupu yap aurw. The apostle confirms by his testimony
what he has just said of Epaphras.

on exei iroXiic -novov. &quot;That he has much labour.&quot; TTOVOS is not

found elsewhere in N.T. except in the Apocalypse. It is, however,
a common word for struggle in battle, and hence corresponds with

the dywv of the apostle himself, ii. i, and with the dywi/(,o/tevos of

ver. 12. The two words occur in juxtaposition in Plato, Phaedr,

247 B, (.vQa. 8rj TTOVOS Tf. Kai aywv ecr^aros I/H^TJ ir/ooKemu.

iroXvv inJvov, N A B C P 80, Euthal. (cod. Tisch.), Old Lat. Vulg. Goth.

Boh. Arm.

r)Xov iroXvv, Rec., with KL most mss., Syr. (both), Chrys. Theodoret.

D 1*5
al. have TroXiV frjXov ; D* G, TTO\VV K&ITOV.

Five cursives have Tr6dov, and two (6 6y
2
) dy&va..

No doubt the rarity of ir6vos in the N.T. is responsible for the variety of

reading. It is found in the Apocalypse only.

oirep dfj-Civ
ical TWK ev AaoSiKeia Kal -ruv iv lepa-jroXei. Laodicea

and Hierapolis stood on opposite sides of the valley at a distance

of about six miles from one another, and twice as far from

Colossae. From the conjunction of the three names here it

appears probable that Epaphras stood in the same relation, as

evangelist, to the three, and also that they were threatened by the

same dangers ; as, indeed, their near neighbourhood and con

sequent frequent intercourse would suggest. Compare ii. 2.

14. do&quot;ird^eTai ujias AouKas 6 Larpos 6 dycnniTOS.
&quot; Luke the

physician, the beloved.&quot; Beyond question the evangelist, named
also 2 Tim. iv. ii as well as Philem. 24. It is interesting to find

two of the evangelists in St. Paul s company here. The reason of

his calling being specified may be that he was attending on St.

Paul in his professional capacity. It has been observed that his

first appearance in company with St. Paul, Acts xvi. 10, &quot;nearly

synchronises with an attack of the apostle s constitutional malady
(Gal. iv. 13, 14), so that he may have joined him partly in a

professional capacity
&quot;

(Lightfoot). From the manner in which he
is separated from the group in ver. 10 it is clear that he was a

Gentile. This is fatal, not only to the tradition that he was one
of the Seventy (which, &quot;indeed, is hardly consistent with the preface
to his Gospel), but also to the conjecture that he was the author of

the Epistle to the Hebrews. See on Lk. i. 2, x. 1-16, xxiv. 13-32.
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Kal AT|p.a9. Probably a contraction for Demetrius. It is

remarkable that he is named without any epithet of commenda
tion, which is the more striking as coming after 6 dyaTn/Tos. In

Philem. 24 he is named with Mark, Aristarchus, and Luke as a

o-wepyos of St. Paul. But in 2 Tim. iv. 10 he is mentioned as

having deserted St. Paul, dya^o-as TOV vvv atwva. Perhaps the

curt mention here foreshadows that desertion.

15. &amp;lt;xcnrdcra&amp;lt;70e TOUS f.v AaoSiKeia
d8e\&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;ous,

Kal
Nup,&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;dV,

Kal TTJC

Kar
1

OIKOJ aurwv (or aurou) eKK\T]criac. Nymphas (if this reading
is correct) is probably a short form of Nymphodorus ;

cf. Artemas
for Artemidorus, Zenas for Zenodorus (Tit. iii. 12, 13), Olympas
for Olympiodorus (Rom. xvi. 15), and perhaps Lucas for Lucanus.

rr/v KO.T OIKOV, K.T.\., i.e. the Church that assembled in their

house. The same expression occurs, Rom. xvi. 5 and i Cor.

xvi. 19, of the house of Prisca and Aquila at Rome and at Ephesus
respectively; also Philem. 2. Compare Acts xii. 12. Separate

buildings for the purpose of Christian worship seem not to be
traced earlier than the third century. Bingham, Antiq. viii. i. 13,

shows that special rooms were so set apart, but gives no instances

of separate buildings. Probst (Kirchliche Disciplin, p. 1 8 1
f.) is

referred to by Lightfoot as affording similar negative evidence. It

is curious that Chrysostom understands the expression to refer

only to the household of Nymphas. opa yovv TTOJS SeiKvucrt. /xeyav
TOV avSpa, ei ye 17

otKia avrov eKK\r)cria.

avrwv is difficult. Alford, Lightfoot, a!., understand it as

referring to ol -n-epl Nu/A&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;av.
Alford compares Xen. Mem. i. 2. 62,

lav TIS &amp;lt;avepos ylvrjrai KXeimov . . . TOUTOIS ^dvaros tcrrtv 17 r)p.ia.}

which is clearly not parallel, for TIS is one of a class, and TOVTOIS

all those belonging to that class. Lightfoot compares Xen. Anab.
iii. 3. 7, irpocrr)fL (M.i6pLoaTrj&amp;lt;s) TT/DOS TOVS &quot;EAA^vus&quot;

tTrei 8 eyyvs

eytVovro, K.T.A., and iv. 5. 33, eVei 8 rjXOov Trpos Xetpuro^ov, KaTfXd/j.-

(3avov Kal IKCIVOVS trKT/vowras. These also are not parallel, since

here, as in other languages, the force is called by the name of its

commander. Hence Meyer says that the plural cannot without

violence be referred to anything but &quot; the brethren in Laodicea

and Nymphas.&quot; He thinks, then, that by these brethren is meant
a Church distinct from that of Laodicea, but in filial relation to it,

and meeting in the same house. Lightfoot also suggests (as an

alternative to his first-mentioned view) that the &quot;brethren in

Laodicea &quot;

may refer to a family of Colossians settled in Laodicea.

The reading varies between avrCiv, avrov, and avTrjs.

For the plural, X A C P 5 9 17 23 34 39 47 73, Boh. (wrongly quoted by
Tisch. al. for ai roO, see Lightfoot), Arab. (Leipz. ), Euthalius (cod. Tisch.).

For ai/roD are DGKL 37 (cod. Leic.) nearly all cursives, Goth., Chrys.
Theodoret (expressly), Ambrosiaster.

For avrrjs, B 6j~.

The Latin versions have the singular
&quot;

ejus,&quot;
and so both Syriac. In the
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latter the gender would be indicated only by a point. The Pesh. is pointed

inconsistently, making Nympha feminine (Numphe) and the suffix (corre

sponding to avrov or O.VTTJS) masculine. The Harclean, again, has the suffix

feminine in the text, masculine in the margin. How the translator intended

the proper name to be taken is uncertain ; it may be either masc. or fern.

Lightfoot thinks probably the latter. The Greek name is accented as

feminine
(Nt/j.(j&amp;gt;ai&amp;gt;)

in B and Euthalius (cod. Tisch. ).

as a feminine name would be Doric, and the occur

rence of such a form here is highly improbable, aur^?, then, is

probably a correction suggested by this misunderstanding of

Nu/av. But it seems more probable that the scribe who made
the correction had avrov before him than aimov. auraJv, again,

might readily have been suggested to the mind of a copyist by his

recollection of Rom. xvi. 5 and i Cor. xvi. 19 assisted by the

occurrence of dSA&amp;lt;ovs just before.

avrrjt is adopted by Lachmann, Tregelles (margin), WH., v. Soden,
Weiss. Xi/i^ac being accentuated accordingly.

O.VT&V, by Tischendorf, Alford, Meyer, Tregelles (text).

O.&TOV, by De Wette (who designates abrwv &quot;false and unmeaning&quot;),

Ellicott.

16. KCU orai dyayvuaOT] imp uji.lv f] emoToXi]. Obviously the

present Epistle, as Rom. xvi. 22, Teprtos o ypauf/as rrjv f-mcrToXrjv :

I Thess. V. 27, avayvaHrOfjvai. rrjv tTrtcTToX^v : 2 Thess. iii. 14, Stfi

T?}S eVio-ToAT/s, these latter verses being of the nature of a post

script.

iroiT]craTe tra. Cf. John xi. 37. iroieiv, in the sense &quot;take

care,&quot; is sometimes followed by oirws, as in Herod, i. 8, TTOU-C OKWS

CKfLvrjv 6f.rjcrf.aL yv/jLvrjv : lb. 209, Troiee OKOOS tiredv . . . o&amp;gt;s /xoi

Karao-Tyo-fls rov TratSa. So with
&amp;lt;Ls,

Xen. Cyrop. vi. 3. 1 8.

ira Kal iv TTJ AaoSiKeui/ KK\i(](Tia a.vayvu(rQr\. See the similar

direction I Thess. V. 27, dvayvaxr^vat rr/v eV. Tracrt TOIS dSeX^ots.

The present Ep. was to be read in the assembly of the Church,
and a copy sent to Laodicea and similarly read there. Compare
the address 2 Cor. i. i, which implies the sending of copies to

neighbouring Churches.
Kal TTJK CK Aao&iKeias. Chrysostom says that some understood

this of a letter written from Laodicea to St. Paul. The Syriac-
Pesh. also renders &quot;written from

L.&quot;;
and so Theodore Mops.,

Theodoret, and many others, including Beza, a Lapide, Estius,

and some recent commentators. But why should St. Paul direct

the Colossians to get from Laodicea the letter written to him, of

which he could not assume even that the Laodiceans had retained

a copy? and how would the letter of the Laodiceans edify the

Colossians ? Moreover, Kal tyxas obviously implies that the

Laodiceans were the^ receivers of the letter. Theophylact sup

poses the first Epistle to Timothy to be meant, which, according
to the subscription, was written from Laodicea. This subscrip-
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tion, indeed, probably owes its origin to the theory, which was
earlier than Theophylact, and appears in the margin of the

Philoxenian Syriac. Other Epistles of St. Paul have been similarly
said in some of the Versions to be &quot;

written from Laodicea &quot;

(see

Lightfoot). It is fatal to all such hypotheses that St. Paul had not

been at Laodicea before this time
(ii. i), and, even had he been

there, had now been some time in prison, and therefore could not

have written any letter recently from Laodicea.

These hypotheses are obviously founded on the error that
rj

IK

A. must mean &quot;the letter written from L.
&quot; But this is not so.

When the article with a preposition expresses a substantival notion,
it is often proleptic, a construction which is called the attraction

of prepositions (Jelf, 647), Thucyd. ii. 34, OdirTova-L TOVS IK TO&amp;gt;V

TroAeyucov : iii. 22, r/trOovro ol e/c TOJV Trvpywv &amp;lt;f&amp;gt;v\a.K.f&amp;lt;;
: vi. 32, uvoreu-

XOVTO Se KCU 6 aAXos o/^tAos 6 e T}S yijs.
Most of the instances,

indeed, cited by Jelf, I.e., and others are with verbs implying
motion, as in Luke xi. 13, xvi. 26.

Assuming, then, as certain that the Epistle was one written by
St. Paul to Laodicea, we have three alternatives to choose from.

First, there is extant an Epistle actually bearing the title
&quot; To the

Laodiceans.&quot; It is extant only in Latin, but must have been

originally written in Greek. Of it Jerome says (
Vir. III. 5) :

&quot;

legunt quidam et ad Laodicenses, sed ab omnibus exploditur.&quot;

It is, indeed, abundantly condemned by internal evidence. It is

a mere cento of Pauline phrases put together with no definite

connexion or purpose, and absolutely destitute of any local

allusion, except in the last line, which is obviously borrowed from
the verse before us, viz. :

&quot;

et facite legi Colosensibus et Colos-

ensium vobis.&quot; As Erasmus truly and strikingly expresses it :

&quot;nihil habet Pauli praeter voculas aliquot ex caeteris ejus epistolis
mendicatas. . . . Non est cujusvis hominis Paulinum pectus

effingere. Tonat, fulgurat, meras flammas loquitur Paulus. At

haec, praeterquam quod brevissima est (about as long as this ch.

iv.), quam friget, quam jacet ! . . . Nullum argumentum efficacius

persuaserit earn non esse Pauli quam ipsa epistola.&quot; It is found,

however, in many copies of the Latin Bible from the sixth to the

fifteenth century, and, as Lightfoot observes, for more than nine
centuries it

&quot; hovered about the doors of the sacred canon, without
either finding admission or being peremptorily excluded,&quot; until at

the revival of learning it was finally condemned on all sides. The
Latin text of the Epistle will be found on p. 308. A full account
of its history with a collation of the principal MSS., also a transla

tion into Greek, will be found in Ligntfoot.

Secondly, it may be a lost Epistle. We have no reason to

question the possibility of St. Paul having written letters which
have not come down to us (compare, perhaps, i Cor. v. 9) ;

but in
20
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the present case we may observe, first, that the Epistle referred to

was one to which some importance was attached by St. Paul

himself, so that he himself directs that it be read publicly in two
distinct Churches (for the passage justifies us in assuming that it

was publicly read in Laodicea as well as Colossae) ; and, secondly,
that in consequence of this direction not only must it have been

copied, but great publicity was, in fact, assured to it. The Epistle
to Philemon, which was in itself unimportant, and private, was not
allowed by the Colossians to be lost, how much less an important
public letter ? Again, we know of three Epistles sent at this time
to Asia Minor, namely, those to the Ephesians, to the Colossians,
and to Philemon. It is best not to assume a fourth unless we are

compelled to do so, which it will be seen we are not. In any case

it could hardly have been an Epistle addressed to the Laodiceans,
since if it had been we should not have salutations to the Lao
diceans in this Epistle, not to say that it would be called rrjv Trpos

AaoSiKeas rather than T^V c/c A.

The third alternative is that the Epistle is one of those that we

possess under another title. As early as the fourth century the

claim was put forward on the part of the Epistle to the Hebrews

by Philastrius, apparently from conjecture only, and one or two
modern writers have adopted the same hypothesis. But in spite
of some partial coincidences, it is really impossible to suppose
these two Epistles to have been written at the same time by the

same author to the same neighbourhood.
The Epistle to Philemon has also been suggested, and Wieseler

(Chronol. des Apost. Zeifalter, p. 450 ff.) speaks of this identifica

tion as scarcely open to doubt; but that Epistle is entirely private,
and the delicacy of its appeal would be destroyed if St. Paul

directed it to be read in public.
There remains the Epistle to the Ephesians, which we know

to have been written about the same time as the Epistle to the

Colossians, and conveyed by the same messenger, and which, on

quite distinct grounds, is, with high probability, regarded as a

circular letter (see Introduction).
Iva, K&amp;lt;X! u/ieis dcayyuTe.

&quot; See that ye also read.&quot; It would be
rather awkward to make this Iva. depend directly on Troi^o-are. It

may be taken independently, as in Gal. ii. 10, fiovov TU&amp;gt;V TTTW^WV
iva p.vr)fj.ovevwfj.v : 2 Cor. viii. 7, Iva KOL Iv ravrf] rrj ^aptn TTC/HO--

a-fV7)T (John ix. 3; 2 Thess. iii. 9; i John ii. 19 are not quite

parallel).

OTTCDS is frequently used by classical writers in a similar manner.

Here, however, as Troi^o-are has just preceded followed by Iva, it

is perhaps more natural to understand before this Iva,
&quot; see that,&quot;

taken out of Trotr/cra-re by a sort of zeugma.
17. Kul eiirare Apxtirirw. Archippus, called by St. Paul his
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o-uo-rpaTiwT^s (Philem. 2), was probably a son of Philemon, and a

leading presbyter at Colossae (to suppose him to be a regular

bishop would be an anachronism), or perhaps an
&quot;evangelist&quot;

(Eph. iv. u). Lightfoot thinks it more probable that he resided

at Laodicea (of which place the Apostolic Constitutions make him

bishop), and accounts thus for St. Paul not addressing him

directly. Contrast the direct address, Phil. iv. 3. But there the

request addressed to the &quot;

true yokefellow
&quot;

is a special one
; here

it is general, and the form adopted gives it an official character

which is natural and suitable
j

in fact, a direct address would have
the appsarance of harshness and discourtesy to the Colossians,
and this the more the greater the authority he possessed. Would
not this be the impression inevitably produced, if after animad

verting on the heretical teaching in Colossae, the apostle had

added,
&quot; and thou, see that thou fulfil thy office

&quot;

?

PXeire, &quot;look
to&quot;; compare I Cor. i. 26, /JAeYere TTJV K\f)(riv

V/AWV : X. 1 8, /JAeTrere rov Icrpar/A Kara. crapKa. In Phil. iii. 2,

/3Ae7TTe TOVS Kwas, K.T.A., the idea is of being on one s watch

(against).

TT]v SiaKOKiac. Clearly some office more important than the

diaconate, properly so called, is intended here. So 2 Tim. iv. 5,

rrjv SiaKoviav crov
TrXr)po(f&amp;gt;6pr)(rov

: compare Acts xii. 25, irXrjpw-

cravres rrjv SiaKovtav (of a special mission to Jerusalem).

r\v -n-apeXa{3es Iv Kupiw. The qualification ev Kupiw probably

belongs both to the person and to the reception of the office
; as

living in the Lord, he received it, and he received it as committed
to him in the service of the Lord.

ira auTY]f TrXripois. For the construction, compare 2 John 8
;

and for the sense, 2 Tim. iv. 5 quoted above.

The admonition reminds us, indeed, of the admonitions to

Timothy and Titus. If Archippus was a young man, and recently

appointed to his office, it would be a natural reminder of its

greatness and its difficulty ;
and there is no need to suppose that

a covert censure on his previous laxity is implied.
18. 6 do-irao-fjios TTJ p,TJ \eipl flauXou = I Cor. xvi. 21 2 Thess.

iii. 17. In the latter passage St Paul states that this was his

usual custom.

(j.fTjjj.oi
cueTe

fjtou
TWC Sco-piy. An appeal, touching in its brevity,

and one which could not proceed from an imitator. He does not
ask specially for their prayers, their sympathy, that they should

spare him further anxiety, or the like ; but all these are included
in the request that they

&quot; were ever to keep before them the fact

that one who so deeply cared for them, and loved them, and to

whom their perils of false doctrine occasioned such anxiety, was a

prisoner in chains,&quot; Alford
;
who adds,

&quot; when we read of his

chains we should not forget that they moved over the paper as
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he wrote. His hand was chained to the soldier that kept him.&quot;

This circumstance perhaps explains the singular abruptness of the

request.

YJ x&amp;lt;p
is F*

6^ U/AWI . This short form of benediction is used also

in i Tim. vi. 21 and 2 Tim. iv. 22. ij x*P ts used thus absolutely
occurs only in the later Epistles. In the earlier it is defined by
the addition of TOV Kuptou [T^/XWV] I^cro? [Xpto-rou],

A/j.tfv is added in tf D K L P and most mss., d e f Vulg. Goth. Syr.

(both), Boh. etc.

Omitted in X* A B C F G 17 6;
2

, g al.

For the subscription, tfABCDGLPtf/. have Trpds KoXaircraets (or

KoXoa-a-aets, B001&quot; D F G L P, etc.), to which A B add cbrd pw/x?js (pupi] A),
and so Syr. (both) ; but Boh. has &quot;scripta Athenis.&quot;

Some later authorities, K L and many cursives, add 5i& Tvxt/coO /cai

For other varieties and additions, see Tischendorf.

Here follows the text of the spurious Epistle from a MS. in

the Library of Trinity College, Dublin.

AD LAODICENSES.

Paulus Apostolus non ab hominibus neque per hominem ; sed

per Jhesum Christum fratribus qui sunt Laodicie. Gratia vobis

et pax a Deo patre nostro et Domino Jhesu Christo.

Gratias ago Deo meo per omnem orationem meam quod
permanentes estis in eo et perseverantes in operibus eius, pro-
missum expectantes in die iudicii. Neque destituant vos quo-
rundam vaniloquia insinuantium, ut vos avertant a veritate evangelii

quod a me praedicatur etsi faciet Deus ut qui sunt ex me ad

perfectum veritatis evangelii et servientes et facientes benignitatem

operum salutis vite eterne. Et nunc palam sunt vobis vincla mea
quae patior in Christo quibus laetor et gaudeo et hoc mihi est ad
salutem perpetuam quod ipsum factum orationibus vestris et

administrante Spiritu Sancto, sive per vitam sive per mortem, est

enim michi vivere vita in Christo et mori gaudium et in id ipsum
vobis faciet misericordiam suam ut eandem dilectionem habeatis

et sitis unanimes. Ergo dilectissimi ut audistis praesentia mei, ita

retinete et facite in timore Dei et erit vobis vita eterna, est enim
Deus qui operatur in vobis et facite sine retractu quecumque
facitis et quod est [reliquum] dilectissimi gaudete in Christo et

praecavete sordidos in lucro. Omnes sint petitiones vestre palam
apud Deum et estote firmi in sensu Christi et quae integra sunt

et vera et pudica et iusta et amabilia facite, et quae audistis

et accepistis in corde retinete et erat [sic\ vobis pax. Salutant

vos sancti. Gratia Domini nostri Jhesu cum spiritu vestro. Et

facite legi epistolam colosencium vobis.
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Hippocrates, 20, 144, 185, 272.

Hippolytus, 214, 258, xii.

Hitzig, 139.

Hofmann, 176, 233.

Holtzmann, 40, 216, xiii, xiv xxiii,

li, al.
&quot;

Holy Apostles,&quot; 82.

Homer, II, 41, 53, 74, 118, 147,

186, 277, 279.

Hope and love, 196.

Hort, 80, 136, iv, xx, xxii, xxxi.

Humility, 105.

Ignatius, 246, 284, 287, viii xi.
&quot; Imitators of God,&quot; 146.

&quot;Incidental revelation,&quot; 33.
&quot; In the Lord,&quot; 103.
Infinitive of end, 317.

of object, 297, 298
Irenaeus, 13.

Isaeus, 226.

Isidore of Pelusium, 212.

Isocrates, 170, 265.
&quot;

It saith,&quot; III, 156.

Jelf, 48, 305-

Jeremiah, vi, IO, 57-

Jewish notions, 116, 142, 247, 298.

Jerome, xxxi ; Comm. passim.

John St., Gospel of; its relation to

Eph., xxviii.

&quot;Joint,&quot; ambiguity of, 125.

Josephus, 12, 45, 121, 247, 257, 260,

264, 266, 286, 289, xlviii.

Judaic element in Colossian Church,
xlviii.

Jiilicher, xiv, xvi, lii.

Justin, 93, 212.

Juvenal, 255-

Kepler, 248.

Kiene, x.

Kneeling in prayer, 93.

Kuhl, 248.

Labour, Christian, object of, 142.

Laodicea, Council of, 268.

Epistle from, 237, 302, 304, iii,

v, vii, xii, al.

Le Clerc, 267.
Life of God, 130.

Lightfoot, &quot;Biblical Essays,&quot; v, xiii.

Liturgy, whether quoted, 158.

Liturgies, 164.

Locke, 19, 88.
&quot; Lower parts of the earth,&quot; 115.

Lucian, 12, 36, 98, 248, 277, 286.

Luke, 302.

Lycus Valley, natural phenomena, xlix.

Churches of, xlviii.

Lysias, 224, 275.

Mahaffy, Dr., lii, liii.

Malalas, 85.

Mangold, xiii, xxx.

Marcion, 227, ii, xiii, li.

Marcosians, 13, 209.
Mark, 300.

Marriage ; why called a &quot; Sacra

ment,&quot; 175.

Mayerhoff, li.

Metaphors, mixture of, 97, 119, 245.
Middle voice, 18, 38, 156, 272.

Middleton, 153.

Milligan, Dr., vii.

Milton, 33.

Monro, Homeric Gram., 78.

Mtiller, Max, 285.
Muratorian Canon, v, 1L
&quot;

Mystery,&quot; 15.

Mystery of God, 239.

Mysteries, words supposed to be
borrowed from, 236.

Name, &quot;in the name
of,&quot; 163.

Neander, 247,

Nemesius, 269.

Nominative, irregular, 96.

Nympha or Nymphas, 303.

Onesimus, 299.

Onthovius, 103.

Original sin, 45.

Origen on the address of Ep. to

Eph., ii.

on redemption, 13.
on angels, 33.
a peculiar reading of his, 263.

Paley, 189, xx.

Pandects, 68.
&quot; Paradox of the Crucifixion,&quot; 262.

Participle, paraphrases with, 275.
Paul, St. , hisstyle, a singularity of, xxi.

Pearson, Bp., 109, x.

Perfect tense, 26.
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Perowne, Bp., 260.

Persians, 148.

Philemon, Ep. to, Ivii, Iviii.

Philippians, Ep. to, Ivii, Iviii.

Philo, 12, 14, 35, 36, 44, 45, 76, 96,

203, 210, 214, 217, 246, 259, 264,

268, 289, 293, 296.

Philostratus, I2O.

Photius, 129, 229, 266.

Phrynichus, 69, 73, 84.

Pindar, 31, 149.

Plato, 12, 14, 16, 26, 29, 53, 58, 59,

64, 83, 90, 95, 124, 149, 151, 179,

215, 217, 226, 236, 242, 243, 256,

260, 264, 275, 279, 283.

Plautus, 149, 285.

Pliny, xlvii.

Plutarch, II, 12, 14, 38, 41, 107,

141, 143, 149, 161, 170, 218, 243,

248, 258, 262, 293, 298.
Platonic doctrine of Ideas, 285.

Polyaenus, 183.

Polybius, 12, 39, 120, 122, 128, 131,

136, 155, 160, 181, 182, 272, 283.

Polycarp, 133, 139, xi.

Martyrdom of, 160.

Present tense, 73.

Principalities, 88, 259.
Probst, 303.
&quot;

Proclivi
scriptioni,&quot; etc., xlv.

&quot;Prophesy,&quot; IO, 117.

Pythagoreans, 42, 141, 288.

Quintilian, 18.

Quotations from O.T., no, 157.

Rabbinic views, 42, 60, 142, 151,
182, 210.

Ramsay, Prof., 159, xlviii.

Rashi, 113.

Reading, the more difficult, xlv.

Reconciliation of things in heaven,
222.

Reiche, 114, 172, 290, 292, viii.

Reiske, 217.

Renan, xvi.

Keuss, li, Iviii.
&quot;

Right hand of God,&quot; 32.
Ritschl, 12, 223, 248, 260.

Robertson (Arch.), xv, xvi.

Rosetta Stone, 261.
&quot; Rudiments of the world,&quot; 247.

Sacrificial words, 227.

Salmon, Dr., xxvi, xxvii, lii
t Iviii.

Sanday and Headlam, 78, 174.

Scaliger, 9.

Schleiermacher, 214, 219, xiii.

Scholefield, 233.

Schottgen, 147, 151, 182, 251.
Schott, xxvii.

Schwegler, xiv.

Scythians, 286.

Self-love, 171

Seneca, 178.

Seufert, xxvi.

Seventy (LXX), the fallacious mode
of reference to, 14.

Seventy, the, termed apostles, 117.
Shadow of things to come, 264.

Shakespeare, n, 15.

Simplicius, 288.

Sophocles, 58, 59, 84, 97, 170, 260,
268.

Spitta, 248.

Stobaeus, 165.
Stoics, 144.

Strabo, xlvii.

Suidas, 36.

Subject, change of, 257.
Sumner, 276.

Svoboda, xlix.

Tacitus, 40, 289, xxxL

Targum, 112.

Taylor, Dr. C., 270.

Tenses, 73, 136, 144, 244, 279, 284.

Tertullian, 117, 219, 220, 226, ii, 1.

Testaments of the XII. Patriarchs,

33, 42, 145, 182, 216, 267.
Testamentum Salomonis, 148.

Themistius, 273.

Theophrastus, 203.

Thrones, etc., 216.

Thucydides, 128, 1 86, 224, 275, 305.

Toup, 267.

Trench, 104, 106, 133, 161, 249.

Trophimus, 61.
&quot; Truth as it is in

Jesus,&quot; 135.

Tychicus, 190, 298.

Ussher, vi.

Usteri, xiii.

Vail of the Court of Gentiles, 6l.

Valentinians, xii, Ivi.

Virtue, threefold division, 153.

Vitringa, 32.

Weiss on &quot;

in Christ,&quot; 5.

Westcott on Heb. cited, 12.

on St. John cited, 13.

Wetstein, 215, 262, 277, 286,

288, a/.



II. GREEK WORDS

Wieseler, 306.

Winer, 26, 100, 103, 228, 229, 255.

Xenophon, 35, 36, 45, 6l, 83, 84,

129, 134, 145, 150, 179,242,243,
273, 33, xlvii, Hi.

Zonaras, 266, 268.

II. GREEK WORDS.

E. stands for Ephesians, C. for Colossians.

], E. v. 9.

&yioi, E. i. 2, ii. 19.

&6eos, E. ii. 12.

ddvfj.eiv, C. iii. 21.

aiffxpoXoyla, C. iii. 8.

aluv, E. ii. 2.

fiXaj, C. iv. 6.

aX??$ei;e , E. iv. 15.

dXXci, E. v. 24 ; C. ii. 5.

fiXwrts, E. vi. 2O.

dfj.ufj.os, E. i. 4, v. 27 ; C. i. 22.

dva-, in compos., E. i. 10, iv. 23.

dva.Ka.ivow, C. iii. 10.

a.vaKe&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;a\aiov&amp;lt;rdai,
E. i. IO.

dvaarpfxp-f), E. iv. 22.

dvTjKev, E. v. 4 ; C. iii. 18.

dvTa.va.ir\-r)povv, C. i. 24.

dvraTrddocris, C. iii. 24.

dvn-, in compos., C. i. 24.
O.VTI TOI/TOU, E. v. 31.
direicdijeo dai, C. ii. 15, iii. 9.

aTrticSvcris, C. ii. II.

din&amp;lt;]\\oTpiw(j.tvoi, E. ii. 12, iv. 18 ;

C. i. 21.

dir\6rr]s, E. vi. 5 ; C. iii. 22.

a.irodvr)ffK.eLV dirb, C. ii. 2O.

dTroKa,Ta.\\dffffLv
i E. ii. 1 6 j C. i. 2O,

22.

dirt&amp;gt;Kpv(j)os, C. ii. 3.

diroXvrpuo-is, E. i. 7, 14, iv. 30 ; C.
i. 14.

ciTrixpTjcris, C. ii. 22.

dppafiwv, E. i. 14.

dpx^, E. i. 21 ; C. i. 18, ii. IO.

dpxai, E. iii. 10, vi. 12 ; C. i. 16, ii.

IS-

dffeXyela,, E. iv. 19.

dauTia, E. v. 1 8.

d&amp;lt;peiSia, C. ii. 23.

d&amp;lt;pf&amp;lt;ris,
E. i. 7.

a&amp;lt;/&amp;gt;?7,
E. iv. 1 6 ; C. ii. 19.

dipOapffta,, E. vi. 24.

, pairTtap.6s,, C. ii. 12.

,
C. iii. n.

, C. iv. 17.

i, E. i. II.

w, C. iii. 5 ; and see on ii. 18.

uxrts, C. ii. 15.

,
E. iii. 7.

etv, pregnant, E. iii. 19.

, C. ii. 3.

v, C. iv. 3.
eLv

}
C. ii. 15.

C. iv. II.

5td/3oXos, E. iv. 27.

diaKovia, C. iv. 17.

Stdcota, E. ii. 3.

5t5a&amp;lt;r/caX/a, C. ii. 22.

Siicaios, C. iv. I.

d6y/j.a, E. ii. 15 ; C. ii. 14.

doyjj.a.Tieiv, C. ii. 2O.

56|a, E. i. 17.

lyeipe, E. v. 14.

ide\o8pj]ffKela., C. ii. 23.

etye, Introd. iv
; E. iii. 2, iv. 21.

eZ/c?}, C. iii. 1 8.

eiKdiv, C. i. 15.
etvai eh, C. ii. 22.

eiprjvoTroieiv, E. i. 2O.

K\tye&amp;lt;rdai, E. i. 4.

6re/)os, E. iii. 8.

v, E. v. II, 13.

fipaTevew, C. ii. l8.

y with dative, whether of the &quot;

ele

ment, or
sphere,&quot; E. iv. 4, 14, 17.

vtpyeia., E. i. 19.

vi, C. iii. II.

ovffia, E. i. 21 ; roO dtpos, ii. 2;
roO ffudrovs, C. i. 13.

j-ovfflcu, E. iii. 10, vi. 12 ; C. i. 16,
ii. 15.

w, oi ?|w, C. iv. 5.

,
with dative, E. ii. IO.

Triyiv&amp;lt;J!)&amp;lt;rKetv,
C. i. 6.
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tiriyvdMTis, C. i. 9
tirL-x.opriyeiv, C. ii. 19.

fTTLxopriyicL, E. iv. 16.

tiroiKo5o/j.eiv, E. ii. 2O.

iirovpdvios, E. i. 3, 20, ii. 6, iii. IO,
vi. 12.

ipydfecrOai, C. iii. 23.

ipyaffia, E. iv. 19.

ipedlfav, C. iii. 21.

fToifJLaa-ia, E. vi. 15.

eudpfffTOS, E. v. IO.

evdoKeiv, C. i. I9
fvSoKla, E. i. 5, 9.

ei)Xo7i7r6s, E. i. 3.

evrpaweXta, E. v. 4.

(irxapiffreiv, E. i. 16.

euxaptirrta, E. v. 4 ; C. ii. 7i iv. 2.

euxdpiffros, C. iii. 15-
&amp;gt; s

&amp;gt;

C. i. 21.

fwi}, E. iv. 18.

T)\ida, E. iv. 13.

v, E. i. II.

6t\uv iv, C. ii. 18.

Gearys, C. ii. 9.

Biyydveiv, C. ii. 21.

OpiafAfifveiv, C. ii. 15.

, E. v. 2.

1W, E. ii. 9 ; C. L 19 ; position, E.
iii. 1 8.

IffOTys, C. iv. I.

Ko.9 V/JLO.S, E. i. 15.

KO,[, special use of, E. i. 21, v. 18 ; C.
ii. i, 5.

Kaipos, E. i. 10.

/caret, E. iv. 24.

Karappa^eveiv, C. ii. 18.

KarapTifffjibs, E. iv. 12.

Ko.roi.KeLv, E. iii. 17 ; C. i. 19.

Kei/e/JL^aTevetv, ? C. ii. l8.

K\-rjpovofji.ia, C. ii. 24.

K\rjpos, C. i. 2.

K\-r)povv, E. i. II.

KOfj.L^fcr9ai, E. vi. 8.

Kofffj.oKpaTupt E. vi. 12.

Kparelv, C. ii. 19.

K/XXTOS, E. i. 19.

Kpiveiv, C. ii. 1 6.

KTiffiv, E. ii. 10 ; C. i. 16.

/cr^o-ts, C. i. 15.

X^y, E. iv. 8, v. 14.

X670J ZX LV
&amp;gt;

C. ii. 23.

\vrpovv, see on E. i. 6.

/MKpoQv/j.la, E. iv. 2; C. i. II, iii.

12.

fw.pTijpofj.ai, with infin., E. iv. 17.

s, E. iv. 17.

s, not= English
&quot;

great, &quot;E.v. 32.
, absent, E. v. 8.

s, Iv /JLepfL, C. ii. 1 6.

s, iv /jLtcrov, C. ii. 14.

v, E. ii. 14.

f, /j.7jTe, E. iv. 27.

Tj, C. iii. 13.

(j.v&amp;lt;rTT}piov,
E. i. 9, iii. 3, 4, 9, v. 32,

vi. 19 ; C. i. 26, 27, ii. 2.

, E. ii. I.

,
with gen., E. ii. 12.

s, E. ii. 19.

.-/!,
E. ii. 21.

oiKovofj-La, E. i. 10 ; Introd. xvii.

6vojjLo., E. i. 21.

6i&amp;gt;o/JLdfciv, E. i. 21, iii. 15.

ocrioTTjs, E. v. 24.

Sens, E. iii. 13, iv. 19, vi. I; C. iv.

II.

oirrws, E. v. 28.

6(f&amp;gt;6a\/j.o5ov\ela., E. vi. 6 ; C. iii. 22.

irdOos, C. iii. 5.

iravovpyla, E. iv. 14.

irapa.Ka.Xe i i
, E. iv. I, vi. 22.

irapa\oyL^ecrdai, C. ii. 4.

irapaTTTUfM, E. i. 7, ii. I , C. iL 13.

trapaffTrjcrai, E. v. 27 ; C. L 22.

jrapyyopla, C. iv. II.

irdpoiKos, E. ii. 19.

vapopyLff/j.6s, E. vi. 4.

Trappijeia, E. iii. 12, vi. 19 ; C. ii.

15-

jrapprjffid^effdai, E. vi. 2O.

was, without article, E. ii. 21, iii. 15.

iraTrjp, E. iv. 17.

iroLTpid, E. iii. 15.

irepi and vtrtp, E. vi. 1 8.

n-Tr\r]potpop-r)fjL^i&amp;gt;oi, C. iv. 12.

irepLirarelv iv, E. ii. 2
; C. iii. 7

7re/&amp;gt;i7ro/77&amp;lt;ris,
E. i. 14.

irt^a^oXoY/a, C. ii. 4.

iriKpaiveffdai, C. iii. 19.

iriffTds Iv, E. i. I.

irXeoyel/a, E. iv. 19, v. 3 ; C. iii. 5.

irXrjpovfjLfvos, E. i. 13.

ir\iipovv Tbv \6yov, C. i. 25.



III. LATIN WORDS 315

ir\tlpov&amp;lt;r0ai ti&amp;gt;,
E. v. 18 ; C. ii. IO.

ir\ripo&amp;lt;popeiv, C. iv. 12.

ir\-rjpocpopia, C. ii. 2.

7r\77pwyua, E. i. 10, 23, iii. 19, iv. 13 ;

C. i. 19, ii. 9.

Tr\r;cr/J.ovr], C. ii. 23.

TrXoiVios, C. iii. 1 6.

TrXoOros, E. i. 7 ; C. i. 27 ; Introd. xxi.

irvev/jLariKOS, E. i. 3, vi. 12.

TroieiV, E. iii. II.

TroteZj Trpddetnf, E. iii. 12.

woiri/j.a, E. ii. IO.

jroi/j,r]v, E. iv. II.

TroXirefa, E. ii. 12.

TToXuTroiKtAoy, E. iii. IO.

7rpe&amp;lt;r/3ei/w
^p dXutret, E. vi. 2O

;
Introd.

xxii.

irpoeroifidfeii , E. ii. IO.

11756?, C. ii. 23.

ir/jds o, E. iii. 4.

irpoffayuyTr/, E. ii. 18, iii. 12.

irpoffevxti and dfycris, E. vi. 18.

Trpoacpopa, E. v. 2.

n-po(7wiro\-r]\l/ia, E. vi. 9 ; C. iii. 25.

irpuTetieiv, C. i. 1 8.

y, E. vi. 2.

TOKos, C. i. 15, 18.

is, E. iv. 1 8.

, E. v. 26.

, E. iii. 18.

&amp;lt;rairp65,
E. iv. 29.

ffoipia, E. i. 8, 17 ; C. i. 9, ii. 3.

&amp;lt;T7rXa7%^a, C. iii. 12.

ffirovSdffii ,
E. iv. 3.

(rrep^ai/ia, C. ii. 5

ffrfjvai, E. vi. II, 13; C. iv. 12.

(TTotxela, C. ii. 8.

&amp;lt;rv\ayuyeivt C. ii. 8.

ffvjJ.fiLfideiJ ) E. iv. 1 6.

ffv/x/jLvcrrris, Introd. xi.

ffwaix/^dXuTOS, C. iv. IO.

ffvvap/j.oXoyeiv, E. iv. 16.

ffwdecr/j.6s, E. iv. 16 ; C. ii. 19.

cvvepyos, C. iv. II.

ffvvecns, C. i. 9.

ffu/jLa, C. i. 22, ii. II, 17.

iKus, C. ii. 9.

ra is, C. ii. 5.

Taireivoffipoa ^7;, E. iv. 2.

T^, E. iii. 18.

rAetos, C. i. 28, iv. 12.

rtyuij, C. ii. 23.

TIS, with particip. and article, C. ii. 8.

vfj-vos, E. v. 19; C. iii. 16.

inrevavrlos, C. ii. 14.

iiirtp and irepi, E. vi. 1 8.

CiTre/)-, compounds with, E. iii. 20.

inrojj.ov/1, C. i. II.

&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;avepovi&amp;gt;,
C. iv. 4.

(pavepovadai, E. v. 13 ; C. i. 26, iii. 4.

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;i\offO(f&amp;gt;ia,
C. ii. 8.

&amp;lt;f&amp;gt;pay/j.6s,
E. ii. 14.

(ppovrjffis, E. i. 8.

&amp;lt;pv(rei,
E. ii. 3.

xct/3 s&amp;gt;

E. i. 6 ; C. iii. 16, iv. 6, a/.

XapLTovv, E. i. 6.

Xeipoypa(f&amp;gt;ov, C. ii. 14.

XPa, E. iv. 29.

%wpts, E. ii. 12.

\j/d\/j.6s, E. v. 19 ; C. iii. 16.

if/evSeff6ai, C. iii. 9.

if/evdos, E. iv. 25.

^s, E. vi. 6 ; C. iii. 23.

ij, E. v. 19 ; C. iii. 16.

aedificatoriae, 230.
arbitrium, 289.
causa e.xernplaris, 214.

chirographumt 251.

fumus, 147.

III. LATIN WORDS.

interpolare, iL

luxuria, 1 6 1.

morologns, 149.

satisfactoriae, z

urbanitas, 149.
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&quot; A decided advance on all other commentaries.&quot; THE OUTLOOK.

DEUTERONOMY.
By the Rev. S. R. DRIVER, D.D.,

Regius Professor of History, and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford.

Crown 8vo. Net, $3.00.

&quot;No one could be better qualified than Professor Driver to write a critical

and exegetical commentary on Deuteronomy. His previous works are author

ities in all the departments involved; the grammar and lexicon of the Hebrew

language, the lower and higher criticism, as well as exegesis and Biblical the

ology; . . . the interpretation in this commentary is careful and sober in the

main. A wealth of historical, geographical, and philological information illus

trates and elucidates both the narrative and the discourses. Valuable, though

concise, excursuses are often given.&quot; The Congregationalist.

&quot;

It is a pleasure to see at last a really critical Old Testament commentary
in English upon a portion of the Pentateuch, and especially one of such merit.

This I find superior to any other Commentary in any language upon Deuter

onomy.&quot; Professor E. L. CURTIS, of Yale University.

&quot;This volume of Professor Driver s is marked by his well-known care and

accuracy, and it will be a great boon to every one who wishes to acquire a

thorough knowledge, either of the Hebrew language, or of the contents of the

Book of Deuteronomy, and their significance for the development of Old Tes

tament thought. The author finds scope for displaying his well-known wide

and accurate knowledge, and delicate appreciation of the genius of the

Hebrew language, and his readers are supplied with many carefully con

structed lists of words and expressions. He is at his best in the detailed

examination of the text.&quot; London Athcnaum.

&quot;

It must be said that this work is bound to take rank among the best com

mentaries in any language on the important book with which it deals. On

every page there is abundant evidence of a scholarly knowledge of the litera

ture, and of the most painstaking care to make the book useful to thorough

students.&quot; - The Lutheran Churchman.

&quot; The deep and difficult questions raised by Deuteronomy are, in every in

stance, considered with care, insight, and critical acumen. The student who

wishes for solid information, or a knowledge of method and temper of the

new criticism, will find advantage in consulting the pages of Dr. Driver.&quot;

Zioris Herald.
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We believe this series to be of epoch-making importance.
1

The N. Y. EVANGELIST.

JUDGES.
By Dr. GEORGE FOOT MOORE,

Professor of Hebrew in Andover Theological Seminary.

Crown 8vo. Net, $3.00.

&quot; The typographical execution of this handsome volume is worthy of the

scholarly character of the contents, and higher praise could not be given it.&quot;

Professor C. H. TOY, ofHarvard University.

&quot;This work represents the latest results of Scientific Biblical Scholarship,

and as such has the greatest value for the purely critical student, especially on

the side of textual and literary criticism.&quot; The Church Standard.

&quot; Professor Moore has more than sustained his scholarly reputation in this

work, which gives us for the first time in English a commentary on Judges not

excelled, if indeed equalled, in any language of the world.&quot; Professor

L. W. BATTEN, of P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia.

&quot;

Although a critical commentary, this work has its practical uses, and by
its divisions, headlines, etc., it is admirably adapted to the wants of all

thoughtful students of the Scriptures. Indeed, with the other books of the

series, it is sure to find its way into the hands of pastors and scholarly lay

men.&quot; Portland Zion s Herald.

&quot; Like its predecessors, this volume will be warmly welcomed whilst to

those whose means of securing up-to-date information on the subject of which

it treats are limited, it is simply invaluable.&quot; Edinburgh Scotsman.

&quot; The work is done in an atmosphere of scholarly interest and indifference

to dogmatism and controversy, which is at least refreshing. ... It is a noble

introduction to the moral forces, ideas, and influences that controlled the

period of the Judges, and a model of what a historical commentary, with a

practical end in view should be.&quot; The Independent.

&quot; The work is marked by a clear and forcible style, by scholarly research, by
critical acumen, by extensive reading, and by evident familiarity with the

Hebrew. Many of the comments and suggestions are valuable, while the

index at the close is serviceable and satisfactory.&quot; Philadelphia Presbyterian.

&quot; This volume sustains* the reputation of the series for accurate and wide

scholarship given in clear and strong English, . . . the scholarly reader will

find delight in the perusal of this admirable commentary.&quot; Ziorfs Herald.
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&quot; We deem if as needfulfor the studious pastor to possess himself

of these volumes as to obtain the best dictionary and encyclopedia&quot;

THE CONGREGATIONALIST.

ST. MARK.
By the Rev. E. P. GOULD, D.D.,

Professor of New Testament Exegesis, P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia.

Crown 8vo. Net, $2.50.

&quot; In point of scholarship, of accuracy, of originality, this last addition to the

series is worthy of its predecessors, while for terseness and keenness of exegesis,
we should put it first of them all.&quot; The Congregationalist.

&quot;The whole make-up is that of a thoroughly helpful, instructive critical

study of the Word, surpassing anything of the kind ever attempted in the

English language, and to students and clergymen knowing the proper use of

a commentary it will prove an invaluable aid.&quot; The Lutheran Quarterly.

&quot; Professor Gould has done his work well and thoroughly. . . . The com
mentary is an admirable example of the critical method at its best. . . . The
Word study . . . shows not only familiarity with all the literature of the sub

ject, but patient, faithful, and independent investigation. ... It will rank

among the best, as it is the latest commentary on this basal Gospel.&quot; 7^he

Christian Intelligencer.

&quot;

It will give the student the vigorously expressed thought of a very thought
ful scholar.&quot; The Church Standard.

&quot; Dr. Gould s commentary on Mark is a large success, . . . and a credit to

American scholarship. . . . He has undoubtedly given us a commentary on
Mark which surpasses all others, a thing we have reason to expect will be true

in the case of every volume of the series to which it belongs.&quot; The Biblical

World.

&quot;The volume is characterized by extensive learning, patient attention to

details and a fair degree of caution.&quot; Bibliotheca Sacra.

&quot;The exegetical portion of the book is simple in arrangement, admirable
in form and condensed in statement. . . . Dr. Gould does not slavishly follow

any authority, but expresses his own opinions in language both concise and
clear.&quot; The Chicago Standard.

&quot; In clear, forcible and elegant language the author furnishes the results of

the best investigations on the second Gospel, both early and late. He treats

these various subjects with the hand of a master.&quot; Boston Zion s Herald.

&quot;The author gives abundant evidence of thorough acquaintance with the

facts and history in the case. . . . His treatment of them is always fresh and

scholarly, and oftentimes helpful.&quot; The Nnv York Obstnx
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&quot; It is hardly necessary to sa\ that this series will stand first

among all English serial commentaries on the Bible.&quot;

THE BIBLICAL WORLD.

ST. LUKE.
By the Rev. ALFRED PLUHHER, D.D.,

Master of University College, Durham. Formerly Fellow and Senior Tutor of

Trinity College, Oxford.

Crown 8vo. Net, $3.00.

In the author s Critical Introduction to the Commentary is contained a full

treatment of a large number of important topics connected with the study of

the Gospel, among which are the following : The Author of the Book The
Sources of the Gospel Object and Plan of the Gospel Characteristics,

Style and Language The Integrity of the Gospel The Text Literary

History.

FROM THE AUTHOR S PREFACE.

If this Commentary has any special features, they will perhaps be found in

the illustrations from Jewish writings, in the abundance of references to the

Septuagint, and to the Acts and other books of the New Testament, in the

frequent quotations of renderings in the Latin versions, and in the attention

which has been paid, both in the Introduction and throughout the Notes, to

the marks of St. Luke s style.

&quot;

It is distinguished throughout by learning, sobriety of judgment, and
sound exegesis. It is a weighty contribution to the interpretation of the

Third Gospel, and will take an honorable place in the series of which it forms

a
part.&quot;

Prof. D. D. SAI.MOND, in the Critical Review.
&quot; We are pleased with the thoroughness and scientific accuracy of the inter

pretations. ... It seems to us that the prevailing characteristic of the book
is common sense, fortified by learning and piety.&quot;

The Herald and Presbyter.
&quot; An important work, which no student of the Word of God can safely

neglect.&quot; The Church Standard.
&quot;The author has both the scholar s knowledge and the scholar s spirit

necessary for the preparation of such a commentary. . . . We know of

nothing on the Third Gospel which more thoroughly meets the wants of the

Biblical scholar.&quot; The Outlook.
&quot; The author is not only a profound scholar, but a chastened and reverent

Christian, who undertakes to interpret a Gospel of Christ, so as to show
Christ in his grandeur and loveliness of character.&quot; The Southern Church
man.

&quot;

It is a valuable and welcome addition to our somewhat scanty stock of

first-class commentaries on the Third Gospel. By its scholarly thoroughness
it well sustains the reputation which the INTERNATIONAL SERIKS has already
won.&quot; Prof. J. H. THAYKR, of Harvard University.

This volume having bee&amp;gt;i so recently published, further notices are not yet
available.
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&quot;For the student this new commentary promises to be indispen
sable.&quot; The METHODIST RECORDER.

ROMANS.
By the Rev. WILLIAM SANDAY, D.D.,

Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity, and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford,

AND THE

Rev. A. C. HEADLAH, M.A.,
Fellow of All Souls College, Oxford.

Crown 8vo. Net, $3.00.

&quot; From my knowledge of Dr. Sanday, and from a brief examination of the

book, I am led to believe that it is our best critical handbook to the Epistle.
It combines great learning with practical and suggestive interpretation.&quot;

Professor GEORGE B. STEVENS, of Yale University.
&quot; Professor Sanday is excellent in scholarship, and of unsurpassed candor.

The introduction and detached notes are highly interesting and instructive.

This commentary cannot fail to render the most valuable assistance to all

earnest students. The volume augurs well for the series of which it is a mem
ber.&quot; Professor GEORGE P. FISHER, of Yale University.

&quot;The scholarship and spirit of Dr. Sanday give assurance of an interpreta
tion of the Epistle to the Romans which will be both scholarly and

spiritual.&quot;

Dr. LYMAN ABBOTT.
&quot; The work of the authors has been carefully done, and will prove an

acceptable addition to the literature of the great Epistle. The exegesis is

acute and learned . . . The authors show much familiarity with the work
of their predecessors, and write with calmness and

lucidity.&quot; New York
Observer.

&quot; We are confident that this commentary will find a place in every thought
ful minister s library. One may not be able to agree with the authors at some

points, and this is true of all commentaries, but they have given us a work
which cannot but prove valuable to the critical study of Paul s masterly epis
tle.&quot; Zioti s Advocate.

&quot; We do not hesitate to commend this as the best commentary on Romans

yet written in English. It will do much to popularize this admirable and
much needed series, by showing that it is possible to be critical and scholarly
and at the same time devout and spiritual, and intelligible to plain Bible

readers.&quot; The Church Standard.
&quot; A commentary with a very distinct character and purpose of its own,

which brings to students and ministers an aid which they cannot obtain else

where. . . . There is probably no other commentary in which criticism has

been employed so successfully and impartially to bring out the author s

thought.&quot; N. Y. Independent.
&quot;We have nothing but heartiest praise for the weightier matters of the

commentary. It is not only critical, but exegetical, expository, doctrinal,

practical, and eminently spiritual. The positive conclusions of the books are

very numerous and are stoutly, gloriously evangelical. . . . The commentary
does not fail to speak with the utmost reverence of the whole word of God.&quot;

The Congregationalist,
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&quot;/ have already ex/tressed my conviction that the Inter

national Critical Commentary is the best critical commentary,
on the -whole Bible, in existence. &quot; DR. LYMAN ABBOTT.

Philippians and Philemon

BY

REV. MARVIN R. VINCENT, D.D.

Professor nf Biblical Literature in Union Theological Seminary, New York.

Crown, 8vo, Net $2.00.

&quot;

It is, in short, in every way worthy of the series.&quot; The Scotsman.

&quot;Professor Vincent s Commentary on Philippians and Philemon

appears to me not less admirable for its literary merit than for its

scholarship and its clear and discriminating discussions of the contents

of these Epistles.&quot; DR. GEORGE P. FISHER.

&quot; The book contains many examples of independent and judicial

weighing of evidence. We have been delighted with the portion

devoted to Philemon. Unlike most commentaries, this may wisely be

read as a whole.&quot; The Congregationalist.

&quot; Of the merits of the work it is enough to say that it is worthy of

its place in the noble undertaking to which it belongs. It is full of

just such information as the Bible student, lay or clerical, needs; and

while giving an abundance of the truths of erudition to aid the critical

student of the text, it abounds also in that more popular information

which enables the attentive reader almost to put himself in St. Paul s

place, to see with the eyes and feel with the heart of the Apostle to the

Gentiles.&quot; Boston Advertiser.

&quot;

If it is possible in these days to produce a commentary which will

be free from polemical and ecclesiastial bias, the feat will be accom

plished in the International Critical Commentary. ... It is evident

that the writer has given an immense amount of scholarly research

and original thought to the subject The author s introduction

to the Epistle to Philemon is an admirable piece of literature, calcu

lated to arouse in the student s mind an intense interest in the circum

stances which produced this short letter from the inspired Apostle. &quot;-

Commercial Advertiser.
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EDITORS PREFACE.

THEOLOGY has made great and rapid advances in recent

years. New lines of investigation have been opened up,

fresh light has been cast upon many subjects of the deepest

interest, and the historical method has been applied with

important results. This has prepared the way for a Library

of Theological Science, and has created the demand for it

It has also made it at once opportune and practicable now

to secure the services of specialists in the different depart

ments of Theology, and to associate them in an enterprise

which will furnish a record of Theological inquiry up to

date.

This Library is designed to cover the whole field of Chris

tian Theology. Each volume is to be complete in itself,

while, at the same time, it will form part of a carefully

planned whole. One of the Editors is to prepare a volume

of Theological Encyclopaedia which will give the history

and literature of each department, as well as of Theology

as a whole.

The Library is intended to form a series of Text-Books

for Students of Theology.

The Authors, therefore, aim at conciseness and compact

ness of statement. At the same time, they have in view
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that large and increasing class of students, in other depart

ments of inquiry, who desire to have a systematic and thor

ough exposition of Theological Science. Technical matters

will therefore be thrown into the form of notes, and the

text will be made as readable and attractive as possible.

The Library is international and interconfessional. It

will be conducted in a catholic spirit, and in the interests

of Theology as a science.

Its aim will be to give full and impartial statements both

of the results of Theological Science and of the questions

which are still at issue in the different departments.

The Authors will be scholars of recognized reputation in

the several branches of study assigned to them. They will

be associated with each other and with the Editors in the

effort to provide a series of volumes which may adequately

represent the present condition of investigation, and indi

cate the way for further progress.

CHARLES A. BRIGGS.

STEWART D. F. SALMOND.

VOLUMES ALREADY PUBLISHED.

An Introduction to the Litera- By S. R. DRIVER, D.D., Regius Pro

ture of the Old Testament. fessor of Hebrew and Canon ot

Christ Church, Oxford.

Christian Ethics. By NEWMAN SMYTH, D.D., Pastor 01

the First Congregational Church,
New Haven, Conn.

Apologetics. By A. B. BRUCE, D.D., Professor of

New Testament Exegesis, Free

Church College, Glasgow.

tiistory of Christian Doctrine. By G. P. FISHER, D.D., LL.D., Pro

fessor of Ecclesiastical History, Yale

College, New Haven, Conn.

A History of Christianity in By ARTHUR C. McGiFFERT, D.D.,

the Apostolic Age. Professor of Church History,
Union Theological Seminary,
New York.



VOLUMES IN PREPARATION.

Christian Institutions.

The Study of the Old Testa
ment.

Old Testament History.

Contemporary History of the
Old Testament.

Theology of the Old Testa
ment.

An Introduction to the Litera
ture of the New Testament.

Canon and Text of the New
Testament.

Contemporary History of the
New Testament.

Theology of the New Testa
ment

The Ancient Catholic Church.

The Latin Church.

Philosophy of Religion.

Comparative Religion.

The Christian Pastor.

Rabbinical Literature.

Theological Encyclopaedia.

i-ife of Christ.

By A. V. G. ALLEN, D.D., Profes
sor of Ecclesiastical History,
P. E. Divinity School, Cam
bridge, Mass. (Now Ready. )

By HERBERT EDWARD RYI.E, B.D.,
President of Queen s College,
Cambridge, England.

By HENRY PRESERVED SMITH, D.D.,
late Professor of Hebrew, Lane
Theological Seminary, Cincin

nati, Ohio.

By FRANCIS BROWN, D.D., Profes
sor of Hebrew, Union Theologi
cal Seminary, New York.

By A. B. DAVIDSON, D.D., LL.D.,
Professor of Hebrew, New Col

lege, Edinburgh.
By S. D. F. Salmond, D.D., Pro

fessor of Systematic Theology
and New Testament Exegesis,
Free Church College, Aberdeen.

By CASPAR RENE GREGORY, D.D.,
Professor of New Testament
Exegesis in the University of

Leipzig.

By Frank C. POK ER, PH.D., Pro
fessor of Biblical Theology, Yale

University, New Haven, Conn.

By GEORGE B. STEVENS.D.D., Pro
fessor of Systematic Theology,
Yale University, New Haven,
Conn.

By ROBERT RAINY, D.D., LL.D.,
Principal of the New College,
Edinburgh.

By ARCHIBALD ROBERTSON, D.D.
Principal of King s College.

By ROBERT FLINT, D.D., LL.D.,
Professor of Divinity in the Uni
versity of Edinburgh.

By A. M. FAIRBAIRN, D.D., Princi

pal of Mansfield College, Oxford.

By WASHINGTON GLADDEN, D. D. t

Pastor of Congregational Church,
Columbus, Ohio. (In Press.)

By S, SCHECHTER, M.A., Christ s

College, Cambridge, England,
By Charles A. BRIGGS, D.D., Pro

fessor of Biblical Theology,
Union Theological Seminary,
New York.

By WILLIAM SANDAY, D.D., Lady
Margaret Professor of Divinity
and Canon of Christ Church,
Oxford.



History of Christian Doctrine,
BY

GEORGE P. FISHER, D.D.,

Titus Street Professor of Ecclesiastical History in Yale University.

Crown 8vo, 583 pages, $2.50 net.

&quot; He gives ample proof of rare scholarship. Many of the old doc
trines are restated with a freshness, lucidity and elegance of style
which make it a very readable book.&quot; The New York Observer.

&quot;Intrinsically this volume is worthy of a foremost place in our
modern literature . . . We have no work on the subject in English
equal to it, for variety and range, clearness of statement, judicious
guidance, and catholicity of tone.&quot; London Nonconformist and Inde

pendent.
&quot; It is only just to say that Dr. Fisher has produced the best His

tory of Doctrine that we have in English.&quot;
The New York Evangelist.

&quot; It is to me quite a marvel how a book of this kind (Fisher s

History of Christian Doctrine ) can be written so accurately to

scale. It could only be done by one who had a very complete com
mand of all the periods.&quot; PROF. WILLIAM SANDAY, Oxford.

&quot;It presents so many new and fresh points and is so thoroughly
treated, and brings into view contemporaneous thought, especially
the American, that it is a pleasure to read it, and will be an equal
pleasure to go back to it again and again.&quot; BISHOP JOHN F. HURST.

&quot;

Throughout there is manifest wide reading, careful prepara
tion, spirit and good judgment,&quot; Philadelphia Presbyterian.

&quot; The language and style are alike delightfully fresh and easy
. . . A book which will be found both stimulating and instructive
to the student of theology.&quot; The Churchman.

&quot; Professor Fisher has trained the public to expect the excellen
cies of scholarship, candor, judicial equipoise and admirable lucidity
and elegance of style in whatever comes from his pen. But in the

present work he has surpassed himself.&quot; PROF. J. H. THAYER, of
Harvard Divinity School.

&quot; It meets the severest standard; there is fullness of knowledge,
thorough research, keenly analytic thought, and rarest enrichment
for a positive, profound and learned critic. There is interpretative
and revealing sympathy. It is of the class of works that mark epochs
in their several departments.&quot; The

&quot; As a first study of the History of Doctrine, Professor Fisher s

volume has the merit of being full, accurate and interesting.&quot;

Prof. MARCUS DODS.
&quot;

. . . He gathers up, reorganizes and presents the results of

investigation in a style rarely full of literary charm.&quot;

The Interior.



Apologetics ;

Or, Christianity Defensively Stated.

By ALEXANDER BALMAIN BRUCE, D.D.,

Professor of Apologetics and New Testament Exegesis, Free Church College,
Glasgow; Author of &quot; The Training of the Twelve,&quot;

&quot; The Humilia
tion of Christ,&quot;

&quot; The Kingdom of God,&quot; etc.

Crown 8vo, 528 pages, $2.50 net

Professor Brace s work is not an abstract treatise on apologetics,
but an apologetic presentation of the Christian faith, with reference
to whatever in our intellectual environment makes faith difficult at
the present time.

It addresses itself to men whose sympathies are with Christianity,
and discusses the topics of pressing concern the burning questions
of the hour. It is offered as an aid to faith rather than a buttress of
received belief and an armory of weapons for the orthodox believer.

&quot; The book throughout exhibits the methods and the results of

conscientious, independent, expert and devout Biblical scholarship,
and it is of permanent value.&quot; The Congregationalist.

The practical value of this book entitles it to a place in the
first rank.&quot; The Independent.

&quot;A patient and scholarly presentation of Christianity under
aspects best fitted to commend it to ingenuous and truth-loving
minds.

&quot; The Nation.

The book is well-nigh indispensable to those who propose to

keep abreast of the times.&quot; Western Christian Advocate.

&quot;Professor Bruce does not consciously evade any difficulty,
and he constantly aims to be completely fair-minded. For this

reason he wins from the start the strong confidence of the reader.&quot;

A dvance.

&quot; Its admirable spirit, no less than the strength of its arguments,
will go far to remove many of the prejudices or doubts of those who
are outside of Christianity, but who are, nevertheless, not infidels.&quot;

New York Tribune.

&quot; In a word, he tells precisely what all intelligent persons wish to

know, and tells it in a clear, fresh and convincing manner. Scarcely
anyone has so successfully rendered the service of showing what
the result of the higher criticism is for the proper understanding of

the history and religion of Israel.&quot; Andover Review.

&quot; We have not for a long time taken a book in hand that is more
stimulating to faith. . . . Without commenting further, we repeat
that this volume is the ablest, most scholarly, most advanced, and
sharpest defence of Christianity that has ever been written. No
theological library should be without it.&quot; Zion s Herald.



AN INTRODUCTION TO

The Literature of the Old Testament

By Prof. 5. R. DRIVER, D. D.

Canon of Christ Church, Oxford.

New Edition from New Plates.

Crown 8vo, 558 Pages, $2.50 net.

Canon Driver s work, first published in 1891, at once took its place
as a standard, and the necessity for several editions soon showed that

it satisfied a wide-spread need. In the present edition, the new matter
was found to have outgrown the limits of an appendix, so the volume
has been entirely reset. The text has been carefully revised, the

bibliography has been brought up to date, and an account of the prin

cipal critical views on the Old Testament promulgated since 1891 has
been inserted. The volume has been already translated into German,
and in its new form it cannot fail to still further increase its sphere of

influence.

&quot;

It is the most scholarly and critical work in the English language
on the literature of the Old Testament, and fully up to the present
state of research in Germany.&quot; Prof. PHILIP SCHAFF, D.D.

&quot; His judgment is singularly fair, calm, unbiassed, and independ
ent. It is also thoroughly reverential The service which his

book will render in the present confusion of mind on this great subject
can scarcely be overestimated.&quot; The London Times.

&quot;As a whole, there is probably no book in the English language
equal to this Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament, for

the student who desires to understand what the modern criticism thinks

about the Bible.&quot; Dr. LYMAN ABBOTT, in The Outlook.

&quot;

It contains just that presentation of the results of Old Testament
criticism for which English readers in this department have been

waiting The whole book is excellent
;

it will be found helpful,
characterized as it is all through by that scholarly poise of mind which,
when it does not know, is not ashamed to present degrees of proba
bility.&quot; New World.

&quot;... Canon Driver s book is characterized throughout by thor

ough Christian scholarship, faithful research, caution in the expres
sion of mere opinions, candor in the statement of facts and of the

necessary inferences from them, and the devout recognition of the
divine inworking in the religious life of the Hebrews, and of the to

kens of divine inspiration in the literature which records and embodies
it.&quot; Dr. A. P. PEABODY, in The Cambridge Tribune.
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Christian Ethics,

By NEWMAN SMYTH, D.D., New Haven.

Crown 8vo, 508 pages, $2.50 net.

&quot;As this book is the latest, so it is the fullest and most attractive

treatment of the subject that we are familiar with. Patient and ex
haustive in its method of inquiry, and stimulating and suggestive in

the topic it handles, we are confident that it will be a help to the
task of the moral understanding and interpretation of human life.&quot;

The Living Church.

&quot; This book of Dr. Newman Smyth is of extraordinary interest and
value. It is an honor to American scholarship and American Chris
tian thinking. It is a work which has been wrought out with re

markable grasp of conception, and power of just analysis, fullness of

information, richness of thought, and affluence of apt and luminous
illustration. Its style is singularly clear, simple, facile, and strong.
Too much gratification can hardly be expressed at the way the author
lifts the whole subject of ethics up out of the slough of mere natural
ism into its own place, where it is seen to be illumined by the Chris
tian revelation and vision.&quot; The Advance.

Far from narrowing the subject by the apparent limitation of the

title, Christian Ethics, Dr. Smyth has broadened it as one broadens
his landscape by ascending to the highest possible point of view.
The subjects treated cover the whole field of moral and spiritual re

lations, theoretical and practical, natural and revealed, individual
and social, civil and ecclesiastical. To enthrone the personal Christ
as the true content of the ethical ideal, to show how this ideal is re

alized in Christian consciousness and how applied in the varied de

partments of practical life these are the main objects of the book
and no objects could be loftier.&quot; The Congrcgationalist.

&quot;

It is a noble book. So far as I know Ethics have hitherto been
treated exclusively from a philosophical point of view, as though
there were no prophet of the Moral Law whose interpretation of it

we accept as final and authoritative. In treating Ethics from the
Christian point of view Professor Smyth has made a notable con
tribution both philosophically and practically. His well-balanced
statement of the Christian sociological principles, his moderate and
well-balanced statement of the relations of the Church to sociolog
ical evolution, and his exposition of the duties of an agnostic toward
the God who is unknown to him, and yet whose existence is not

denied, strike me as among the most admirable features of a book
admirable throughout, which I hope may find its way into our Chris
tian schools and seminaries as a text-book.&quot;

Extractfrom a letter of Dr. Lyman Abbott.



A HISTORY OF

CHRISTIANITY IN THE APOSTOLIC AGE
BY

ARTHUR CUSHMAN McQIFFERT, Ph.D., D.D.

\\~ashburn Professor of Church History in the Union Theological Seminary^ New York.

Crown 8vo, 681 Pages, $2.50 Net.

&quot;The author s work is ably done This volume is worthy
of its place in the series.&quot; The Congregationalist.

&quot; Invaluable as a resume of the latest critical work upon the great
formative period of the Christian Church.&quot; The Christian World.

(LONDON.)

&quot;There can be no doubt that this a remarkable work, both on
account of the thoroughness of its criticism and the boldness of its

views.&quot; The Scotsman.

&quot; The ability and learning of Prof. McGiffert s work on the Apos
tolic Age, and, whatever dissent there may be from its critical opinion,
its manifest sincerity, candid scholars will not fail to appreciate.&quot;

DR. GEORGE P. FISHER, of Yale University.
&quot;

Pre-eminently a clergyman s book; but there are many reasons

why it should be in the library of every thoughtful Christian person.
The style is vivid and at times picturesque. The results rather than
the processes of learning are exhibited. It is full of local color, of

striking narrative, and of keen, often brilliant, character analysis. It

is an admirable book for the Sunday-school teacher. It deserves
attentive study as an aid to any one who wishes fairly to understand
the greatest epoch in human history.&quot; Boston Advertiser.

&quot;

It is in his interpretation of the teachings of Paul, or, as he felici

tously terms it,
&quot; the Christianity of Paul,&quot; that Dr. McGiffert has ren

dered his greatest service to the church of our time, and it is a very
great one. Paul has been overlaid with layer on layer of the scholas

ticism of the Middle Ages. These layers Dr. McGiffert simply sweeps
away, and brings out the great Apostle to the Gentiles as he was in his

own personality and his original power. We can compare Dr. Mc
Giffert s work to nothing so apt as the work of a restorer, who discovers
an ancient and noble work of art buried beneath successive layers of

plaster in some old cathedral, and removes the plaster and brings
back the ancient and forgotten picture to the light; or that of a scholar,
who finds, in a palimpsest manuscript, a document of the second cen

tury, and by his skill removes the monkish writing which obscures
the original, and restores that original and deciphers it. It might
almost be said that Dr. McGiffert has rediscovered Paul In

promoting the better understanding of this Gospel, as understood by
Paul, and in bringing about that revival of true religion for which we
look with hope, to follow the bold and consistent preaching of the

Gospel. Dr. McGiffert s volume is, we trust, destined to play a large

part.&quot;
DR. LV.MA.N ABBOTT, in 77/6 Outlook.
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