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PREFATORY NOTE 
The Notes contained in this volume are a fragment of a Commentary on the New Testament which was definitely planned in 1860. For some time Dr Lightfoot, Dr Hort and myself had discussed the question in various forms; and in the spring of that year a scheme for the distribution of the Books was adopted which guided in a great degree our later work. The Epistles of St Paul were assigned to Dr Lightfoot: the Synoptic Gospels, the Acts and the Epistles of St James, St Peter and St Jude to Dr Hort: the Gospel and Epistles of St John fell to me. Two books were not finally assigned, the Epistle to the Hebrews and the Apocalypse. Dr Lightfoot was unwilling to undertake the former, nor could I undertake the latter. There was hope for a time that Dr Benson would have dealt with the Epistle to the Hebrews, and he has in fact left an exposition of the Apocalypse which will I trust be published before long. 


No detailed method was adopted for the execution of the work; but we were fully agreed on general principles. It seemed to us that the New Testament should ‘be interpreted as any other book,’ with loyal obedience to the strictest rules of criticism, to the most exact scholarship, and to the frankest historical inquiry. So only, we believed, could the unique character of the Scriptures be rightly appreciated as ‘containing all things necessary to salvation.’ There were natural differences between us in the application of our principles: one looked primarily to the vivid realisation of the original meaning of the text, another to the determination of the elements of philosophical theology which it contained, another to the correspondences of different parts of the apostolic records which suggest the fulness of the vital harmony by which they are united. But varieties of temperament never led to the least departure from the common endeavour to interpret the text with scrupulous and unprejudiced fidelity without any assumption or any reserve. This, we held, was required by the divine claims of the Books themselves. “‘A number there are’ says Hooker ‘who think they cannot admire as they ought the power of the word of God, if in things divine they should attribute any force to man’s reason.’ The circumstances which called forth this remark contrast strangely with the main controversies of the present day; but the caution is equally needed. The abnegation of reason is not the evidence of faith, but the confession of despair. Reason and reverence are natural allies, though untoward circumstances may sometimes interpose and divorce them.” The records, we held, bring us into fellowship with the living Lord. “Though the Gospel is capable of doctrinal exposition, though it is eminently fertile in moral results, yet its substance is neither a dogmatic system nor an ethical code, but a Person and a Life.” 


As soon as the plan was formed Dr Hort began to work at the Synoptic Gospels. Interesting discussions arose as to questions which would require to be dealt with in the Introduction, and the rough list which Dr Hort gives in a letter of December 11th 1860 shews the large view which he took of the task committed to him. Afterwards a joint volume of Essays suggested by ‘Essays and Reviews’ was considered as preparatory to the Commentary, but the plan fell through under the pressure of other engagements. 


Before very long Dr Hort turned from the Synoptic Gospels to the Catholic Epistles. In 1862 he was ‘not without hopes of getting [a volume containing St James, St Peter, and St Jude] to press before the end of [the] next year.’ The work on St James was pressed on through serious interruptions. In 1864 he writes: ‘by way of work I do nothing but St James and N.T. text’; and a little later, ‘whenever I have leisure, I sit down to St James, where I now feel myself really afloat. Some sixty pages are actually written.’ He purposed at that time to publish this Epistle in a separate volume, with a series of illustrative Essays of which he fixed the subjects provisionally. St James was one of the first subjects on which he lectured at Cambridge. And Dr J. B. Mayor expressed in the dedication to him of his own edition of the Epistle, which appeared shortly after Dr Hort’s death, with what high expectation the completion of his St James was looked for. 


As Hulsean Professor Dr Hort lectured on 1 Peter in the Easter Terms of 1882, 1883, 1884, 1885, 1887 and in the October Term of 1882: as Lady Margaret’s Professor in the Easter Term of 1892, the last course of Lectures which he delivered. The present volume contains the portions of these Lectures which were either fully or approximately prepared for the press. And while the fragment cannot but cause the keenest regret as being only a fragment, yet it is sufficiently varied in its contents to give an adequate view of Dr Hort’s method, and to indicate and justify lines of inquiry which may be pursued fruitfully, and, as I trust, to remove some misunderstandings of passages in his other books. 


The first characteristic of Dr Hort as an interpreter which will strike his readers is, I think, his remarkable power of setting aside all traditional opinion in examining the text before him. He takes nothing for granted. He regards no traditional view as valid through long acceptance. He approaches each record, each phrase, as if it came to him directly from its author. He asks at once naturally and without effort ‘What did the words mean to him who wrote them and to those who first received them?’ In this there was no disparagement of the results of Christian life and thought. Few indeed studied more widely and carefully the biblical writings of all ages than Dr Hort himself; but he felt that, if we are to comprehend truly the message which the N.T. enshrines, we must go back and dismiss as far as possible all the associations which have gathered round familiar phrases. The result is a singular freshness and originality of treatment, which conveys to the student a vivid sense of the reality of the record. We are taken beyond formulated dogma and ecclesiastical organisation to contemplate the first action of the divine life through which in due time both were determined; and discern how both were shaped through a growth, answering to a vital law operating freely from within and not regulated by rules imposed from without. 


2. Closely connected with this independent directness of interpretation is the keen historical insight with which Dr Hort marks the characteristic lessons of minute details. In a few sentences (pp. 4, 5) he places St Peter in his true relation to St Paul, and traces with subtle care the influence of the Epistles to the Romans and to the Ephesians on 1 Peter. Thus the spiritual forces of the Apostolic age are shewn in their actual working; and even more remarkable are the signs which he notices of the influence of the Lord’s words upon Christian language (e.g. p. 18 a; 78 a). Such breadth and minuteness of view, free from every prepossession, gives special weight to his judgment on the genuineness of books which have been questioned (e.g. p. 6 the Pastoral Epistles); and to his sharp condemnation of ‘the dream of a Christianity without Judaism’...which, ‘though it could make appeal to a genuine zeal for the purity of the Gospel, was in effect an abnegation of Apostolic Christianity’ (p. 57 b). 


3. Unwearied thoroughness was a necessary condition of this type of study. In enumerating the questions which required to be dealt with as preparatory to the proposed Commentary Dr Hort set down: ‘The principles of N.T. lexicography, especially the deduction of theological terms from O.T. usage, usually through the medium of the LXX.’; and ‘generally the principle that the N.T. is written in terms of the O.T.’ In correspondence with these theses, the Notes are a treasury of historical philology. Almost every page gives examples of the gradual fashioning of some word for its use in the N.T., and records both parallelisms with the LXX. and differences from it, guarding alike the independence of the Apostolic writers and their obligations to an earlier generation. 


4. Independence, insight, thoroughness, were all subsidiary to the endeavour to shew through Apostolic teaching the coherence of all revelation and of all life. It was not enough, as Dr Hort felt, to realise most clearly and to express most freely what the Gospel was to the first disciples. This was not a result to rest in, but the necessary preparation for determining the universal meaning of a message given under local and temporal conditions. When Prof. Bonamy Price says of Dr Arnold that he had ‘a vision of the eternal principles by which [God’s moral government] is guided, and such a profound understanding of their application, as to be able to set forth [His] manifold wisdom, as manifested at divers times, and under circumstances of the most opposite kind,’ he describes a special gift of Dr Hort. The view of prophecy which he gives in the notes on 1 Pet. 1:11 f. offers under several aspects an excellent illustration of the use which he makes of it; nor is it less characteristic that he dwells on the significance of the conception of the Christian Church as the true Israel by which all the Apostles were united (pp. 7, 16, 116). 


5. The dominant interest of Dr Hort in interpretation was, in a word, not philological or historical, but theological. When Dr Lightfoot’s Commentary on the Galatians appeared, he noticed as ‘the weakest point of the book’ that ‘doctrinal questions were almost wholly avoided,’ being ‘kept for Romans.’ For himself the main question always was how the truths with which each Apostolic writer dealt entered into his own soul and life, and so how we can represent them in terms of our own age and how they affect us. 


When I endeavour to characterise Dr Hort as an interpreter of the New Testament, I need hardly say that I am not thinking only of this finished fragment of his work, but much more of the experiences of an uninterrupted friendship of more than forty years, during half of which time we were engaged together on the revision of the Authorised Version of the New Testament and of 2 Maccabees and Wisdom. What this friendship was to me generally I have sought to tell elsewhere: here I touch on it only so far as it enabled me to know something of Dr Hort’s mind and method in dealing with Holy Scripture. In the course of our work problems of every kind necessarily came before us. Principles and the application of principles were keenly discussed. It could not but happen that we finally differed in some of our conclusions; but I can say without reserve that I always found Dr Hort’s suggestions, even when at first sight they seemed to be strange and almost paradoxical, fertile in materials for serious consideration. He seemed to take account of all the facts in every case and to watch jealously lest any element in it should be overlooked. The fulness of the truth was the one aim which he pursued, in the certain conviction that the most absolute fairness in intellectual inquiry is a condition of obtaining the deepest spiritual lessons. He never for a moment either overrated or disparaged criticism; but he welcomed it as an indispensable handmaid to theology, remembering that doctrine is not the standard of interpretation but a result of it. The written words were for him a way leading to the Word Himself, in whom he found ‘all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.’ 


Students of the Notes—and they require patient and reflective study—will recognise even within their narrow limits the traits which I have sketched; and I cannot but hope that the firm and reasoned faith, both in the records of revelation and in the work of the Christian Society as the organ of the Holy Spirit, of one whose ‘open eyes desired the truth’ and whose frank sympathy with every form of research was beyond question, will reassure many who are perplexed by the difficulties of partial knowledge. If only we can contemplate the unity of life, past, present and future, in Christ, we shall be enabled to see the Light in which Dr Hort lived and know that it is Divine. 

B. F. DUNELM 



Auckland Castle, 





July 23, 1898. 

INTRODUCTORY LECTURE 

To understand a book rightly, we want to know who wrote it, for what readers it was written, for what purposes, and under what circumstances; also, in reference to a book of the Bible, the history of its acceptance in the Christian Church. 


Many of these particulars in regard to this special Epistle must be passed over. A few words, however, must be said on authorship, time, occasion, circumstances, and readers, all these points being closely connected together. 


I. Ancient tradition uniformly attributes the Epistle to St Peter, in accordance with the first words, but is silent as to time and circumstances. These have to be gathered from internal evidence and from a comparison of this with other books of the New Testament. 


The clearest point is that it was written during a time of rising persecution to men suffering under it, and this persecution must apparently have been of wide extent, covering at least a great part of Asia Minor. 


Now what persecution can this have been? Here we have to bear in mind the extreme slenderness and incompleteness of all our knowledge about early persecutions. It is quite possible, nay one may even say probable, that we have no other record of those particular troubles which called forth our Epistle. But it would be rash to neglect the other alternative, the alternative usually taken for granted, that we have here to do with one of the great and famous persecutions. 


The first great persecution of which we have any direct account extant is that of Nero, which seems to have at least begun in 64 A.D. The next is that of Domitian a generation later, about 95 A.D. The third, that in Bithynia under Trajan, as spoken of in Pliny’s letter, seventeen years later in 112 A.D. Later persecutions need not be enumerated. Now if St Peter be the author of this Epistle, the persecution referred to (if it be one of those known to us) must be the first, or be closely connected with the first. 


The chief arguments urged against this conclusion are: 



(1) that the persecution of Nero’s reign was confined to Rome; 



(2) that the Epistle represents men as suffering as Christians and not merely as evildoers, and that the name Christian is late and the legal prohibition of Christianity unknown before Trajan. 


If these considerations were well founded in themselves, they would undoubtedly be strong arguments for a late date. 


But (1) though it is true that our very scanty information about the Neronian persecution (chiefly in connexion with the burning of the city mentioned by Tacitus) is confined to Rome, the Apocalypse, which there are strong reasons for placing not long after Nero’s death, proves the existence of persecutions in Asia Minor and implies that they were on a wide scale and under the authority of the central (“Babylonian”) power. And it is only likely that what was begun at Rome in connexion with the fire spread through the provinces, till it culminated in the state of things implied in the Apocalypse. 


(2) Pliny’s letter, when carefully examined, implies distinctly that already before his time it was illegal to be a Christian, i.e. not simply to belong to a secret association, but eo nomine to be a Christian. This implies a previous and apparently long previous enactment, such as would naturally be associated with a great persecution and one bearing the character rather of that which began with Nero than of that which is connected with Domitian. 


But further, there is nothing in our Epistle which makes it indispensable to believe that when it was written it was already illegal to be a Christian. Its language is satisfied if the Christian name was of itself liable to give rise to contumely and ill usage; and this might well be the case through popular suspiciousness and malevolence, apart from any legal disability, more especially if it were the policy of the Jews then, as it certainly was before and after, to stir up the heathen against the Christians. Under such circumstances as these, persecution might evidently arise in Asia Minor before the outburst under Nero at Rome as well as after it. 


As regards the name Cristianov", G5985, confined in the New Testament to 1 Pet. 4:16; Acts 11:26; 26:28, and there found only as used by others than Christians, there is no tangible ground for distrusting the accuracy of Acts, or for assigning to the name a late origin. There is also no foundation for the allegation that at that early time Christianity and Judaism were too much confused together by the heathen to allow so discriminating a persecution as our Epistle implies. On this subject it is enough to refer to Lightfoot, Philippians, pp. 23ff. [See also Lightfoot, Ignatius, i. pp. 400ff.] 


We have then got thus far, (1) that the persecution begun by Nero or a secondary persecution arising from that would account for the language used, and that this falls within St Peter’s life; (2) that, as a second possible alternative, there is no reason why Asia Minor should not have had persecutions of its own, independent of any known persecution bearing an emperor’s name, and perhaps even a little earlier than Nero’s persecution; and that the language of our Epistle might well apply to such persecutions. In favour of the second of these alternatives against the first is the language of the Epistle about the emperor (basileuv", G995) and his officers (1 Pet. 2:13 ff.). 


The next points of importance concern the relation of 1 Peter to St Paul and his writings. 


There are here two questions, one affecting doctrinal character and language, the other chronological order. 


(1) In reference to doctrinal character and language as bearing on authorship, an important school of critics maintains that 1 Peter is so Pauline in character that St Peter cannot have written it. 


Here all turns on the assumption that St Peter was a bigoted adherent of a purely Jewish form of Christianity, and permanently and in principle opposed to St Paul. This view starts from a misunderstanding of the temporary estrangement recorded in Gal. 2. It must be sufficient to refer to Lightfoot on Gal. 2 and to his essay on “St Paul and the Three.” 


The truth is that, though there was doubtless a certain difference of point of view, and though very possibly St Peter would not naturally appropriate the whole range of St Paul’s thoughts and language, there is no evidence or probability that he would dissent from the general strain of St Paul’s teaching, much less stand in any sort of antagonism to him. 


This Epistle is certainly full of Pauline language and ideas; but it also differs from St Paul’s writings both positively and negatively, i.e. both in the addition of fresh elements and in the omission of Pauline elements. 


In a word, it agrees with the position of St Peter as represented in the Acts, and that representation is consistent with all known evidence and probability, and may safely be trusted. 


(2) The presence of Pauline matter in this Epistle raises the question—how did it come there? 


One very able and intelligent living critic, who has studied this Epistle with especial care, B. Weiss, maintains that it was written at a very early time, and that St Paul borrowed largely from it, and in this opinion he has lately been followed by , to whom he had entrusted the revision of Huther’s Commentary in the Meyer series. It would be wasting time however to discuss this paradox. Doubtless, as almost everyone else agrees, St Peter, not St Paul, is the borrower. 


By far the clearest cases of coincidence of language with 1 Peter are in Romans, written about 58 A.D. The use made of other Pauline Epistles, with one exception, is, to say the least, much slighter, if indeed it can safely be affirmed at all. The one exception, a remarkable one, is Ephesians. Here the connexion, though very close, does not lie on the surface. It is shown more by identities of thought and similarity in the structure of the two Epistles as wholes than by identities of phrase. 


If Ephesians were written, as some suppose, not by St Paul but by a later writer in his name, this connexion would complicate the question as to 1 Peter. But Ephesians is, I fully believe, genuine; and, if so, its probable date is about 62 A.D., being written during St Paul’s Roman captivity. Hence this gives us the earliest possible date for 1 Peter. 


One more Epistle has to be named, that of St James, as having been used by St Peter in this Epistle. Now St James’ martyrdom probably belongs likewise to 62, and his Epistle to a time not long before. Here therefore we get substantially the same result, and it will be seen that at 62 we are very near 64, the year when Nero’s persecution broke out at Rome. 


II. So much for the time. What then of the place at which the Epistle was written? That is, who, or what, is meant by hJ ejn Babulw'ni suneklekthv in 1 Pet. 5:13? Is Babylon proper meant, or Rome, for the obscure Babylons may be safely neglected? 


There is not time to discuss the details of this question. I will only say that the probabilities seem to me to preponderate greatly in favour of Rome. Two popular arguments however against this view must just be noticed. 


(1) It is improbable, some urge, that the name Babylon would be used in a figurative sense in sober prose, as distinguished from the apocalyptic visions of St John. But there is no reason to think that the image was peculiar to St John. It would follow very naturally from any reflection on the part played by Babylon in Daniel and other prophetic books, when once the Roman Empire, as embodied in its rulers, began to rise in hostility towards the infant Church, if indeed it was not already in Jewish use. The enigmatic designation may have been chosen prudentially. 


(2) It is alleged that the order of the regions of Asia Minor in 1:1 starts from the side of Babylon, not of Rome. This argument is examined in the note in loco and in the Additional Note. 


But if the Epistle was written from Rome, its silence about St Paul is certainly a remarkable fact; so remarkable that some have been led by it to conclude that, if written there and then, it could not have been written by St Peter. But our knowledge of the events of that whole time is far too limited to justify any such conclusion. The Epistle either might be written during that absence of St Paul from Rome which must have preceded the writing of the Pastoral Epistles, if (as I believe) they are genuine, or it might be written when he had already suffered martyrdom; for though there is good reason to believe that both apostles did really suffer martyrdom at Rome, there is also good reason to believe that they did not suffer on the same occasion; and the silence of our Epistle would be intelligible enough if the sad tidings of St Paul’s death had been already made known to the Asiatic Christians by their Roman brethren or by St Peter himself. Moreover if, according to the most natural interpretation of 1 Pet. 5:12, Silvanus was the bearer of the Epistle, St Peter may well have left all personal matters for him to set forth orally. At all events it is not necessary to decide positively between these alternatives. It is enough to see that both are compatible with St Peter’s authorship. 


III. Lastly, to whom was the Epistle addressed? 


It is much disputed whether these Christian converts had been Jews or heathen. The natural inference from the language used is, I think, that the greater part of them had been heathen, while it is also morally certain that in many places the nucleus of the Christian congregation would be derived from the Jewish congregation, to which it was St Paul’s habit to preach first. But this is a secondary matter compared with a right understanding of the manner in which St Peter applies to the whole body of the Asiatic Churches, Gentiles and Jews alike, the language which in the Old Testament describes the prerogatives of God’s ancient people. The truth is that St Peter, as doubtless every other apostle, regarded the Christian Church as first and foremost the true Israel of God, the one legitimate heir of the promises made to Israel, the one community which by receiving Israel’s Messiah had remained true to Israel’s covenant, while the unbelieving Jews in refusing their Messiah had in effect apostatised from Israel. This point of view was not in the least weakened by the admission of Gentile Christians in any number or proportion. In St Paul’s words they were but branches grafted in upon the one ancient olive tree of God. 


This is the true key to most of the use of the Old Testament in the New Testament generally, and it has especially to be remembered in this Epistle. 

ANALYSIS 

I. 1 Pet. 1:1-2:10. Thanksgiving and general exhortation. 


II. 2:11-4:11. Exhortation to renunciation of heathen principles of conduct, and acceptance of Christian principles, and to the consequent transformation of special social duties. 


III. 4:12—end. Exhortation to the endurance of sufferings regarded as trials of the Church. 


II. and III. both begin with  jAgaphtoiv, a word which occurs nowhere else in the Epistle: this confirms the joining of 4:7-11 to II. These verses are likewise rather a close to what precedes than an introduction to what follows, though partly transitional. 

I. 1 Pet. 1:1-2:10. 

1:1 f. Salutation. 


1:3-12. Thanksgiving for the Christian hope in the midst of trials, that hope being the fulfilment of prophetic expectations. 


1:13-2:10. Exhortation to obedience in conformity to the grandeur of the Christian hope and the privileges of the Christian commonwealth. 

II. 1 Pet. 2:11-4:11. 

2:11 f. Exhortation to purity of motive, and so to purity of life in the presence of the heathen (a kind of general heading to the section). 


2:13-3:12. Definite relative duties, in civic society, of servants and masters, of wives and husbands, the section concluding with the universal bond of the Christian mind, and the Divine promise respecting it. 


3:13-4:6. Good and evil doing in relation to suffering at the hands of the heathen, with the digression on the preaching to the spirits in prison. 


4:7-11. Resumes the concluding exhortation of 3:8, 9, pointing to God as at once the source and the goal of all Christian conduct, which is represented as a human distribution of His grace in all the relations of life, and directed towards His glory. 

III. 1 Pet. 4:12—end. 

4:12-19. Suffering for the Christian name, and what is involved in it. 


5:1-5. Consequent lesson as to the relation of elders to other members of the Church; and of all its members to each other. 


5:6-11. Resumes 4:19 after digression, and exhibits the whole present state of the Christians as subject to God’s providential care. 


5:12-14. Final greetings. 

COMMENTARY 

I. 1 Pet. 1:1-2:10 

1:1 f. Salutation 

I. SALUTATION (1 Pet. 1:1, 2). The salutation is formed in an independent manner after the model which had been created by St Paul, especially as it appears in his Epistles to the Galatians and Romans. Writer and recipients are designated by their personal or local name, and also described in brief phrases expressive of relations to be presupposed throughout the Epistle; and some leading thoughts of the Epistle are rapidly indicated beforehand. The indication is here made by a setting forth of three stages of Divine operation in and for man, “foreknowledge,” consecration, and sacrificial life. 


1. Pevtro", G4377, Peter] St Peter here ignores altogether his original name Simeon or Simon, which indeed appears to have early fallen into disuse. For the Graecised Aramaic form of the new and significant name given him by the Lord he substitutes its Greek equivalent, probably because he is writing to churches to which, as strangers to the language of Palestine, the name Cephas would carry no special force. St Paul’s use of Cephas appears to have its motive in indirect references to the words of Palestinian opponents. See the Additional Note on the names of St Peter. 


ajpovstolo"  jIhsou' Cristou', an apostle of Jesus Christ] This title stands at the head of all St Paul’s Epistles (in Galatians not quite obviously) with four easily explicable exceptions, the two early Epistles to the Thessalonians (“Paul and Silvanus and Timotheus”), the Epistle to the Philippians whose peculiar debts to Timothy gave him a right to a primary share in the salutation (“Paul and Timotheus”), and the purely personal letter to Philemon; and St Peter assumes himself to be clothed with the same function, enabling him to speak with authority to the Asiatic churches, whoever their founders might have been. Having once for all made, or rather suggested, the claim, he is thenceforward content to keep it out of sight, and in 5:1 he addresses the elders as a “fellow-elder” (sunpresbuvtero"). The title apostle, as having been in the special sense originally bestowed by the Lord Himself (Mark 3:14 [true text] || Luke 6:13), and as having been afterwards associated by Him with His own unique Apostolate (John 17:18; 20:21), must likewise have had for St Peter a peculiar sanctity in relation to his own life and the purpose to which it was devoted. 


The double name, expressing the identity of Him who on earth was called Jesus with the Messiah of God, is used by St Peter six times in the first 13 verses, three times afterwards, while he never has Jesus without Christ. The full phrase apostle of Jesus Christ stands similarly at the head of seven of St Paul’s Epistles, but usually, and perhaps always (the text is sometimes uncertain), with the order Christ Jesus, which brings out more clearly the derivation from the formula cristo;"  jIhsou'", Jesus is Christ: cf. Acts 4:33 (in the most probable of the many readings) oiJ ajpovstoloi tou' kurivou  jIhsou'. 


ejklektoi'", elect] that is, in the first instance, elect as a body, and as members of an elect body, not simply as individuals. Twogreat forms of Divine “election” are spoken of in the O.T., the choosing of Israel, and the choosing of single Israelites or bodies of Israelites to perform certain functions for Israel, as Abraham (Neh. 9:7), Moses (Ps. 106:23), Saul (1 Sam. 10:24), David (2 Sam. 6:21 [cf. 1 Sam. 16:8, 10]; 1 Chr. 28:4; Ps. 78:70; 89:3 (Heb.), 19; Jer. 33:24 [David’s house]), Solomon (1 Chr. 28:5 f. [cf. 10]; 29:1), Zerubbabel (Hag. 2:23), the tribe of Judah (1 Chr. 28:4; Ps. 78:67 f.), Aaron (1 Sam. 2:28; Ps. 105:26), and the Levites (1 Chr. 15:2; 2 Chr. 29:11; Jer. 33:24). St Peter has in mind the choosing of Israel, which is spoken of by the verb rj'B;, H1047, ejklevgomai, G1721, in Deuteronomy (Deut. 4:37; 7:6 ff.; 10:15; 14:2), several Psalms, II Isaiah (cf. I Isa. 14:1), and elsewhere; and the verbal adjective ryjiB;, H1040, ejklektov", G1723, is similarly applied to Israel in II Isa. 43:20; 45:4 (sing.); 65:9, 15, 22 and Ps. (Pss. 88:4 [89:4] LXX.) 105:6, 43; 106:5 (cf. 2 Macc. 1:25). That St Peter is here following the O.T. in its idea of a chosen people, not merely an assemblage of chosen men, is a natural inference from 1 Pet. 2:9 f., where gevno" ejklektovn, “an elect or chosen race,” is one of the phrases taken directly from II Isa. 43:20. He had been preceded by St Paul in the central chapters of Romans 9-11, which set forth the relation of Jew to Gentile in the eternal counsel of God. In 11:28 St Paul refers to the original election of Israel, while in 11:5, 7 (cf. 9:11) he speaks of a new election, that of the spiritual Israel; and it is to this new Israel, or to a part of it, that St Peter addresses himself. It is singular that ejklektov", G1723, never stands at the beginning of St Paul’s Epistles, as it does here (for the sense however cf. 1 Thess. 1:4; Eph. 1:4): his corresponding word in Romans and 1 Corinthians (so also St Jude’s) is klhtov", G3105, “called,” and he often uses kalevw, G2813, “call,” with a similar force (cf. 2 Pet. 1:10). The “calling” and the “choosing” imply each other, the calling being the outward expression of the antecedent choosing, the act by which it begins to take effect. Both words emphatically mark the present state of the persons addressed as being due to the free agency of God. Both words are combined remarkably with each other and with pistoiv, “faithful,” in Apoc. 17:14, this third epithet, expressive of the “faith” which St Paul always represents as characteristic of the new Israel (so also virtually St Peter in 1 Pet. 2:7 compared with 2:9 f.), having at the beginning of Ephesians and Colossians a place like that of ejklektov", G1723, here. A fourth word similarly used in most of St Paul’s epistles, a{gio", G41, “holy,” likewise reappears in a similar connexion further on in this Epistle (1 Pet. 2:9 “a holy nation,” from Exod. 19:6, in association with “an elect race”). 


But the preliminary election to membership of an elect race does not exclude individual election. The choice of the plural ejklektoi'" parepidhvmoi" is not in itself decisive, though we must not forget the significant transition in 1 Cor. 1:2. But the whole spirit of the Epistle (see especially 1 Pet. 2:5) excludes any swallowing up of the individual relation to God in the corporate relation to Him; and the individual relation to God implies the individual election. But as to what is involved in election, corporate or individual, we must learn from the Bible, not from later theological systems. 


In Deuteronomy (Deut. 4:37) the choosing by God is ascribed to His own “love” of Israel: the ground of it lay in Himself, not in Israel; it was not a reward. In II Isa. 43:21, as quoted significantly in 1 Pet. 2:9, a further motive is stated, to “tell forth His excellencies”: God’s choosing is not for the sake of His chosen alone; they are chosen because He has a special ministry for them to perform towards the surrounding multitude. This is but a wider application of the principle recognised already. As is the election of ruler or priest within Israel for the sake of Israel, such is the election of Israel for the sake of the whole human race. Such also, still more clearly and emphatically, is the election of the new Israel. Nor is the principle of less validity in respect of the individual members of the new chosen race. Each stone in the spiritual house of God has its own place to fill, and was chosen by God for that place. Each member of Christ’s spiritual body has its own work to do, and was chosen by God for that work. 


parepidhvmoi" diaspora'", who are strangers of dispersion] Parepidhmevw (also -iva: the form parepivdhmo", G4215, is very rare) is a common word in late Greek (literature and inscriptions), being applied to those “strangers” (xevnoi) who settled in a town or region without making it their permanent place of residence. Parepivdhmo" occurs twice in the LXX. (Gen. 23:4; Ps. 38:13), both times associated with pavroiko", G4230; once literally, for Abraham’s position among the sons of Heth, once figuratively, for the life of man on earth. St Peter likewise couples the two words together in 1 Pet. 2:11, having previously spoken of to;n th'" paroikiva" uJmw'n crovnon in 1:17. For the history of the biblical terms for sojourning see the Additional Note. 


diaspora'", of dispersion] was apparently suggested by the salutation of St James’s Epistle (James 1:1), tai'" dwvdeka fulai'" tai'" ejn th'/ diaspora'/. Standing between the almost technical parepidhvmoi" and a series of geographical names, it cannot well have a merely general sense (making it equivalent to “dispersed sojourners”), but must have at least some reference to the Dispersion properly so called, the “Diaspora” spoken of by St James (cf. John 7:35). The term was taken partly from the LXX. rendering of Deut. 28:25, kai; e[sh/ diaspora; (ejn diaspora'/ AF) ejn pavsai" basileivai" th'" gh'", whence it is sparingly repeated in the later books (Neh. 1:9; Ps. 146:2 (plur.); Isa. 49:6; Jer. 13:14 (a*); 15:7; 41:17; Dan. 12:2 (LXX.); Judith 5:19; 2 Macc. 1:27), partly from the more frequently used verb diaspeivrw, G1401, which is freely employed by the LXX. in this connexion, as well as the more obvious diaskorpivzw, G1399, for hr:z:, H2430, to “scatter” or “blow abroad.” The cognate [r"z:, H2445, to “sow,” has this figurative sense only in Zech. 10:9 (LXX. kai; sperw' aujtou;" ejn laoi'"). The (late) Hebrew name for the Dispersion has nothing to do with scattering or sowing, being hl;/G, H1583, , “exile,” (lit. “stripping”), and hence “the exiles” collectively. 


The absence of an article before diaspora'" would hardly here exclude the sense “strangers of the Dispersion,” for in sentences having the nature of headings articles are often omitted in places where they would naturally be inserted in ordinary composition; and qeou' patrov", pneuvmato", and ai{mato" (vs. 2) are likewise without articles, doubtless for the same reason. The th'/ before diaspora'/ in St James’s salutation followed almost of necessity from the indispensable tai'" before dwvdeka fulai'". But the intermediate sense “strangers of dispersion” suits the context better, and this is simpler and more dignified than “strangers of a dispersion.” 


In what sense did St Peter intend the two terms to be applied? “The Dispersion” was a purely Jewish term, and exclusively denoted the Jews scattered abroad. The term parepivdhmoi included men of every land, race, and creed; but to Jewish ears it would peculiarly well express the universal position of Jews settled at a distance from the Holy Land. The inference that the Christians addressed must have been Jewish Christians has therefore an obvious plausibility. It is not supported however by the contents of the Epistle generally, nor is it an intrinsically probable interpretation. Had St Peter intended to single out in this manner the Jewish Christians, he would hardly have made exclusive use of words which in themselves contained no reference to Israel or anything belonging to Israel, and have thereby simply expressed the relations of individual Jews to the outer world. 


St Peter’s true meaning is brought out by the two passages of the Epistle already cited, 1 Pet. 1:17 and 2:11; the latter of which, standing at the beginning of the expressly hortatory section of the Epistle, reunites in the phrase of the LXX. the parepidhvmoi" of 1:1 and the paroikiva" of 1:17. In each case an element of the sense is contributed by each of the two passages of the Old Testament. “The time of sojourning” is evidently the remaining portion of life on earth, following the Psalmist’s thought, Ps. 118:19, pavroiko" ejgwv eijmi ejn th'/ gh'/ (cf. also Gen. 47:9 bis, Jacob’s words to Pharaoh, “The days of the years of my life [so LXX.] a}" paroikw' are 130 years,” and again, “the days of the years of the life of my fathers, a}" hJmevra" parwv/khsan”): but the context, with its thrice repeated ajnastrofh'/, ajnastravfhte, ajnastrofh'" (see note on 1 Pet. 1:15), points to a yet clearer reference to such a sojourning as Abraham’s, a sojourning in the midst of a people having other standards of life and fundamental beliefs than their own. In like manner, the exhortation founded on the double phrase in 2:11 appeals first to a universal duty of men as spiritual beings, and then (vs. 12) to the position of the Asiatic Christians in their intercourse with the surrounding heathen (again ajnastrofhvn). The two conceptions were indeed for Christians of St Peter’s time inseparable. Together they doubtless make up the greater part of what he meant to suggest by the word parepidhvmoi" in his salutation. It is in fact complementary in sense to ejklektoi'". Behind the visible strangership and scattering in the midst of the world were the one invisible and universal commonwealth, of which the Asiatic Christians were members, and the God who had chosen it and them out of the world. A vivid apprehension of what the two words together implied is the constant premiss to most of the exhortations of the Epistle. 


It does not follow however that no reference was intended to the Jewish associations of the phrase parepidhvmoi" diaspora'". On the contrary, the meaning gains in force if (see  in loco) the words point back to the Jewish Dispersion as a foreshadowing of the position of the Christian converts, and are thus a partial anticipation of the later teaching (1 Pet. 2:9 f.) on the Christian Israel. “You Christians of the Asiatic provinces are the true strangers of dispersion,” St Peter thus seems to say; making virtually the same claim as when St Paul said “We are the true circumcision” (Phil. 3:3: cf. Rom. 2:25-29; Eph. 2:11). That part of the Divine mission of Israel which arose out of its scattering was now to be carried forward by the Church of the true Messiah. 


A discussion of the list of geographical names which follows is reserved for the Detached Note: On the provinces of Asia Minor included in St Peter’s address. The chief conclusions are as follows. The names are those of provinces of the Roman Empire. They include the whole of what we call Asia Minor N. and W. of the Taurus range, the great natural boundary recognised by the ancients. Interpreted with reference to a direct turning of the mind’s eye of the writer towards the distant peninsula, the order of the names is unfavourable to the claim of Rome to be held the place of writing indicated in 1 Pet. 5:13. Under the same condition it is still more unfavourable to the claim of Babylon. If however the indicated order is not that of a distant prospect in imagination, but of an actual intended journey, it answers precisely (cf. Ewald, Sieben Sendschr. des N. B., p. 2f.) to a course which would naturally be followed by one landing at a seaport of Pontus, making a circuit through the principal known or probable seats of Christian communities, and returning to the neighbourhood of the Euxine. Moreover some such cause, due to practical motives, is needed to account for the remarkable severance of Pontus and Bithynia, which stand at the beginning and the end of the list respectively, although they together formed but a single province, and every other province receives but a single name. The contemplated journey is doubtless that of Silvanus, by whom the Epistle was to be conveyed (1 Pet. 5:12). Provincial Pontus, that is, the seaboard of the district best known as Paphlagonia, contained several ports at which Silvanus might naturally enter Asia Minor, the most important being Sinope, which was a Roman colony. Such a route would however be out of the question if he were proceeding from Babylon; while it needs no further explanation than the active commerce between the harbours of Pontus and the West if the starting-point was Rome. A few years earlier Aquila, originally a Jew of Pontus, is found apparently settled at Rome, and holding an important position among the Roman Christians; between whom and the Christians of Pontus communications were thus likely to arise. Unknown circumstances due to such intercourse may well have made Pontus, rather than Provincial Asia, the primary destination of Silvanus’s journey. 


Of the five provinces named, Galatia and Asia alone are mentioned elsewhere in the N.T. as having Christian converts among their inhabitants. Pontus (apparently not Bithynia) was however the home of the Christians whose numbers, constancy, and harmlessness strongly impressed the younger Pliny in 112, when he consulted Trajan about sanctioning their persecution. Sinope was the birthplace of Marcion, originally a wealthy ship-owner, whose father was a bishop. Within the limits of Provincial Galatia were included at least the churches founded by St Paul in Galatia proper, in Lycaonia, and in Phrygia. To Caesarea, the capital of Cappadocia, a place of much commercial importance, the Gospel could not fail to be very early carried from Lycaonia or Provincial Asia along the great road which connected Ephesus with the East. Of Provincial Asia Ephesus and the other six churches of the Apocalypse are sufficient representatives. Lastly, for Bithynia, like Cappadocia, we have no primitive Christian record: but it could hardly remain long unaffected by the neighbourhood of Christian communities to the South-West, the South, and probably the East; even if no friend or disciple took up before long the purpose which St Paul had been constrained to abandon, when a Divine intimation drew him onward into Europe (Acts 16:6-10). 


2. The three clauses of this verse beyond all reasonable question set forth the operation of the Father, the Holy Spirit, and the Son respectively. Here therefore, as in several Epistles of St Paul (1 Cor. 12:4-6; 2 Cor. 13:13; Eph. 4:4-6), there is an implicit reference to the Threefold Name. In no passage is there any indication that the writer was independently working out a doctrinal scheme: a recognised belief or idea seems to be everywhere presupposed. How such an idea could arise in the mind of St Paul or any other apostle without sanction from a Word of the Lord, it is difficult to imagine: and this consideration is a sufficient answer to the doubts which have, by no means unnaturally, been raised whether Matt. 28:19 may not have been added or recast in a later generation. St Peter, like St Paul, associates with the subject of each clause, if one may so speak, a distinctive function as towards mankind: on their relations to the Divine Unity he is silent. 


It is not at once obvious to which word or words of 1 Pet. 1:1 this vs. 2 is attached; what it is that is said to be “according to the foreknowledge” & c. In looking backwards from vs. 2, we may pass over parepidhvmoi" diaspora'" as evidently inadequate to carrying the contents of vs. 2.  jEklektoi'", which comes next, is not only the nearest adjective but evidently such a word as, taken by itself, might naturally have vs. 2 appended to it. It is however by no means natural that so much weight should belong to a single word unmarked for special emphasis by order or particle, divided from vs. 2 by eight words, and itself preceded by four words. This difficulty entirely disappears if vs. 2 has a double reference, to ajpovstolo"  jIhsou' Cristou', the first words of the Epistle which are not a proper name, as well as to ejklektoi'". With this construction, the only construction which allows the two verses of the Salutation to form an orderly whole, the sense in full would be to this effect, “Peter an apostle of Jesus Christ according to the foreknowledge & c., to the strangers of dispersion, & c. who are elect according to the foreknowledge” & c. The Greek commentators (Cyril, Theophylact) take vs. 2 with ajpovstolo", G693, and thus are wrong only in ignoring the equally true reference to ejklektoi'", which most modern books as exclusively recognise. 


It is indeed somewhat difficult at first sight to connect the third clause of 1 Pet. 1:2 (“unto obedience and sprinkling” & c.) with St Peter’s apostleship, though the first two clauses apply obviously enough. But the long salutation which opens the Epistle to the Romans affords striking parallels, as regards both the double reference of vs. 2 as a whole and the association of apostleship with “obedience” in particular. At the outset (vs. 1) St Paul describes himself as “called [to be] an apostle” (klhto;" ajpovstolo"), and presently (vv. 6, 7) takes up the epithet to apply it to the Romans likewise, “among whom [sc. all the Gentiles] are ye also called [to be] Jesus Christ’s” (ejn oi|" ejste; kai; uJmei'" klhtoi;  jI. C.), and again “to all that are at Rome...called [to be] saints” (klhtoi'" aJgivoi": cf. 1 Cor. 1:1 f., Pau'lo" klhto;" ajpovstolo"  jI. C....klhtoi'" aJgivoi"). Thus the common link between apostle and Christian converts, with St Peter “foreknowledge,” with St Paul is “calling,” which constitutes a later stage in God’s dealings with both: compare Rom. 8:28 ff., where the retrospective phrase toi'" kata; provqesin klhtoi'" ou\sin is immediately explained by the sequence o{ti ou}" proevgnw, kai; prowvrisen k.t.l., ou}" de; prowvrisen, touvtou" kai; ejkavlesen. In substituting the earlier stage, St Peter is merely following the spirit of the Epistle to the Ephesians (Eph. 1:3-12: cf. 3:9-11). Again, in Rom. 1:5 St Paul distinctly says “through whom we received grace and apostleship unto obedience of faith,” the plural being probably used because the first named gift, “grace,” was common to himself and the Romans (Rom. 5:2; and 12:3; 15:15), though “apostleship” in the stricter sense was not: and the substantial identity of the phrase eij" uJpakohvn as used by both writers is not affected by the presence or absence of pivstew" (cf. Rom. 15:18; 16:19). 


This careful coupling together of the apostolic and the universal Christian callings, as governed by identical Divine conditions, would have been unreal if the vital qualification of apostleship had not consisted in individual experience. It implied directly that the inner substance of the mostspecial apostleship was a Christian faith and life; indirectly that the Christian profession was invested with an inherent apostleship of its own. When St Paul writes to the Galatians thus (Gal. 1:15 f.: cf. 1 Tim. 1:12-16), “It was the good pleasure of the God who set me apart from my mother’s womb, and called me by His grace, to reveal His Son within me that I might proclaim the good tidings of Him among the Gentiles,” he is only expressing the same truth in another shape: and St Peter must have heard it throughout his later years in the “Follow me” of the first invitation and the last charge beside the lake. In what sense the “sprinkled blood” might have a special significance in the “witness” to be borne by apostles, will appear below. 


provgnwsi", G4590, a word absent from the LXX. has in the Apocrypha its ordinary and obvious sense “foreknowledge,” that is, prescience, without any implication of fore-ordaining. In Acts 2:23, the only other place in which it occurs in the N.T., it is coupled with God’s “determinate counsel” (th'/ wJrismevnh/ boulh'/ kai; prognwvsei tou' qeou'), a very strong phrase: here the sense is ambiguous, for “foreknowledge” may be taken either as shown by the association with “counsel” to include more than prescience, or as merely adding to “counsel” the idea of knowledge. Similarly the verb proginwvskw, G4589, in the Apocrypha, as in classical literature, means simply to “foreknow”; and so it does in Acts 26:5; 2 Pet. 3:17, the foreknowledge in both cases being on the part of men. Any presumption however that the sense is equally restricted here is negatived by the three other passages of the N.T. which contain the verb, Rom. 8:29; 11:2; 1 Pet. 1:20; in all of which bare prescience fits ill into the context. It has been rightly observed (Steiger, on 1 Pet. 1:2) that in all these three passages the object of the verb is personal, “those whom He foreknew,” “His people which He foreknew,” “Christ, who was foreknown indeed before the foundation of the world.” The precise force of this peculiar usage, a force which must admit of application to Christ no less than to God’s people, is apparently explained by a fundamental passage of Old Testament prophecy, Jer. 1:5. The word of Jehovah came to Jeremiah saying “Before I formed thee in the belly, I knew thee” [where “Before” and “knew” make up a virtual “foreknew”], “and before thou camest out of the womb, I hallowed thee: I gave (appointed) thee a prophet unto the nations.” Here the “foreknowing” of a prophet stands manifestly for his previous designation; as it were, his previous recognition. Language of nearly the same import occurs in II Isa. 49:1, “Jehovah hath called me from the womb, from the bowels of my mother hath he made mention of my name” (cf. vv. 3, 5); and the two forms of speech are combined in the phrase “I know thee by name” in Exod. 33:12, 17, addressed by Jehovah to Moses. (Compare also the Assumptio Moysis i.14, “Itaque excogitavit et invenit me, qui ab initio orbis terrarum praeparatus sum, ut sim arbiter testamenti illius”; the original of the last words, as preserved by Gelasius of Cyzicus, ii.18 [Mansi, Conc. ii.844], cited by Hilgenfeld, being apparently proeqeavsatov me oJ qeo;" pro; katabolh'" kovsmou ei\naiv me th'" diaqhvkh" aujtou' mesivthn.) This “knowledge” is not a knowledge of facts respecting a person but a knowledge of himself; it is, so to speak, a contemplation of him in his individuality, yet not as an indifferent object but as standing in personal relations to Him who thus “foreknows” him. It must not therefore be identified with mere foreknowledge of existence or acts (prescience); or again, strictly speaking, with destination or predestination (oJrivzw, proorivzw), even in the biblical sense, that is, in relation to a Providential order, much less in the philosophical sense of antecedent constraint. In the sequence already cited from St Paul (Rom. 8:29 f.) it stands as the first movement of the Divine Mind, to use human language, antecedent to “predestination.” St Peter, however, who never uses oJrivzw, G3988, or proorivzw, G4633, in his Epistle, apparently includes both stages under the one term “foreknowledge” both here and in 1 Pet. 1:20; that is, he thinks of it as directed not to a person simply, but to a person in relation to a function. 


The idea of a “foreknowledge” of God’s people lay before St Peter in two chapters of the Romans, as applied both to the original Israel (Rom. 11:2) and to the new Israel (8:28 ff.). He was equally following St Paul’s lead in transferring to the apostles the idea of a “foreknowledge” of the prophets on the part of God. St Paul’s mind was evidently full of thoughts derived from the twin passages of Jeremiah and II Isaiah, when he wrote Gal. 1:15 and Rom. 1:1, if indeed they did not mingle with all his thoughts of his own peculiar and solitary work. St Peter’s appropriation of the idea falls in with the general drift of his Epistle. The Divine commission of the apostles was no after-thought, as it were, suggested only by casual needs belonging to human circumstances, but part of the original Divine counsel. The application to the Asiatic Christians themselves is illustrated by many subsequent verses. 


The association of “foreknowledge” with ejklektoi'" may have been suggested by the connexion between Rom. 8:33 and vv. 28 ff. (cf. Eph. 1:4 f.). For the corresponding “election” of apostles see Luke 6:13; John 6:70; 13:18; 15:16; Acts 1:2 (the Twelve); Acts 9:15 (St Paul). 


qeou' patrov", of God, even the Father] In the salutations of the Epistles and in similar contexts ajpo; qeou' patrov" (ejn qew'/ patriv) is seven or eight times followed by hJmw'n, both with the addition of kai; kurivou (-w/)  jI. C. (2 Thess. 1:1; Gal. 1:3, probable reading; 1 Cor. 1:3; 2 Cor. 1:2; Rom. 1:7; Phil. 1:2; Eph. 1:2; Philem. 3) and without it (Col. 1:2, right reading): compare oJ qeo;" kai; path;r hJmw'n (nom. gen. dat.: 1 Thess. 1:3; 3:11, 13; Gal. 1:4; Phil. 4:20), and also oJ kuvrio" hJmw'n  jI. C. kai; ªoJº qeo;" oJ path;r hJmw'n (2 Thess. 2:16, right reading). Similarly hJmw'n or tw'n ajnqrwvpwn is the genitive implied for qrhskeiva kaqara; kai; ajmivanto" para; tw'/ qew'/ kai; patriv in James 1:27.  JHmw'n is transferred to the second member of the full double clause (e.g., ajpo; qeou' patro;" kai; C.  jI. tou' kurivou hJmw'n) in the Pastoral Epistles (1 Tim. 1:2, right reading; 2 Tim. 1:2; Titus 1:4, right reading), and in these alone, with the doubtful exception of Gal. 1:3 (see above): it is omitted altogether (ejn qew'/ patri; kai; kurivw/  jI. C. or ajpo; k.t.l.) in 1 Thess. 1:1; 2 Thess. 1:1, right reading; Eph. 6:23; so also Jude 1, ejn qew'/ patri; hjgaphmevnoi" kai;  jI. Cristw'/ tethrhmevnoi". In these four places the context allows either hJmw'n or  jIhsou' Cristou' or both to be mentally supplied; and the same may be said of 1 Cor. 8:6 (hJmi'n ei|" qeo;" oJ pathvr,...kai; ei\" kuvrio"  jI. C.). On the other hand  jIhsou' Cristou' is clearly intended in dia;... jI. C. kai; qeou' patro;" tou' ejgeivranto" aujto;n ejk nekrw'n (Gal. 1:1), in para; qeou' patro;" kai; para;  jI. C. tou' uiJou' tou' patrov" (2 John 3, right reading), and in labw;n ga;r para; qeou' patro;" timh;n kai; dovxan (2 Pet. 1:17): compare o{tan paradidw'/ th;n basileivan tw'/ qew'/ kai; patriv (1 Cor. 15:24). This last sense is also, like the other, definitely expressed in the fuller phrase tw'/ qew'/ patri; tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jI. ªC.º (Col. 1:3, right 

reading): compare oJ qeo;" kai; path;r tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jI. C. (2 Cor. 1:3; 11:31 without hJm. or X.; Rom. 15:6; Eph. 1:3; 1 Pet. 1:3), and iJerei'" tw'/ qew'/ kai; patri; aujtou' (Apoc. 1:6). In three or four passages of St Paul’s Epistles of the Roman captivity there can be little doubt that pathvr, G4252, combines both references; i{na...pa'sa glw'ssa ejxomologhvshtai o{ti KURIOS IHSOUS CRISTOS eij" dovxan qeou' patrov" (Phil. 2:11); pavnta [sc. poiei'te] ejn ojnovmati kurivou  jIhsou', eujcaristou'nte" tw'/ qew'/ patri; dij aujtou' (Col. 3:17, right reading); with the parallel Eph. 5:20, eujcaristou'nte" pavntote uJpe;r pavntwn ejn ojnovmati tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jI. C. tw'/ qew'/ kai; patriv; and according to a not improbable reading (for tw'/ patriv) eujcaristou'nte" tw'/ qew'/ patriv,...o}"...hJma'" metevsthsen eij" th;n basileivan tou' uiJou' th'" ajgavph" aujtou' (Col. 1:12). In St Peter’s salutation likewise the double reference was probably intended. The Fatherhood to the Only Begotten seems to be implied in the theological structure of 1 Pet. 1:2 (cf. vs. 3), the Fatherhood to men in the human objects (ajpovstolo", ejklektoi'") of the Divine foreknowledge (cf. vs. 17). The combination finds support in the already much cited passage of Romans (Rom. 8:29: cf. 14-17, 19), o{ti ou}" proevgnw, kai; prowvrisen summovrfou" th'" eijkovno" tou' uiJou' aujtou', eij" to; ei\nai aujto;n prwtovtokon ejn polloi'" ajdelfoi'". 


The writers of the N.T. had doubtless a clear purpose in thus joining together, especially at the beginning of Epistles, the two designations “God” and “Father”; of course using them both alike as appellations, for qeov", G2536, in the N.T. is never a proper name (see Justin Martyr Ap. 2.6,  [Onoma de; tw'/ pavntwn patri; qeto;n ajgennhvtw/ o[nti oujk e[stin...to; dev path;r kai; qeo;" kaiv ktivsth" kaiv kuvrio" kaiv despovth" oujk ojnovmatav ejstin ajllj ejk tw'n eujpoi>w'n kai; tw'n e[rgwn prosrhvsei"...o}n trovpon kai; tov qeo;" prosagovreuma oujk o[nomav ejstin ajlla; pravgmato" dusexhghvtou e[mfuto" th'/ fuvsei tw'n ajnqrwvpwn dovxa). Each word suggested a part of the truth. To associations of supremacy, power, authorship, superintendence, were added associations of love, watchful care, and corrective discipline on the one part, and on the other of responsive faith and love, and above all of likeness of mind and character. See further on 1 Pet. 1:3, p. 29. 


ejn aJgiasmw'/ pneuvmato", in sanctification (hallowing) by the Spirit] The Greek may equally mean hallowing of the human spirit, or hallowing by the Holy Spirit; but the analogy of the other clauses (qeou' patrov", pneuvmato",  jIhsou' Cristou') is decisive for the latter sense. After aJgiasmw'/ the addition of aJgivou would have been superfluous, if not unnatural; and the article is omitted only as all other articles in the Salutation. The phrase probably comes from 2 Thess. 2:13, ei{lato uJma'" oJ qeo;" ajpj ajrch'" eij" swthrivan ejn aJgiasmw'/ pneuvmato" kai; pivstei ajlhqeiva", eij" o} ejkavlesen uJma'" dia; tou' eujaggelivou hJmw'n, a passage of similar general import; where again the Spirit of God is doubtless intended, the “Spirit” and the “truth” being alike external to the Thessalonians whom the Spirit hallowed and whose faith the truth sustained. So also in 1 Thess. 4:7 (ouj ga;r ejkavlesen hJma'" oJ qeo;" ejpi; ajkaqarsiva/ ajllj ejn aJgiasmw'/) the change from ejpiv, G2093, to ejn, G1877, is readily intelligible if “hallowing” (transitive) is meant, not merely “becoming holy” (neuter). 


ejn, G1877, marks “hallowing by the Spirit” as that act of God “in virtue of” which His antecedent “foreknowledge” began, as it were, to take effect. The continuous process of hallowing is doubtless included in accordance with the double force of the conception of “holiness” (see on 1 Pet. 1:15). Apostles, like prophets, had a special hallowing by the Spirit for their special office: so Eph. 3:5, wJ" nu'n ajpekaluvfqh toi'" aJgivoi" ajpostovloi" aujtou' kai; profhvtai" ejn pneuvmati (though the direct reference can be only to Christian prophets); compare Jer. 1:5; Isa. 6:3-7. Gentiles became members of a “holy nation” (1 Pet. 2:9) or people, not in virtue of belonging to a privileged race, but as receiving the gift of the Holy Spirit: so St Peter at Jerusalem in Acts 15:7 ff.,  [Andre" ajdelfoiv, uJmei'" ejpivstasqe o{ti ajfj hJmerw'n ajrcaivwn ejn uJmi'n ejxelevxato oJ qeo;" dia; tou' stovmatov" mou ajkou'sai ta; e[qnh to;n lovgon tou' eujaggelivou kai; pisteu'sai, kai; oJ kardiognwvsth" qeo;" ejmartuvrhsen aujtoi'" dou;" to; pneu'ma to; a{gion kaqw;" kai; hJmi'n, kai; oujqe;n dievkrinen metaxu; hJmw'n te kai; aujtw'n, th'/ pivstei kaqarivsa" ta;" kardiva" aujtw'n: and again in Eph. 1:13 (in contrast to Jews who had become Christians, tou;" prohlpikovta" ejn tw'/ cristw'/) ejn w|/ kai; uJmei'" ajkouvsante" to;n lovgon th'" ajlhqeiva", to; eujaggevlion th'" swthriva" uJmw'n, ejn w|/ kai; pisteuvsante", ejsfragivsqhte tw'/ pneuvmati th'" ejpaggeliva" tw'/ aJgivw/. 


eij" uJpakohvn, unto obedience] Since in Hebrew the same word means “to hear” and “to obey,” the writers of the N.T. were predisposed to make a more than ordinary use of the natural figure by which hearkening (attentive hearing) stands for obedience. As used by them however it was no mere form of speech, but the best expression of the truth, conveying as it did the idea of response to the voice of God:— “Speak, Lord, for thy servant heareth.” St Paul twice uses the verb uJpakouvw, G5634, with a negative for the refusal of Jews to obey the call of the Gospel (2 Thess. 1:8; Rom. 10:16: compare the use of ajpeiqevw, G578, illustrated on 1 Pet. 2:8); and this very phrase eij" uJpakohvn occurs three times in Romans with reference to obedience yielded to the Gospel by Gentiles, twice (Rom. 1:5; 16:26) followed by pivstew" in the sense “obedience dependent on faith,” “inspired by faith” (cf. dia; dikaiosuvnh" pivstew" 4:13), once followed by ejqnw'n (15:18 w|n ouj kateirgavsato Cristo;" dij ejmou' eij" uJpakoh;n ejqnw'n): compare his final warning to the unbelieving Jews of Rome at the end of the Acts (Acts 28:28), gnwsto;n ou\n uJmi'n e[stw o{ti toi'" e[qnesin ajpestavlh tou'to to; swthvrion tou' qeou': aujtoi; kai; ajkouvsontai. What is doubtless intended is not the mental acceptance of a belief but action consequent on such acceptance, open profession in the first instance and afterwards a life in accord with it. These associations are not lost in St Peter’s use of eij" uJpakohvn (in 1 Pet. 4:17 he has himself the phrase tw'n ajpeiqouvntwn tw'/ tou' qeou' eujaggelivw/), but, as will be seen on the next clause, it must have included wider associations derived from the O.T. The word uJpakohv, G5633, recurs in two other verses of this chapter, 1 Pet. 1:14 wJ" tevkna uJpakoh'", and vs. 22 ejn th'/ uJpakoh'/ th'" ajlhqeiva". 


eij", G1650, unto, expresses the purposed result of the Divine choosing and hallowing on character and life. Compare the remarkable phrase of Rom. 6:17, cavri" de; tw'/ qew'/ o{ti h\te dou'loi th'" aJmartiva" uJphkouvsate de; ejk kardiva" eij" o}n paredovqhte tuvpon didach'", where the whole context proves the tuvpo" didach'" to be the Christian standard of ethical teaching. 


kai; rJantismo;n ai{mato"  jIhsou' Cristou', and sprinkling with the blood of Jesus Christ] The key to the precise meaning of this phrase is given by the context. The “sprinkling” is coupled with “obedience,” and is placed after “obedience.” 


In the N.T. the blood of Christ is associated with various images which need to be clearly distinguished. There is here no direct reference to the idea of purchase or ransom, as in 1 Pet. 1:18, 19 (ejlutrwvqhte, timivw/), or to the idea of sacrificial atonement, as in several other books of the N.T. This application of the idea of ritual sprinkling is absent from St Paul’s Epistles (though in one passage, cited below, it is virtually implied) and from the rest of the N.T. except the Epistle to the Hebrews, where directly or indirectly it plays a considerable part in Hebrews 9 (9:7, 11-22) and recurs in two retrospective allusions, in 10:22 and 12:24 (ai{mati rJantismou'). With St Peter the range of possible references to the O.T. is more narrowly limited by the evident implication that the objects sprinkled were the apostles and the converts themselves, whereas most of the many sprinklings of blood prescribed in the Levitical Law were to be performed on the altar or other inanimate things. In two cases only were human beings to be sprinkled with blood under the Levitical Law; with the blood of the bird in the cleansing of the leper (Lev. 14:6 f.), and with that of the ram in the consecration of Aaron and his sons (Exod. 29:21; Lev. 8:30). Neither of these sprinklings can possibly have suggested St Peter’s language. The O.T. contains but one other ritual sprinkling of human beings with blood. It was a single historical event, never, as far as we know, repeated; and thus it stands outside the Levitical legislation. Express reference is made to it in Heb. 9:19 f. and 12:24. This event is the sprinkling which formed the ratification of the covenant between Jehovah and His people through the mediator Moses, as described in Exod. 24:3-8. 


The chief points in the narrative are these. Moses proclaims to the people “all the words of Jehovah and all the judgements,” and all the people answer with one voice “All the words which Jehovah hath spoken will we do.” Moses writes down the words, builds an altar, and sends young men who offer burnt offerings and sacrifice peace offerings of oxen to Jehovah. Half of the blood of these sacrifices he sprinkles on the altar. He takes the book of the covenant and reads it before the people, who make answer “All that Jehovah hath spoken will we do, and be obedient.” The other half of the blood, set by in basons, Moses then sprinkles on the people with the words “Behold the blood of the covenant which Jehovah hath made with you concerning all these words.” 


This consecration of a covenant by the blood of sacrifices (alluded to in Ps. 50:5; Zech. 9:11: cf. Heb. 9:17) was not peculiar to the Jews. For the Greek usage of dipping the hands in the blood of sacrifices in making treaties see Hermann and Stark, Gottesd. Alt., p. 122. 


In this as in other instances a heathen custom was refined and spiritualised by its significant adjuncts. 


The essential points of the narrative in Exodus are these. First, that the primary purpose of the sprinkling was to consecrate the covenant between Jehovah and the people, the invisible bond between them being indicated by the community of origin of the blood on the altar, as representing Jehovah, and the blood on the persons of the people. Second, that the blood so sprinkled was that of victims who had been sacrificed. Third, that the sprinkling of the people with this blood was regarded as a consecration and symbolic purification of themselves. And fourth, that this consecration of the people followed or accompanied a promise of obedience made by the people. 


Now it is on an application of these primitive acts and ideas that St Peter’s reference to sprinkling is founded. First, it takes its whole meaning from the conception of the new order of things introduced by Messiah’s appearing, Death, and Resurrection, as a New Covenant between God and man, such a covenant as is fully expounded in Heb. 8 on the basis of the great prophecy of Jeremiah (Jer. 31:31-34). This covenant, like the old, is consecrated with blood. The sprinkling of blood on the altar is represented by the sacrifice of the Cross. Messiah Himself said, “This is my blood of the covenant” (tou'tov ejstin to; ai|mav mou th'" diaqhvkh": Matt. 26:28; Mark 14:24, right text in both places), thus repeating the exact words of Exodus 24 in pointing to the new sacrifice of Himself; and the expository form of the saying, as given in 1 Cor. 11:25, and hence in the interpolated recital in Luke 22:20 (hJ kainh; diaqhvkh ejn tw'/ ai{mativ mou), contains the same primary terms with the word “new” added. St Paul had likewise to all appearance the consecration of the New Covenant in view when he wrote to the Ephesians (Eph. 2:13) “But now in Christ Jesus ye that once were far off were made nigh in the blood of the Christ”; the death of Messiah having been, to borrow St John’s words (John 11:51 f.), a death not for the Jewish nation only but for the gathering together of God’s scattered children. Accordingly here St Peter doubtless means to signify that the admission of the Asiatic converts was an admission to a New Covenant consecrated by a new sprinkling of blood. Secondly, the sprinkling presupposed a shedding; the consecration of the New Covenant presupposed the antecedent sacrifice of the Cross, the virtue of which proceeded from nothing cognisable by the outward senses, but from the inner yielding up of the very life for the sake of men at the Father’s will. Thirdly, the admission of the Asiatic converts to the New Covenant, involving as it did an ideal sprinkling of themselves with the blood of Him who had died for their sins, was a consecration of themselves in a Divine communion, an initiation into newness of life to be governed by willing fulfilment of the New Covenant. Fourthly, reception into the Christian covenant implied acceptance of an authoritative standard of righteousness contained in the Gospel: a Christian obedience took the place of the obedience of the Old Covenant. 


Thus each element of the transaction recorded in Exodus had its counterpart in the entrance into the New Covenant, and the combination and sequence of “obedience” and “sprinkling” in the establishment of the Old Covenant explain the combination and sequence of “obedience” and “sprinkling” which we find in St Peter. It is true that St Peter’s word uJpakohv, G5633, is but feebly represented by the ajkousovmeqa of the LXX. yet it was the one substantive by which St Peter could here reproduce clearly the sense of the original (see above p. 22), a sense which moreover is demanded by the context in many other places in which the LXX. renders [m'v;, H9048, by ajkouvw, G201. 


While however the incidents of the establishment of the Old Covenant with Israel thus supplied St Peter with the framework of his language, the fundamental Sacrifice of the New Covenant could not but impart its own character to the ideal sprinkling of the new people of God. Fulfilment of the New Covenant rested on union with Him who had died and now lived again, and on a life conformed to His in the strength of that union, that is, on the life of sacrifice. To be sprinkled with His blood was to be pledged to the absolute and perpetual abnegation of self, culminating, if need be, in a violent death, for the good of men and the glory of God. Obedience was the form of moral good which the preparatory dispensation of law could best teach. Under the higher dispensation of grace it lost none of its necessity: the sprinkled blood enlarged its scope, while it filled it with a new spirit and sustained it with a new power. 


Such being the import of the sprinkling for all who might be admitted to the Christian covenant, it is not rash to surmise that St Peter’s words were used by him with an ulterior reference to the immediate occasion of his Epistle. Persecution having begun, martyrdom would not long be absent. Both for the writer and for the recipients of the Epistle there was a not remote prospect of having to seal their testimony with their blood. Now in Apoc. 7:14 it is of them that “came out of the great tribulation,” evidently a persecution, that the elder speaks as having “cleansed their robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb.” And again in 12:11 it is said of those who overcame the great dragon that “they themselves (aujtoiv) overcame him because of the blood of the Lamb and because of the word of their testimony, and they loved not their life even unto death.” These passages imply the idea that the blood of martyrdom was in some sense comprehended in “the blood of the Lamb,” of Him who is called in the same book (1:5; 3:14: compare the similar language applied to Antipas 2:13) “the faithful Witness,” or Martyr. This is but the complete carrying out of St Paul’s meaning when, writing to the Corinthians out of a great depth of affliction, he speaks of “the sufferings of the Christ as overflowing unto us” (2 Cor. 1:5, kaqw;" perisseuvei ta; paqhvmata tou' cristou' eij" hJma'"), and again when he speaks to the Philippians of “communion in His (Christ’s) sufferings” (koinwnivan paqhmavtwn aujtou') and of “becoming conformed to His death” (Phil. 3:10). When therefore St Peter (1 Pet. 4:13) calls on the Asiatic Christians to “rejoice insomuch as they were partakers of the sufferings of the Christ” (kaqo; koinwnei'te toi'" tou' cristou' paqhvmasin), the literal sense of his words is the only probable one (cf. 5:1, mavrtu" tw'n tou' cristou' paqhmavtwn in parallelism to oJ kai; th'" mellouvsh" ajpokaluvptesqai dovxh" koinwnov"); and it may well be presupposed here. It is indeed no more than a special application of what was the import of the sprinkling for every Christian, symbolically represented in a manner now by the use of the cross in Baptism. 


cavri" uJmi'n kai; eijrhvnh plhqunqeivh, Grace to you and peace be multiplied] The two words “grace” and “peace” stand thus alone together in the initial salutation of all St Paul’s Epistles except 1 and 2 Timothy, which (like 2 John) have the triad “grace, mercy, peace”; and in that of 2 Peter and of the Apocalypse: the Pastoral Epistles omit the pronoun. The ultimate source of the combination (“grace” and “peace”) as thus used is probably the Aaronic Benediction in Num. 6:24 ff.: so, with some exaggeration, Otto in Jahrb.f. deutsche Theol. 1867, pp. 681f., 689f., where much illustrative matter is given. The Face of Jehovah (cf. Ps. 4:6, 8) as the primary source of good to His people stands first in the second and third members of the Benediction (“make His face to shine upon thee,” “lift up His countenance upon thee”) and the second member closes with “and be gracious to thee,” the third with “and give thee peace.” 


cavri", G5921, grace, a favourite word in this Epistle as with St Paul and the author of Hebrews, seems as used in the N.T. to combine the force of two Hebrew words ˆje, H2834, and ds,j&,, H2876,. It is by far the commonest rendering of the substantive ˆje, in the LXX. though the verb ˆn"j;, H2858, is usually rendered by ejleevw, G1796, show mercy, the LXX. having no analogous verb connected with cavri", G5921. “Mercy” is however but a single and subordinate aspect of ˆje,, a comprehensive word, gathering up all that may be supposed to be expressed in the smile of a heavenly King looking down upon His people. This is the idea of the verb  ˆn"j;(LXX. eujloghvsai, v. l. ejlehvsai) in the Aaronic Benediction. But cavri", G5921, likewise includes the force of  ds,j&,(usually e[leo", G1799) (see Delitzsch in Z.S.f. Luth. Th. 38, 450; also Cremer in voce), i.e. the coming down of the Most High with help to the helpless. So Ps. 85:7 f., 10, “mercy” followed by “peace.” On  ds,j&,see Hupfeld on Ps. 1:54 f. It is worth notice that the intercalated e[leo", G1799, mercy of the Pastoral Epistles (substituted for cavri", G5921, in Jude 2, e[leo" uJmi'n kai; eijrhvnh kai; ajgavph: cf. Gal. 6:16), though it might be a duplicate rendering of ˆje, which it does three times translate in the LXX. is probably intended for ds,j&,, so as to couple together the two Hebrew aspects of “grace.” In Wisdom 3:9; 4:15 they are likewise so coupled, o{ti cavri" kai; e[leo" ªejnº toi'" ejklektoi'" aujtou'.  JH cavri" (the article never being absent) stands alone (except in 2 Cor. 13:13, a peculiar case) at the end of all St Paul’s Epistles, Hebrews, and the Apocalypse; either absolutely (Eph., Col., Epp. Past., Heb.) or with tou' kurivou ªhJmw'nº  jIhsou' ªCristou'º added. 


Thus the word grace, standing at the head of the Christian form of blessing, directs our thoughts to the heavenly source of blessing. Before “joy” or “peace” or any other form of well being, which formed the subject of ordinary good wishes, the Apostles first wished for their converts the smile and the merciful help of the Lord of heaven and earth. When that had been desired for them, all other blessings could also be desired, and that with a new meaning. The Incarnation itself was the perfect expression of what was meant by “grace,” and in its light and power all God’s good gifts were become new. 


eijrhvnh, G1645, peace, is by far the most usual LXX. rendering of µ/lv;, H8934, a word of wide sense. With the Jews, as with other Shemitic peoples, it was the most comprehensive term of wellbeing. Compare Tert. Adv. Marc. 5.5, Communem scilicet et eundem [titulum] in epistulis omnibus, quod non utique salutem praescribit eis quibus scribit, sed gratiam et pacem. Non dico quid illi cum Iudaico adhuc more, destructori Iudaismi? Nam et hodie Iudaei in pacis nomine appellant, et retro in scripturis sic salutabant. 


In the N.T. eijrhvnh, G1645, probably never transgresses the limitations suggested by common Greek usage, peace in antithesis to every kind of conflict and war and molestation, to enmity without and distraction within. In salutations the apostles naturally retain the natural and impressive term traditional with their countrymen, but they subordinate it to the term “grace” which itself, as we have seen, looked back from the gift to the Giver, and which the Gospel had now clothed with special significance. This subordination is marked not only by the order but by the collocation of the pronoun uJmi'n, to you, which invariably precedes kai; eijrhvnh, and peace. In the final salutation of this Epistle (1 Pet. 5:14) “peace” stands alone when elsewhere we find “the grace”: but “grace” stands in two emphatic phrases just before (5:10, 12). Compare Eph. 6:23 f.; Gal. 6:16, 18; 2 Thess. 3:16, 18. 


plhqunqeivh, be multiplied] This added verb, copied in Jude and 2 Peter (as also in Clem. Rom. 1; Polyc. 1; Mart. Polyc. 1; Constit. Ap. 1.1), evidently comes from the eijrhvnh uJmi'n plhqunqeivh of Dan. 4:1 (= iii.98 LXX. and Thdn. = iii.31 Hebr.); 6:25 (omitted in LXX.). The fundamental image recurs in another phrase, “the multitude” (or “abundance” bro, H8044, from a different root from the verb in Dan.) “of peace,” plh'qo" eijrhvnh", Ps. 37:11; 72:7. St Peter doubtless gives the word its natural sense. He prays not only for grace and peace but for their multiplication; that is, in all probability, that the trials through which the Asiatic Christians are about to pass may result in a manifold increase of grace and peace. 


The first paragraph (1 Pet. 1:3-12) after the Salutation is a benediction which prolongs and unfolds itself under three forms, and thus prepares the way for exhortation and instruction by drawing the converts upwards towards the height of the “grace” into which they had been received. First (vv. 3-5) it is a benediction proper, a blessing of the Father’s name because by raising His Son from the dead He had brought the converts into a new state of existence, carrying with it an undying hope, an inviolable inheritance. Next (vv. 6-9) the benediction of God passes into a bold affirmation of the exulting gladness which faith was enabling the converts to cherish under fiery trial, and of the joyful love with which faith was enabling them to cleave to the unseen Lord; the final result of this faith being the saving of their souls alive. Lastly (vv. 10-12) the height of the “grace” is set forth from another side, as the true object of the anticipations of ancient prophets, revealed to them as such in answer to their own seekings and searchings; while the concluding words point to the future unrolling of this latest stage in God’s dealings with men as similarly watched for by angels above. 


1:3-12. Thanksgiving for the Christian hope in the midst of trials, that hope being the fulfilment of prophetic expectations 

3. Eujloghto;" oJ qeo;" kai; path;r tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou', Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ] This form of benediction is copied from Eph. 1:3: it had been previously used 2 Cor. 1:3. “Thanksgiving” (eujcaristevw, G2373, except 2 Tim., cavrin e[cw) stands for “blessing” in the corresponding place of St Paul’s other epistles, except those (Gal., 1 Tim., Tit.) which have nothing analogous. In all three places the subject of “blessing” is a universal gift to Christians; while the “thanksgiving” has invariably some special reference to the persons addressed. 


The Greek verbal eujloghtov", G2329, like the English “blessed,” admits of two different senses, “receiving blessing,” and “worthy of receiving blessing.” The latter sense was apparently intended by the LXX. translators, the probable authors of the word, if we may judge by their habitual though not invariable employment of eujloghtov", G2329, and eujloghmevno", both for the same Heb. Ër"B;, H1385,. With the exception of 6 out of 42 places (Gen. 12:2; 26:29; Deut. 7:14; Ruth 2:20; 1 Sam. 15:13; 25:33 oJ trovpo" sou [Abigail]: also doubtful vv. ll. in Deut. 28:6 bis; 33:24; Judges 17:2), eujloghtov", G2329, is reserved for God Himself, or once (Ps. 71:19, best MSS.) His Name: while eujloghmevno" is 27 times applied to men or other creatures, and only 4 times to God (1 Kings 10:9; 1 Chr. 16:36; 2 Chr. 9:8; Jer. 38:23 (31:23)), as well as thrice to His Name (Job 1:21; Ps. 112:2; Dan. 2:20 [also Thdn.]) and once to His glory (Ezek. 3:12); and indeed in 4 of these last 8 places the sense of worthiness is otherwise given by the presence of gevnoito, e[stw, or ei[h. The same usage is found in the Apocrypha (where eujloghtov", G2329, has its normal application 21 times, eujloghmevno" 4 times), except perhaps in two long passages where there is much confusion of text (Judith 13:17, 18 bis; Dan. 3:52-55 [also Thdn.]; also the peculiar recension of Tobit 13:12, 18 in a). For the consecutive employment of the two words in their respective senses see Gen. 14:19 f. (eujloghmevno"  jAbra;m tw'/ qew'/ tw'/ uJyivstw/..., kai; eujloghto;" oJ qeo;" oJ u{yisto"); 1 Sam. 25:32 f.; Tobit 11:14. The usage of the N.T. follows the old lines without exception (eujloghtov", G2329, 8 times, eujloghmevno" 3 times, besides a 6 times repeated quotation from Ps. 117:26). This appropriation of the two words obviously rests on the feeling that men and lower things can naturally be called “blessed” only as having as a matter of fact now or formerly received blessing from God; but that in calling God “blessed” we are thinking of historic fact only in so far as it points to a fundamental obligation to bless Him which rests on His creatures under all circumstances. The strict sense of eujloghtov", G2329, is invoked by Philo (De Migr. Abr. 19), naturally with a different antithesis, to explain the paradox that Abraham is called eujloghtov", ouj movnon eujloghmevno", in Gen. 12:2 (see above): he virtually defines eujloghtov", G2329, as pefukw;" eujlogiva" a[xio" kai; a]n pavnte" hJsucavzwsin. The question whether the verb to be mentally supplied with eujloghtov", G2329, in benedictions is ejstivn or ei[h is answered at once by the right interpretation of the verbal. Apart from the universal presumption against supplying any tense of the substantive verb but the present indicative, this is the only tense that suits the meaning “worthy of blessing.” But the most exact English rendering of this meaning is the optative or jussive Blessed be. (Most of the evidence here adduced has been independently discussed, with substantially the same results, by Ezra Abbot in the Journal of the [American] Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis for Dec. 1881 [Middletown, 1882], pp. 152ff.) 


The ultimate etymology of Ër"B;, H1385, is uncertain: but its chief biblical uses (“blessing” of men by men, of God by men or other creatures, of men or other creatures by God), which are more distinct from each other than the familiarity of a single rendering in Greek, Latin, and modern languages allows us easily to recognise, apparently all rest immediately on the sense “to speak good words to,” “to express good will by words.” Some such sense as this was probably assumed by the LXX. translators in their almost invariable rendering of  Ër"B;by eujlogevw, G2328, (eujloghtov", G2329), which commended itself rather by its two obvious roots than by actual usage. Eujlogevw, a word of rare and somewhat late occurrence in prose literature, better known from Pindar and the dramatists, with classical writers means always “to praise,” usually “to pronounce public or formal praise” (thus the Rhet. ad Alex. 4 init. identifies it with to; ejgkwmiastiko;n ei\do" of rhetoric). Moreover the gods are never its objects; except indeed in a pair of late Egyptian inscriptions, Aijscrivwn ªDiodºovtou Qra'/x eªujºlogªw'º to;n eu[oªdoºn qeovn.—Aijscrivwn Dioªdovtºou eujlogw' th;n Ei\sin (C. I. G. 4705 b. Add. from Antinoopolis: compare another distinctly Jewish pair, also Egyptian, Eujlogei' to;n qeo;n Ptolemai'o" Dionusivou  jIoudai'o".—Qeou' eujlogiva: Qeovdoto" Dwrivwno"  jIoudai'o" swqei;" ejk...[C. I. G. 4838 c from Edfu]). Thus all the three biblical usages noticed above were new applications of eujlogevw, G2328, all taking their colour from the relation of men to God as willing the good of men. The “blessing” of God by men (as in eujloghtov", G2329, here) is the only biblical usage in which the classical sense of “praise” distinctly survives: the “blessing” of God by men is no mere jubilant worship, but an intelligent recognition of His abiding goodness as made known in His past or present acts. The use of the same word, whether in Hebrew or in Greek, for what is called the “blessing” of God by man and for what is called the “blessing” of man by God is probably founded on a sense of the essentially responsive nature of such “blessing” as men can send on high. “Prior est in nobis benedictio Domini,” says Augustine, “et consequens est ut et nos benedicamus Dominum. Illa pluvia, iste fructus est. Ergo redditur tanquam fructus agricolae Deo, compluenti nos et colenti” (En. in Ps. “lxvi,” 4.655 B). Such must be the force of the emphatic language of Eph. 1:3 f., Eujloghto;" oJ qeo;" kai; path;r k.t.l., oJ eujloghvsa" hJma'" ejn pavsh/ eujlogiva/ pneumatikh'/ ejn toi'" ejpouranivoi" ejn Cristw'/, kaqw;" ejxelevxato hJma'" ejn aujtw'/ pro; katabolh'" kovsmou. 


The designation the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is confined to initial benedictions (Eph. 1:3; 2 Cor. 1:3; as here: compare the thanksgiving in Col. 1:3, where however the right text has no kaiv, G2779) or other places of special solemnity (Rom. 15:6 [cf. Phil. 2:11, with the whole context from vs. 2], 2 Cor. 11:31, without hJmw'n or Cristou' (right reading), and with oJ w]n eujloghto;" eij" tou;" aijw'na" added. The most obvious construction of this compound phrase is also the true one; that is, tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou' must be taken with qeov", G2536, as well as with pathvr, G4252. This construction (adopted by the Reims Version in 2 Cor. 1:3, by A.V. and most earlier English revisions in 2 Cor. 11:31, by A.V. in Eph. and 1 Pet., and by R.V. in all five places and in Apoc. 1:6, tw'/ qew'/ kai; patri; aujtou', sc.  jIhsou' Cristou') alone agrees naturally with the collocation of words, though it is doubtless grammatically possible to take qeov", G2536, absolutely. In the absence of an accessory word or phrase prefixed or affixed to qeov", G2536, or of a change of order, or of any other sign calling on the reader to make a pause, he could hardly fail to read continuously on, unless indeed the sense thus obtained were manifestly impossible: compare the exactly similar oJ qeo;" kai; path;r hJmw'n of Gal. 1:4; Phil. 4:20; 1 Thess. 1:3; 3:11, 13 (cf. 2 Thess. 2:16). Here, as always, qeov", G2536, is as much an appellative as pathvr, G4252, (see above, p. 21), and there is nothing to suggest that the two appellatives were meant to stand on a different footing. In Ephesians (Eph. 1:3) any supposition that intrinsic necessity of sense requires the disjoining of qeov", G2536, from tou' kurivou k.t.l. is forbidden by the direct and immediate phrase in 1 Pet. 1:17, oJ qeo;" tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou', oJ path;r th'" dovxh": or rather its presence in the same Epistle is a strong confirmation of the corresponding interpretation of 1:3. The construction thus certified for Eph. 1:3 may be safely taken as determining the construction intended by St Peter. The sense implied is evidently the same as that of the words spoken to Mary Magdalene, poreuvou de; pro;" tou;" ajdelfouv" mou kai; eijpe; aujtoi'"  jAnabaivnw pro;" to;n patevra mou kai; patevra uJmw'n kai; qeovn mou kai; qeo;n uJmw'n (John 20:17). See also some of the passages cited on 1 Pet. 1:2 above, p. 20f., and likewise Apoc. (Apoc. 2:7 v. l.;) 1 Pet. 3:2, 12 quater; Matt. 27:46 (with || Mark); Heb. 1:9: the application of language taken from Ps. 89:27 (and vs. 37) to our Lord in Apoc. 1:5 is perhaps a connecting link between Apoc. (Apoc. 2:7 v. l.;) 1 Pet. 3:2, 12, and again 2:27; 3:5, 21 on the one side (cf. 1 Pet. 1:6), and on the other the language of the next preceding verse of the Psalm (Ps. 89:26), “He shall cry unto me, Thou art my Father, my God,” which some Fathers (Athanasius, Cyril Alex., Theodoret) treat as fulfilled in John 20:17. 


There is indeed nothing surprising in this expression of both relations in Scripture. To Jews and Greeks alike the idea expressed by the name God would be more comprehensive than the idea expressed by the name Father: summing up all such subordinate ideas as those of Maker and Ruler, it would suggest God’s relation to the universe and all its constituent parts, not to that part of it alone which is capable of sonship. Now the revelation of Fatherhood which was given in the Son of God was assuredly not meant to supersede the more universal name. He whom men had securely learned to know as their Father did not cease to be their God, or to be the God of the world of which they formed a part and in which they moved; and this relation was a primary and fundamental one, independent of the intrusion of evil. It is therefore difficult to see how either relation could have been absent from a Perfect Manhood. Conversely a renovation and expansion of the whole idea of God as the God of men and the God of His whole creation is involved in the Incarnation, as seen under those larger aspects under which it came at last to present itself to the Apostles. 


In all five places of the Epistles (even in 2 Cor. 11:31, compared with the twin sentences of 13:4 and the twin passages 1 Cor. 1:23-25, 26-31) the full phrase “the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” seems to point to God as the Alpha and Omega (Apoc. 1:8) of the whole “economy” of creation and redemption (cf. Eph. 1:18-23; 3:8-11), and this is illustrated by Rom. 9:5 (as a doxology); 1 Cor. 3:23; 15:24. 


tou' kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou', of our Lord Jesus Christ] This familiar and therefore too little considered phrase combines three elements with the simple personal name Jesus which is its nucleus. On the fundamental combination with Christ (Messiah), occurring first in St Peter’s exhortation on the first Christian Pentecost (Acts 2:38: cf. vs. 36), see above on 1 Pet. 1:1, p. 13. The origin of the additional combination with Lord is shown by St Peter’s previous words on the same occasion. After expounding how Jesus was Christ (Acts 2:22-32), specially with reference to the Resurrection, he goes on to comment on His exaltation by God’s right hand, followed by His outpouring of the manifestation of the Spirit, as a yet higher ascent, an ascent “into the heavens,” and thus as answering to the unique language of Ps. 110:1, “The Lord (Jehovah) said unto my Lord (Adon), Sit thou at my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy footstool”: only One so exalted, he argues, could David call “my Lord” (cf. Matt. 22:45 with || Mark Luke), and Jehovah bid to sit on His own right hand. Then in a final sentence St Peter draws the double conclusion, “Let all the house of Israel therefore know assuredly that God made Him LORD as well as CHRIST” (such must be the force of the order kai; kuvrion aujto;n kai; cristovn), “this Jesus whom ye crucified.” The idea thus derived from an application of Ps. 110:1 to the Ascension and Pentecostal manifestation of the Spirit, and embodied thenceforward in the term LORD, is essentially that of Kingship (th;n basileivan and basileuvein are the words used by St Paul in the great passage, founded similarly on Ps. 110:1, 1 Cor. 15:24-27: cf. Luke 2:11), but a kingship transcending, while it includes, the Davidic kingship; exercised not from Mount Sion but from the throne of heaven. Similarly in St Paul’s Epistles the formula KURIOS IHSOUS, Jesus is Lord, stands as the fundamental and sufficient expression of Christian faith (1 Cor. 12:3; Rom. 10:9; cf. Phil. 2:11 KURIOS IHSOUS CRISTOS); and in 1 Cor. 8:6 (cf. Eph. 4:5 f.), “One Lord, [even] Jesus Christ, through whom are all things, and we through Him,” stands parallel to “One God, [even] the Father, from whom are all things and we unto Him.” 


It is equally necessary to observe that the same title appears in our Greek records as given to Christ during His earthly life by His disciples; in the vocative repeatedly in all four Gospels, in the nominative and other cases exclusively in St John’s Gospel, and that only after the Resurrection, though not apparently with any newly acquired force (John 20:2, [vs. 13 to;n kuvriovn mou,] vs. 18 (cf. vs. 20), vs. 25; 21:7 [cf. vs. 12]): St Thomas’s exclamation in 20:28 (with mou) stands apart, and is a transitional anticipation. On three occasions Christ applies the title to Himself; indirectly in the warning to the Twelve respecting persecution in Matt. 10:24 f. (cf. John 13:16), in association with didavskalo", G1437; next as a designation which the owner of the colt at Bethany or Bethphage would recognise (replaced by oJ didavskalo" in the analogous message to the owner of the house in Jerusalem at which the Passover was to be eaten, Matt. 26:18 with || Mark Luke), in Matt. 21:3 with ||; and lastly at the washing of the Apostles’ feet after the Last Supper (John 13:13 f.), “Yourselves call me The Teacher and The Lord, and ye say well, for so I am: if therefore I, the Lord and the Teacher,” & c. In all this early usage kuvrio", G3261, probably represents not Adon but the nearly equivalent Aramaic Mar, sometimes applied to teachers by disciples (cf. Buxtorf Lex. Rabb. 1246ff.; Keim Gesch. Jes. Naz. ii.13; iii.174); and at all events its sense is by no means identical with that of the kuvrio", G3261, of St Peter’s discourse and the apostolic Epistles. Nevertheless the two senses are closely connected. The earlier was expanded into the later, as the disciples of Jesus came to feel that in His case a unique force was added to an appellation which, as addressed to any other Rabbi, was little more than conventional. But the earlier was not lost in the later. It was by the experience of personal intimacy and discipleship that the true nature of the larger Lordship was discerned. For later disciples the words and deeds recorded in the Gospel remained the type and the basis of personal recognition of the universal Lord above. 


In the combination oJ kuvrio"  jIhsou'" (the Lord Jesus) kuvrio", G3261, unquestionably signifies the exaltation to Divine kingship (in St Peter’s words of Acts 1:21 it may be transitional), not the authority of a teacher over disciples. A signal early example is the “invocation” of St Stephen, “Lord Jesus, receive my spirit” (Acts 7:59). Not only is oJ kuvrio"  jIhsou'" never employed without special force by St Luke himself in the Acts (in the genuine text of his Gospel it does not occur at all), being always either preceded by “the name” (Acts 8:16; 19:5, 13, 17; cf. 21:13), specially with reference to baptism, or appearing as the sum of testimony or preaching (4:33; 11:20); but in the few occurrences of the phrase in the reported words of others (15:11; 16:31; 20:24 [ch. 21 v. l. with hJmw'n,]; 21:13: the only doubtful case being 20:35) the higher sense is equally obvious. To St Paul the phrase as bearing this meaning would specially commend itself, as he had no share in the earthly discipleship, while he traced both his conversion and his apostleship to the voice from heaven. 


The full phrase in which the simpler combinations the Lord Jesus and Jesus Christ coalesce occurs first in St Peter’s defence of himself at Jerusalem for his reception of Cornelius (Acts 11:17), eij ou\n th;n i[shn dwrea;n e[dwken aujtoi'" oJ qeo;" wJ" kai; hJmi'n pisteuvsasin ejpi; to;n kuvrion  jIhsou'n Cristovn, where it seems intended to suggest the universality of this Lordship as distinguished from the national character of the Davidic kingship. Thus in the previous visit to Cornelius at Caesarea, after declaring his “perception” (katalambavnomai) that God’s acceptance of men was not limited by nationality, St Peter had clearly distinguished the two spheres of kingship by saying first “He sent the word to the Sons of Israel declaring good tidings of peace through Jesus Christ,” and then “He is Lord of all” (Acts 10:36: cf. Rom. 10:12). The full phrase occurs but twice (or thrice) again in the Acts, and always in contexts bearing directly on the comprehension of both Jews and Gentiles under the same Lordship; Acts 15:26, with hJmw'n inserted (see below), in the letter of the apostles and elder brethren of Jerusalem to the Church of Antioch; [20:21 v. l., with hJmw'n;] 28:31, in reference to St Paul’s final preaching at Rome, “proclaiming the kingdom of God, and teaching the things concerning the Lord Jesus Christ.” In the Epistles the full phrase in this absolute form, without hJmw'n, is all but confined to solemn initial and final salutations. The final “Grace” takes this form in Phil., and perhaps in Gal., Philem., where however hJmw'n is possibly genuine (as it certainly is in 1 Thess., 2 Thess. [cf. Eph. 6:24: on 6:23 see below]), possibly also in 2 Cor., Rom. (Rom. 16:20), Cristou' being however doubtful in these two places, as it is likewise in Rev. 22:21. In all other cases (with five very doubtful exceptions, 2 Thess. 2:1 v. l.; 3:6 v. l.; 1 Cor. 6:11 v. l.; Rom. 13:14 v. l.; 2 Pet. 2:20 v. l., with kai; swth'ro") it is coupled with a preceding qeov", G2536, (to which path;r ªhJmw'nº is usually added), for the most part in initial salutations (1 Thess., 2 Thess. bis, 1 Cor., 2 Cor., Gal. v. l., Rom., Phil., Eph., Philem.), once in an almost final salutation (Eph. 6:23), and but once in the body of an epistle (2 Thess. 1:12). 


Much commoner is the form which has hJmw'n (“our”) inserted, as here. The difference of idea is well brought out by the remarkable words of 1 Cor. 8:6, “and one Lord, [even] Jesus Christ, through whom are all things (ta; pavnta) and we through Him.” On the one hand the Lordship exercised by Him and “through Him” is universal, comprehending all things and all men. On the other hand, to those men who recognise and welcome Him as Lord He is in a special sense their own Lord, and this inner Lordship is as it were a covenant uniting them to Him and to each other. The outward expression of the recognition of Jesus the Christ as Lord is called “invoking Him” (ejpikalou'mai) or “invoking His name” (Acts 7:59; 9:14, 21; 22:16; 1 Cor. 1:2; Rom. 10:12 ff.; 2 Tim. 2:22). The use of this language in 1 Cor. 1:2 is specially instructive because the first ten verses of the Epistle contain the phrase “[our] Lord Jesus Christ” no less than 6 times, and that certainly not by accident: vs. 10 is an exhortation to the Corinthians, “by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ,” to cherish unity and avoid divisions. It is evidently implied that the factions of the Corinthian Church were a violation of the bond of unity constituted by joint invocation of such a One as Lord (compare the connexion of Phil. 2:11 with 1 Cor. 2:2-5). So again in vs. 2 in saluting the Corinthians as men “hallowed” and “called,” St Paul joins them “with (suvn, G5250) all that invoke the name of our Lord Jesus Christ in every place, their [Lord] and ours”; that is, his inculcation of unity implicitly deprecates division from other Churches as well as internal division (cf. vs. 9 ejklhvqhte eij" koinwnivan tou' uiJou' aujtou'  jIhsou' Cristou' tou' kurivou hJmw'n; and also 4:17; 7:17; 11:16; 14:33; and probably 10:32; 11:22). Further emphasis is given to this idea by the addition of the words “theirs and ours,” which are intelligible only as a resolution of the previous hJmw'n, not as qualifying tovpw/; the comprehensive term “our Lord” being taken as extending to the fellowship of all Christians everywhere with those to whom it applied in the immediate and narrower sense, that is, with St Paul and the Corinthians. So Chrysostom eij de; oJ tovpo" cwrivzei, ajllj oJ kuvrio" aujtou;" sunavptei koino;" w[n: dio; kai; eJnw'n aujtou;" ejphvgagen hJmw'n te kai; aujtw'n. 


While the unity of all Christians in the One Lord whom they invoke, in conjunction with the personal relation of service in which each stands to Him, is thus doubtless the primary and constant force of the words “our Lord,” they may also have been meant to suggest more specially the bond of a common service which united an apostle to the particular church which he was addressing. Such is apparently the case in the long salutation at the beginning of Romans (see especially Rom. 1:5, 6, as following  jIhsou' Cristou' tou' kurivou hJmw'n in vs. 4); and not improbably here also, since St Peter’s salutation is founded on St Paul’s, and follows it in pointing to apostleship and church membership as resting on the same Divine foundations. 


oJ kata; to; polu; aujtou' e[leo", who according to His great mercy] Mercy is the attribute of God which would specially suggest itself in reference to the admission of Gentiles to the covenant (Rom. 15:9), and accordingly St Paul dwells on it in this connexion in Rom. 11:30-32, while he also looks forward to a fresh exhibition of “mercy” in the future readmission of the Jews who are now excluded by unbelief. In Eph. 2:1-4 Gentiles and believing Jews are represented as alike the objects of “mercy.” In successive sentences (vv. 1 f., 3) they are placed on the same footing as regards moral failure, just as in Rom. 2, 3, and then (Eph. 2:4) God, in virtue of being “rich in mercy” (i.e. variously merciful, plouvsio" w]n ejn ejlevei), is said to have raised them up together in Christ Jesus out of spiritual death. St Peter does not distinguish the two classes, and he speaks simply of God’s “great mercy”; but in this verse he is evidently speaking of himself, and therefore other Jewish Christians, jointly with the Gentile Christians to whom he is about to specially address himself. 


ajnagennhvsa" hJma'", begat us anew, regenerated us] Except here and in 1 Pet. 1:23 the verb ajnagennavw, G335, does not occur in the Greek Bible or Apocrypha (a Western reading of John 3:5 is the chief source of its patristic use), or in extant classical literature. A single passage however of the Pseudo-Philonic tract De incorr. mundi (c. 3) suggests that the derivative ajnagevnnhsi" was used by the Stoics in the same sense as paliggenesiva, G4098, their ordinary term for the renewal of the world after its periodical conflagration; unless indeed it is due to the Jewish author of the tract himself. So also ajnagennhtikov" in Porphyry Ep. ad Aneb. 24 (repeated in the reply, De Myst. iii.28) is probably independent of Christian usage; though the same can hardly be said of the paliggenesiva, G4098, which forms the subject of one of the Hermetic writings (ff. 15-17, ed. Patr.), or of the phrase in aeternum renatus which occurs in Taurobolic inscriptions (Orelli-Henzen 2352, 6041: cf. Marquardt-Wissowa . Staatsverw. iii2 88ff.). The phrase “new creation,” adopted by St Paul in 2 Cor. 5:17; Gal. 6:15, occurs repeatedly in the Midrashim with various applications ( H. H. i.704f.), and a proselyte is compared to a newborn child in the Talmud and Jalkut Rubenis (J. Lightfoot and Wetstein on John 3:3). St Peter’s language includes this conception, that of entrance into a new order of existence, but combines with it that of Divine parentage: men enter the new life as children of its Author. 


hJma'", us, unites the Apostle and those to whom he wrote; yet not directly with reference to apostleship as his, and church membership as theirs, but on the ground of their common church-membership, as suggested by the preceding phrase “our Lord.” 


eij" ejlpivda zw'san, unto a living hope] The elastic preposition eij", G1650, can hardly be understood as introducing a mere result or accessory of the new birth. Rather, to judge by the form of the sentence, it describes what is, under one aspect, the very nature of the existence newly entered. It thus includes the sense of “into” as well as “unto.” The construction may be compared with that of Gal. 4:24, eij" douleivan gennw'sa, “bearing [children born] into and unto bondage.” The new order of things is represented as in a manner all one great all-pervading hope. The prominence of hope in some leading verses of this Epistle (so 1 Pet. 1:13, 21; 3:15) has often been noticed. Its relative importance however is usually exaggerated. St Paul himself had led the way for St Peter in his own strong language about hope, especially in the Epistles to the Romans, Ephesians, and Colossians. See further on 1 Pet. 1:21. 


zw'san, living] The corrupt reading zwh'", found in a pair of cursives and several early versions, embodies a natural misinterpretation (unto a hope of life). Life is a quality or characteristic of the hope here spoken of, not the object of it. St James twice describes a faith as “dead” (James 2:17, 26), i.e. having only such semblance of life as a corpse has of a living body, and in the light of the analogous contrast St Peter’s phrase becomes clearer. It is in the first instance the expression of his personal experience as a Jew. Hope, centred in the Messianic expectation, belonged in a peculiar sense to Israel (see e.g. Acts 26:6 f.; 28:20: cf. 23:6; Luke 2:38; 24:21); but it had for the most part become languid and conventional, in a word “dead.” The Gospel had however breathed into it a new life, and so a new power to inspire life. But the phrase would have not less force as applied to the Gentiles, for whom it might almost be said that the very hope itself was new. At no time had their forefathers known the power of a glad sense of the future, even in their highest thoughts of the present. (Compare Leop. Schmidt, Ethik d. alten Griechen, ii.68-76; who notes some partial exceptions, p. 73). The Gentiles of the Apostolic age could be described as “having no hope” (Eph. 2:12) in a more positive sense, so great was the spiritual exhaustion proceeding from the decay of religion, philosophy, and politics. 


dij ajnastavsew"  jIhsou' Cristou' ejk nekrw'n, by the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead] These words must not be taken with zw'san though standing next to it. They belong naturally to ajnagennhvsa", and the order is perfectly what was to be expected, if, as we have already found reason to believe, the four words ajnagenn. eij" ejlp. zw'san are to be taken together as forming a single idea. The absence of an article suggests at first sight that ajnavstasi", G414, may be transitive, not “resurrection” in the strict sense of “rising up,” but “raising up.” The form of the word would be compatible with this, and ajnivsthmi, G482, is six times used in the Acts of the raising up of our Lord by the Father. But it is difficult so to apply the word in 1 Pet. 3:21; the neuter sense is certainly the usual one in the N.T., nor is there any passage which requires the transitive meaning. The difference after all is not great, for the agent in the Resurrection here is virtually implied to be the Father, since He is the subject of ajnagennhvsa". How our Lord’s Resurrection was the instrument by which a new life of hope was brought into mankind may be read in many places of the Acts and the Epistles. It reversed every doom of every kind of death, and thus annulled the hopelessness which must settle down on every one who thinks out seriously what is involved in the universal empire of death. It was by the faith in the Resurrection that mankind was enabled to renew its youth. 


4. eij" klhronomivan, unto an inheritance] Eij", a very favourite preposition with St Peter, may be taken either as a repetition of the former eij", G1650, or as parallel to it, or in sequence to it; i.e. either as marking an explanatory equivalent for ejlpivda zw'san or as carrying us on to a fresh result of either ajnagen. simply or ajnagen. eij" ejlpivda zw'san. It does not seem natural to take klhronomivan as equivalent to ejlpivda, and on the contrary both words gain in force if they stand in antithesis to each other, as they may do if we take them as alike dependent on ajnagennhvsa". The new life bestowed by the Father through the Gospel is at once a hope and an inheritance. 


Klhronomiva (—evw) in the O.T. chiefly represents words from the two roots vr"y:, H3769 and lj'n:, H5706, and apparently contains no implication of hereditary succession, as it does usually in classical Greek. The sense is rather “sanctioned and settled possession.” The same fundamental sense remains in the N.T., but the Greek associations also of the word naturally hang about it in St Paul, and probably in Hebrews. In St Peter (viz. here and 1 Pet. 3:7, 9) the Greek sense is more doubtful. Here it would come in fitly, but is not needed; and in 3:7, 9 it seems to be out of place. 


The typical inheritance in the O.T. is the inheritance of the Promised Land by Israel, awaited through several generations from the first promise to Abraham through all the vicissitudes of bondage and wandering (see esp. Ps. 105:8-11). For this idea of inheritance as the fulfilment of promise see Rom. 4:13 f.; Gal. 3:18; Heb. 6:12, 17; 11:8, 9. St Peter’s language here then calls attention to the new life not only as full of ardent hope for the future, but as at the same time the fulfilment of ancient longings of men and ancient promises of God. This double character runs through the whole paragraph: it looks backward to the searchings of the prophets, and forward to the full unveiling of the Son of God. This consideration supplies an answer to the question whether the inheritance is present or future, a question which is not directly dealt with by the words that follow. The inheritance is in one sense future (see Eph. 1:13 f.), for it is as yet but partially revealed, and it is as yet encumbered by many hindrances and enemies. But it is also present, being inseparable from sonship (see esp. Rom. 8:16 f.; Gal. 4:7). Compare such passages as mark the heavenly Jerusalem as present, e.g. Gal. 4:26 and especially Heb. 12:22-24 (the passage ending with the words diaqhvkh" neva" mesivth/  jIhsou' kai; ai{mati rJantismou'). It is not however identical with sonship, but is the result of it: it expresses from one side a share in the use and enjoyment of the created universe bestowed on men in proportion as they enter into their true relation to God the Lord of all. Both the range and the condition of inheritance are expressed in the words “All things are yours, and you are Christ’s, and Christ is God’s.” From another side it is a share of God’s rule over lower things, the kingdom of heaven (Matt. 25:34, & c.: cf. e.g. Matt. 5:3, 10; Luke 12:32). Thus the word is complementary to the parepidhvmoi" of 1 Pet. 1:1 (cf. Heb. 11:8-10). 


a[fqarton kai; ajmivanton kai; ajmavranton, incorruptible, and undefiled, and that fadeth not away] These three words are all absent from the LXX. and all found in Wisdom (Wisd. 12:1; 18:4; 3:13; 4:2; 8:20; 6:12). It is a little startling to read these epithets in connection with klhronomivan. They at first sight suggest what is evidently subject to corruption and pollution and withering, such as living bodies or at least things made from living bodies, rather than anything obviously belonging to the idea of inheritance. But we must not too hastily assume that there is any mixture or confusion of images. Going back to the fundamental O.T. conception of Israel’s inheritance as the Promised Land, suggested as it is by its contrast to parepidhvmoi" above, we find that these words are in some manner represented by corresponding verbs in the O.T. in connexion with the land, the first two quite completely. While therefore there would be doubtless a certain strangeness, at least as regards ajmavranto", G278, if gh', G1178, were here used for klhronomiva, G3100, and a certain abstractness is given by the use of this word, the image of a land in which men dwell as a home, the scene, so to speak, of their life, and its most universal and most permanent base, is apparently never lost, and would be ill replaced by the vague notion of an indeterminate possession. 


a[fqarton] Here the antithesis is to fqeivrw, G5780, and practically to its compounds such as diafqeivrw, katafqeivrw. These mainly stand for tj'v;, H8845, which has much the same meaning, though with less of the notion of corruption—to injure, mar, spoil. One interesting passage, probably not forgotten by St Peter, stands rather alone, Gen. 6:11-13 (fq. followed by katafq.): cf. 9:11. But he had probably chiefly in mind the ravaging of a land by a hostile army, for which fqeivrw, G5780, is good Greek (e.g. Plut. Per. 34 (i.171 A); Demet. 33 (i.904 E)); the LXX. also has diafqeivrw, G1425, several times in this sense (Ruth 4:6 mhv pote diafqeivrw th;n klhronomivan mou has the more general sense “spoil”), and so 1 Macc. 3:39; 15:4. The use of fq. and katafq. for other Heb. words in Isa. 24:1, 3, 4 seems to be irrelevant. 


ajmivantonº miaivnw, the antithetical verb, chiefly represents amef;, H3238, which (rendered by miaivnw, G3620) is often used of the defilement of the Holy Land; e.g. Lev. 18:27 f.; Num. 35:34; but see especially Deut. 21:23 and Jer. 2:7; cf. Ps. (Ps. 78:1) 79:1. Miaivnw stands also for ll'j;, H2725, “to (open) profane” (usually rendered by bebhlovw, G1014) in Isa. 47:6, ejmivana" (so LXX.; Heb. “I have profaned”) th;n klhronomivan mou. 


ajmavranton] from maraivnw, G3447, used in the passive in late Greek for the withering of flowers and herbage (cf. maranqhvsetai James 1:11; ajmaravntinon t. dovxh" stevfanon 1 Peter 5:4), also for the dying out of a fire, and the wasting of the features by illness (comp. the medical word marasmov"). Maraivnw is rare in LXX. (Job 15:30; 24:24; cf. Wisd. 2:8). But the maranqhvsetai in James 1:11 refers back to ejxhvranen t. covrton k.t.l., from Isaiah 40:7, itself quoted in 1 Pet. 1:24; and moreover xhraivnomai with much the same meaning (Heb. vbey:, H3312 very often used for “withering”) is applied to portions of the earth, Jer. 23:10 aiJ nomai; th'" ejrhvmou; Amos 1:2 hJ korufh; tou' Karmhvlou: cf. Job 12:15. The force of the image is best seen by such prophetic passages as Isa. 29:17; 32:15 ff.; 60; 61 (especially 61:11). The land of inheritance is a land clothed with the brightness and freshness of life and living growth, and that a brightness and freshness not subject to the law of decay; and what in strictness applies only to the face of the earth is said, as it were, of the earth itself.  jAmavranto" thus exhibits in a figure the essential sense of aijwvnio", G173, the negation of mutability and perishableness: cf. Heb. 9:15 th'" aijwnivou klhronomiva". The three epithets then severally stand in contrast to the spoiling and ravaging of a land, as by a hostile army; to its defilement and profanation; and to the scorching and decay of its living face. 


5. tethrhmevnhn ejn oujranoi'" eij" uJma'", which hath been kept in (the) heavens unto you]  JUma'" must be read, not hJma'", which has indeed hardly any evidence. 


tethrhmevnhn, not to be confounded with throumevnhn (contrast frouroumevnou" in the next line). There is not the slightest need to depart from the full proper sense of the perfect “which hath been kept.” In Col. 1:5 ajpokeimevnhn contains part only of the sense, viz. that the Divine gift is now kept or laid up. But the perfect, while implying this, means that it has been laid up from the beginning: through all the long ages during which it was not revealed it still lived in the eternal counsel of God which was before all worlds; cf. provgnwsin in 1 Pet. 1:2. Doubtless there is special reference to the reception of the Gentiles in the fulness of time. See Eph. 1:4-12; 3:5 f., 9-12 (ajpokekrummevnou, vs. 9); Col. 1:25-27 (ajpokekrummevnon, vs. 26); Rom. 16:25 f. (sesighmevnou, vs. 25); 1 Cor. 2:7-9 (ajpokekrummevnhn, vs. 7), where (vs. 9) the same idea is expressed in another form by hJtoivmasen (cf. Heb. 11:16 and probably Eph. 2:10). There is indeed special force in the verb threvw, G5498, itself here, as indicating the reservation till an appointed time, not mere destination. 


ejn oujranoi'". This language is derived from such words of our Lord as Matt. 5:12; 6:20; 19:21; Luke 12:33 f.; cf. Col. 1:5 (referred to above); compare the Book of Henoch lviii.5 (with Dillmann’s note): “And thereafter shall it be said to the saints that they shall seek in heaven the mysteries of righteousness, the inheritance of (constant) faith” (sc. hidden till then in heaven).  JO oujranov", the visible sky or heaven, is the natural symbol of the invisible world of God, which under the same image we speak of as the world above. The plural, rare in LXX. (mostly in Psalms), much commoner proportionally in N.T., may have come originally from the literal rendering of the Hebrew. But the Jews of late times believed that there was a plurality of heavens (on the “Seven Heavens,” see Wetstein and  on 2 Cor. 12:2); and the N.T. has passages (as Eph. 4:10; Heb. 4:14) which contain likewise a clear implication of plurality, though perhaps only in a symbolic sense, expressive of variety and gradation. The absence of the article arises, as often with prepositions, from the familiarity of the phrase as indicating, as it were, a well-known region, the two words together forming a quasi-adverbial expression, which might be compared to “heavenward,” “earthward,” “homeward.” Similarly “in heavens” occurs in early English versions. It is hardly necessary to say that this whole local language is figurative only: without such figures human thought and speech would be impossible in respect of all the highest things. “The heavens” are the image of God’s spiritual treasure-house, where, to speak in human language, He keeps what things He has “prepared for them that love Him.” 


eij" uJma'", unto you] This means more than “for you” in the sense of “to be given to you,” “for your benefit,” which would be expressed by the dative (2 Pet. 2:17 || Jude 13). That sense is no more than implied here. What is expressed is the keeping (tethr.) through all the ages till these converts; perhaps in combination with the idea “having you in view” (cf. John 12:7; Acts 25:21; 2 Pet. 2:4 (|| Jude 6), 2 Pet. 2:9; 3:7, though none of these cases refer to persons). Compare the use of eij", G1650, in 1 Pet. 1:10, 11, 25. 


tou;" ejn dunavmei qeou' frouroumevnou", who in the power of God are guarded]  jEn dunavmei might well be taken merely as another quasi-adverbial expression (as we say “in virtue of,” not “in the virtue of”). What is dwelt on however is not so much that the power of God is exerted on behalf of men, as that men 

are uplifted and inspired by power, or by a power, proceeding from God. This power from without corresponds to the faith (see below) from within. Cf. Phil. 4:13; Col. 1:11; Eph. 3:16; 2 Thess. 1:11. For the phrase ejn dun. qeou', see Rom. 15:13, 19 (ejn d. pn. aJgivou); 1 Cor. 2:5; 2 Cor. 6:7: similarly ejk dun. qeou' 2 Cor. 13:4; kata; duvn. qeou' 2 Tim. 1:8.  jEn is not here instrumental but is used with its strict meaning. In one sense the power is in men; but in another and yet truer sense men are in the power, they yield to it as something greater and more comprehensive than themselves, in which their separateness is lost. Fortunately we are used in Bible English to “in the power of.” Here the guarding power of God seems to be tacitly opposed to the visible and, as it might have been feared, overwhelming powernow being put forth to crush the little Christian flock. 


frouroumevnou". The word (“being under watch and ward”) is probably chosen for a similar purpose, to indicate a protection against the assaults of enemies (on the use of frourei'n in the N.T. see Hicks in The Classical Review i.7f.). The context however shows that it cannot mean simply a protection that supplies escape from external attacks; for dia; pivstew" follows. A somewhat similar use of frourevw, G5864, occurs in Phil. 4:7, a difficult verse; and cf. Gal. 3:23 (ejfr....eij" t. mevllousan pivstin ajpokalufqh'nai). The idea here seems to be that, whether the swthriva, G5401, be revealed soon or late, it will not be too late to benefit the Christians: in a true sense they will be in keeping till that time. The sentence is illustrated in meaning, though not (at least obviously) in language, by our Lord’s own words in Matt. 10:22; 24:13 with || Mark 13:13 and still more Luke 21:19, which is preceded by the (in this context) most remarkable verse kai; qri;x ejk t. kefalh'" uJmw'n ouj mh; ajpovlhtai, reminding us of frouroumevnou". The guarding and the salvation are of a nature compatible with suffering and death. 


dia; pivstew", through faith] Here we have, as with all the apostles, faith as the one central or fundamental Christian type of mind; seen in relation to the apparent triumph of enemies and the apparent indifference of God. This is emphatically reiterated in 1 Pet. 1:7, 9: see also 1:21; 5:9. The “endurance” spoken of in the Gospels is a particular mode of this faith, cf. 2 Thess. 1:4. The guarding is “through faith,” because faith is the human condition which brings the Divine strengthening into operation. 


eij" swthrivan, unto a salvation] This word again cannot be rightly understood without reference to its O.T. usage. The primary idea of the verb “to save” in the O.T. ([v'y:, H3828) is deliverance from dangers or from enemies, or from death, the enemy of enemies. Cf. Exod. 14:13; 1 Sam. 11:9, 13, c the Psalms passim; Lam. 3:25, 26. And the same idea reappears explicitly (from Ps. 105:10 (106:10)) in Luke 1:71. But evidently the prevalent N.T. usage, though founded on this O.T. usage, goes much further. Here the context, quite in the strain of Lam. and other O.T. passages (e.g. Gen. 49:18), suggests patient waiting for deliverance in the midst of persecution. To learn what is the nature of the deliverance intended it is worth while to turn again to the passages of the Gospels referred to above. What St Matthew and St Mark call “being saved” St Luke calls “winning our souls.” St Peter presently in 1 Pet. 1:9 distinctly speaks of “salvation of souls” as the end of their faith. In these and similar phrases we must beware of importing into yuchv, G6034, the modern associations connected with the religious use of the word “soul.” The “soul” in the Bible is simply the life, and “to save a soul” is the opposite of “to kill”: see especially Mark 3:4. There are of course many passages where far more than this saving of the bodily life is meant; but the meaning is reached not so much by a different sense of the word “soul” as by a transfer of the whole idea to a different region. The bodily life is but the symbol of a more mysterious life, which is the very self; and this too has need to be saved. Those who endured to the end in the midst of the trials of the Day of the Lord were to be saved or to win their souls, although death might come upon them and they might seem to lose their souls (“Whosoever shall will to save his soul shall lose it,” & c., Matt. 16:25 and parallels), and thus might seem to find no salvation. But there was another salvation behind, the deliverance of a life beneath the bodily life (compare Heb. 10:34). 


eJtoivmhn ajpokalufqh'nai, ready to be revealed] Revelation is always (probably even in Gal. 3:23) in the strictest sense an unveiling of what already exists, not the coming into existence of that which is said to be revealed. This also seems to be implied in eJtoivmhn, the more usual mevllousan (1 Pet. 5:1; Rom. 8:18; Gal. 3:23) being neutral as to this point: salvation is represented as already there, so to speak, awaiting, or prepared for, the withdrawal of the veil. If, as the context implies, the salvation intended be deliverance from spiritual evil, the transformation of the inner man into the Divine image, then this salvation will have been proceeding long before the crisis comes which makes it known. 


ejn kairw'/ ejscavtw/, in a season of extremity] In the N.T., as in the O.T., e[scato", G2274, forms a part of various phrases denoting time, with more or less definiteness of meaning: see Cheyne on Isaiah 2:2. We shall have one of them in 1 Pet. 1:20. This particular combination occurs nowhere else, the nearest being ejn ejsc. hJmevrai" (hJm. ejsc.) (James 5:3; 2 Tim. 3:1) from Prov. 29:44 (=31:25). But there is no reason to think it has any technical sense, such as by association we attach to “the last days.” It is more natural to take it literally, “in a season of extremity,” “when things are at their worst”: so Kingsley (Poems 141): 



“The night is darkest before the morn; 



When the pain is sorest the child is born, 





And the day of the Lord at hand.” 

This, the most obvious meaning of the words, is borne out by classical examples: Polyb. 29 11, 12 w{ste kai; pro;" to;n e[scaton kairo;n ejlqovnta ta; kata; th;n  jAlexavndreian...para; tou'to pavlin ojrqwqh'nai; Plut. Syl. 12 (458 F) eJlei'n t. a[nw povlin uJpo; limou' sunhgmevnhn h[dh th'/ creiva/ tw'n ajnagkaivwn eij" to;n e[scaton kairovn: cf. Plut. Per. c. Fab. Comp. 1 (190 B) Fabivou...ejn aijscivstoi" [? ejscavtoi"º kai; duspotmotavtoi" kairoi'" ajnadexamevnou th;n povlin; Xen. Hell. 6.5, 33 ajnemivmnhskovn te ga;r tou;"  jAqhnaivou" wJ" ajeiv pote ajllhvloi" ejn toi'" megivstoi" kairoi'" parivstanto ejpj ajgaqoi'". 


6. ejn w|/ ajgallia'sqe, in whom ye exult] It is not easy to decide what is the antecedent of w|/. The most obvious is kairw'/ ejscavtw/, either with the meaning “exult in that season” as an object of exultation, or “in that season exult,” i.e. denoting merely the time of exultation. The former, if true, would render the Epistle needless: if they were already exulting in the prospect of that season, they needed no further encouragement. The latter would be tolerable only if ajgallia'sqe were a future, as some Latin fathers and inferior Vulg. MSS. have it (exultabitis): but it is impossible to understand a present as a future in a passage depending on the contrast of present with future. A better sense is obtained by taking ejn w|/ to refer to the whole contents of 1 Pet. 1:3-5 (the adverbial use need not be discussed): but here too there is an incongruity, though less than the former, in supposing that they so cordially believed all that precedes as to exult in it. The verses that follow are evidently meant to contain an undertone of lightly touched admonition, and therefore these principal verbs in the second person plural are likely to contain something of the nature of an appeal. I think therefore that it is better to take w|/ as masculine, referring either to the principal subject of the preceding sentence, oJ Qeo;" kai; pathvr k.t.l., or to  jIhsou' Cristou' twice named, the last distinctly named qeou' (ejn dun. qeou') being indeterminate and virtually adjectival. There is ample O.T. precedent for this language, exulting in God, ajgalliavomai being used (for several Hebrew words) in such cases both with ejpiv, G2093, and with ejn, G1877, (MSS. sometimes differing); e.g. Ps. 32:1; Hab. 3:18, which last is of a strain similar to that of this passage; and in the N.T. see especially Luke 1:47 (though with ejpiv, G2093: but ejn, G1877, is used John 5:35). It is also confirmed by 1 Pet. 1:8, for, though grammatically eij" o}n goes with pisteuvonte" only, the verse gains in force if a rejoicing in Christ is taken as implied. Compare also 4:13. St Peter could safely appeal to the exultation of the Christians in God or in Christ as a ground for his exhortations to hopeful endurance: what he desired was a practical application of the primary religious faith which they already possessed.  jAgalliavw (—omai) with the cognate substantives is unknown except in the LXX. and the N.T. and the literature derived from them, and in the N.T. it is confined to books much influenced by O.T. diction (Matt, Luke, Acts, 1 Peter, Jude (-asi"), Jn. (including Apoc.)), being absent from the more Greek writers, St Paul and (except in quot.) Heb. Its usage in the LXX. for various Hebrew words expressive of joy is too promiscuous to give any precise indication of meaning. It apparently denotes a proud exulting joy, being probably connected closely with ajgavllomai, properly to be proud of, but often combined with h{domai and such words. In the last Beatitude (Matt. 5:11 f.) it is used to express the temper of mind which unrighteous persecution should produce. Clem. Str. vi. p. 789 says th;n de; ajgallivasin eujfrosuvnhn ei\naiv fasin, ejpilogismo;n ou\san th'" kata; th;n ajlhvqeian ajreth'" diav tino" eJstiavsew" kai; diacuvsew" yucikh'": but he does not mention his authority; the important words are apparently eJstivasi" and diavcusi". So also Str. vi. p. 815 eujfranqw'men kai; ajgalliaqw'men ejn aujth'/, toutevsti...th;n qeivan eJstivasin eujwchqw'men. As regards the mood, ajgallia'sqe (like St Paul’s caivrete, 1 Thess. 5:16; Phil. 3:1, 4:4) would make sense as the imperative; cf. 1 Pet. 5:12 eij" h}n sth'te, which is even more abrupt. But we have to take into account the obviously parallel ajgapa'te followed by ajgallia'te (—sqe) in 1 Pet. 1:8, where the imperative is hardly natural. See also 2:5 (oijkod.). Moreover (1) the Diov of 1 Pet. 1:13 seems to begin the exhortation proper, and (2) almost all the many imperatives of the Epistle are aorists, even when a present would at least have been not out of place (apparently 2:17 is the only exception). 


ojlivgon, a little] The word may mean “for a little time” (as Mark 6:31 prob.; Apoc. 17:10)—in Luke 5:3 it is “a little space”—or “to a little amount.” In 1 Pet. 5:10 there is the same ambiguity, aijwvnion being by no means decisive; and Rom. 8:18, 2 Cor. 4:17 (to; parautivka ejlafrovn) are favourable to either interpretation. But on the whole the general tone of the Epistle suggests rather depreciation of the intrinsic importance of the sufferings endured than insistance on the relative shortness of their duration, though this might also be included in their slightness. In 2 Clem. 19 § 3 there is no ambiguity (ka]n ojlivgon crovnon kakopaqhvswsin ejn tw'/ kovsmw/). 


a[rti, G785] An emphatic “now,” “at this moment,” or rather “for the moment.” So 1 Pet. 2:2 ajrtigevnnhta brevfh “just born babes.” 


eij devon, if so it must be]  jEstivn is a natural but erroneous insertion in most MSS., not in the best ( aB cscr) or in Clem. Str. iv. p. 622. Since devon is not an adjective but a participle, we might have rather expected eij dei' (Acts 19:36 devon ejstivn): but this omission of the substantive verb or copula with the participle is exactly in accordance with what we find in the case of the analogous participle ejxovn in two out of the three passages in the N.T. where it is found (Acts 2:29; 2 Cor. 12:4; but ejxo;n h\n Matt. 12:4). For the sense compare 1 Pet. 3:17. It is possible that devon contains a latent allusion to the dei' genevsqai of Mark 13:7 || Matt. 24:6 || Luke 21:9; derived from Dan. 2:28: such sufferings were part of the appointed order of things leading up to the great crisis. But it may be no more than a precautionary phrase due to the inequality and uncertainty of the persecutions in Asia Minor, and the possibility that some of those addressed might escape them. 


luphqevnte", though ye have been put to grief] This word is not merely equivalent to paqovnte". It expresses not suffering, but the mental effect of suffering: hence ejn, G1877, follows, not a simple dative. The meaning is that the exulting joy just spoken of might and did really exist notwithstanding the simultaneous presence of a real sorrowing and depression: cf. 2 Cor. 6:10, wJ" lupouvmenoi ajei; de; caivronte". 


ejn poikivloi" peirasmoi'", in manifold trials] The phrase is doubtless taken from James 1:2. The sufferings now undergone are spoken of as in the strict sense trials, i.e. as sent in God’s providential purpose for the trial of their faith, as He tried Abraham and Job. This is the proper original force of peiravzw, G4279, and peirasmov", G4280, as applied to what befals men. The notion of temptation in the modern sense, i.e. allurement to evil, is to be found in only a few places of the N.T., and there not prominently. 


poikivlo", G4476, is used by seven writers of the N.T. (as also in 2, 3, 4 Macc.) in the sense found here, “various,” “varied,” i.e. in reference to a plurality of things differing from each other in character. This use is almost unknown in classical Greek [Ael. V. H., 98, oJ de;...pollai'" kai; poikivlai" crhsavmeno" bivou metabolai'"], for in the passages usually cited it means “complex,” “elaborate,” “refined” (“cunning” in the old sense) as opposed to “simple.” Nor is it found in the LXX. St Peter probably speaks of a diversity of trials partly to cheer the Asiatic Christians by assigning the one great beneficent purpose to all the various difficulties which beset them, partly to suggest that the purpose itself included variety: the education of the human spirit contemplated in the trials contained various elements and proceeded by various steps. 


7. i{na to; dokivmion (v.l. dovkimon) uJmw'n th'" pivstew" polutimovteron... jIhsou' Cristou', that the test (v.l. approvedness) of your faith may be found much more precious than gold that perisheth and yet is tried (purified) by fire, unto praise and glory and honour through the revelation of Jesus Christ] The general sense of this subordinate clause is clear, but there are difficulties in detail. The usual and the only certain sense of dokivmion, G1510, is a test, an instrument or means of trial: yet it is not the test which is precious (polutimovteron), but the thing tested. The difficulty is hardly less on the very questionable supposition that dokivmion, G1510, can mean the process of trial. For the sense “result of trial” (= dokimhv, G1509) there is neither evidence nor probability. If the text is sound, we must suppose that the word is used in its usual sense “test” (which suits well enough in James 1:3), and that it is loosely called precious as tending to a result which is precious. But I confess I cannot but suspect that the true reading is dovkimon (“approved”), now found only in 23, 56, 69, 110, of which 69, 110 are among the best cursives. The neuter adjective might express either the approved part or element of the faith (in contrast to the part found worthless), or (as often in St Paul, cf. Winer-Moulton p. 294) the approved quality of the faith as a whole. The image suggests that the former is meant, that is, that to; dovkimon th'" pivstew" is the pure genuine faith that remains when the dross has been purged away by fiery trial. 


The next point is the construction: EuJreqh'/ may be taken either with polutimovteron or with eij" e[painon. But the latter construction would naturally suggest the sense “be found as praise,” and yields but awkwardly the required sense, “found such as to issue in praise,” “to deserve praise.” Further this construction is still more decisively excluded by the impossibility of taking polutimovteron (a pure adjective, not an adjective used substantively) as in apposition to to; dok. without o[n or some such link. Tyndale and A.V., followed by R.V., boldly insert “being” before “more precious,” Tyndale being probably led in this direction by the “pretiosior sit auro” of the Vulgate (so the late text as well as am fu, though not the Clementine). On the other hand there is no difficulty if we take polutim. with euJr. (“be found more precious”), and eij" e[painon k.t.l. as expressing an additional point, the result of this finding the approved faith to be more precious, & c. Phrases thus added with eij", G1650, are common enough. 


polutimovteron. So all the better MSS. instead of the common polu timiwvteron. 


crusivou tou' ajpollumevnou, not tou' cr. t. ajp. (contrast John 6:27), i.e. not that particular gold which perisheth, but gold in general, a property of which it is to perish. The word ajpoll. is doubtless inserted with a view to what is to follow, dia; puro;" de; dokimazomevnou. It is impossible to reverse the order of these parallel participles, as though we had dia; puro;" me;n dokimazomevnou ajpollumevnou dev, so as to throw the main and final stress on ajpoll.; and after all we should thus gain nothing but the elaboration of a simple and obvious image. Nor again can it be right to slur over the adversative force of dev, G1254, as though the two participles were merely added one to another. The antithesis meant is doubtless this:—“gold, which (unlike the substance of faith) is a perishable thing (compare fqartoi'" applied to silver and gold in 1 Pet. 1:18), and yet, perishable though it be, when it passes through the fire is not thereby destroyed but proved and purified”: the dev, G1254, in a[rti mh; oJrw'nte" pisteuvonte" dev, vs. 8, is of a similar character. 


diav, G1328, thus retains its local force with an inchoate instrumental force added (Winer-Moulton p. 473). For the image, compare 1 Pet. 4:12, th'/ ejn uJmi'n purwvsei pro;" peirasmo;n uJmi'n ginomevnh/, where peirasmovn answers to dokimazomevnou here. It is of course suggested by various passages of the O.T., especially Zech. 13:9: but similar language is common in classical writers (see Wetstein and others cited by Steiger, p. 99). 


Perhaps some word more directly suggestive of purification than dokimazomevnou might have been expected here; but it is to be remembered that dokimavzw, G1507, and the cognate words often involve, if they do not directly express, the production of a new and purer state, not merely the ascertainment (by God or man) of a state that already exists: see katergavzetai James 1:3, and the peculiar use of dokimhv, G1509, by St Paul in Rom. 5:4; 2 Cor. 8:2. Thus the modern sharpness of distinction between probation and education is not maintained in the Bible (cf. Wisd. 11:11 touvtou" me;n ga;r wJ" path;r nouqetw'n ejdokivmasa"): every Divine probation is also in purpose an education. Thus much is indeed implied in the very use of the image of fire in its action upon gold and silver. 


euJreqh'/, similarly used 2 Pet. 3:14, expresses the result of the probation in relation to the Divine Prover and Refiner. The Searcher of hearts, who has instituted the trial, seeks the pure metal of faith after the trial, and finds it (cf. Ps. 17:3). 


eij" e[painon kai; dovxan kai; timhvn (the words dovxan and timhvn are inverted in the Syrian text). All three words are elsewhere separately used with reference both to God and to men. Here the context shows the praise, & c., granted to men to be mainly intended; while the praise, & c., which redound to God in all true praise, glory, and honour obtained by men, cannot be excluded. This indeed follows a fortiori from such passages as Phil. 2:9-11. The dependence of the one on the other comes out in John 12:43 compared with 5:44. For e[paino", G2047, as coming to men, see 1 Pet. 2:14; also Rom. 2:29; 13:3; 1 Cor. 4:5; and implicitly Phil. 4:8.  [Epaino" occurs hardly at all in the LXX. ejpainevw, G2046, very little; and moreover the idea of man as praised by God is not distinctly recognised in the O.T. What corresponds to it there is satisfaction, well pleasing, hx;r:, H8354 eujdokevw, G2305, (cf. also eujlogevw, G2328); but these words imply no expression of the Divine satisfaction, such as e[paino", G2047, contains (yet see 4 Macc. 13:3 tw'/ ejpainoumevnw/ para; qew'/ logismw'/). On the other hand, whenever the Greeks use e[paino", G2047, carefully, they include in it moral approbation. Various interesting passages of Aristotle are collected by Cope, Intr. to Rhet. p. 212ff.: the chief points are these, that ajrethv, G746, and e[paino", G2047, correspond exactly to each other and imply each other (cf. Phil. 4:8, where they are coupled together), and that e[paino", G2047, especially as distinguished from ejgkwvmion, has reference chiefly to the proaivresi" or inward disposition to acts as actions, not as works or results. God’s praise of man sets forth the true type of praise, appreciative recognition; and at the same time hallows it as a pure and inspiring object of desire (cf. Marc. Aur. xii.11 mh; poiei'n a[llo h] o{per mevllei oJ qeo;" ejpainei'n): it is completely expressed in the words “Well done, good and faithful servant.” St Peter probably took the use from St Paul (see especially 1 Cor. 4:5); but it may also have been current in the Greek of the time. 


kai; dovxan kai; timhvn. The other combinations of e[paino", G2047, with dovxa, G1518, are eij" e[painon ªth'"º dovxh" Eph. 1:6, 12, 14 and eij" dovxan kai; e[painon Phil. 1:11, always with reference to God. This last combination occurs likewise in 1 Chr. 16:27 dovxa kai; e[paino" kata; provswpon aujtou', though the Psalm itself (Ps. 95:6) in the LXX. has ejxomolovghsi" kai; wJraiovth". Dovxa and timhv, G5507, are frequently combined, and in one remarkable passage of the O.T. the reference is to man, Ps. 8:6 dovxh/ kai; timh'/ ejstefavnwsa" aujtovn: and so in the N.T., Rom. 2:7, 10. In the Psalm the glory and honour seem to be the glory and honour of God Himself which He has imparted to man as made in His image (Delitzsch, Hupfeld), and it is striking that in Job 40:10 (= vs. 5 LXX.) Job is bidden ironically to clothe himself with “glory and honour,” i.e. to invest himself with what belongs to God. Accordingly from e[paino", G2047, which is a fitter word—at least in its proper Greek sense (cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. i.12)—to be used in reference to man than God, there is an ascent to the more properly Divine attributions of glory and honour. They had been similarly spoken of together in reference to man by St Paul in Rom. 2:7, 10. The precise distinction between them is not easy to seize; still less, between the alliterative pair of Hebrew words which they chiefly, though not always, represent, d/h, H2086 and rd"h;, H2075. In adding timhvn to dovxan St Peter very possibly had in mind the phrase skeu'o" eij" timhvn Rom. 9:21, which is worked out more fully in 2 Tim. 2:20 f. (ending with “meet for the Master’s use”); for there too it is the result of probation that is spoken of. Personal honour and esteem on the part of the Lord may thus be the distinguishing characteristic of timhv, G5507. 


ejn ajpokaluvyei.  jEn can hardly be here exclusively temporal, “at the time of the revelation,” as though two distinct though contemporaneous events were spoken of (as e.g. ejn th'/ ejscavth/ savlpiggi 1 Cor. 15:52). It rather means “in and through,” “in virtue of”: the finding unto praise will be involved in the revelation of Jesus Christ; nay, it may in a true sense be called a part of it, since the full revelation of Him includes a revelation of His members. The phrase recurs in 1 Pet. 1:13.  jIhsou' Cristou' is an objective genitive, meaning not the revelation by, but the revelation of, Jesus Christ, the phrase being equivalent to ejn tw'/ ajpokaluvptesqai  jIhsou'n Cristovn (cf. dij ajnastavsew"  jIhsou' Cristou' vs. 3). This meaning is illustrated by 1 Cor. 1:7, th;n ajpok. t. kurivou hJmw'n  jIhsou' Cristou': 2 Thess. 1:7 ejn th'/ ajpokaluvyei t. kurivou  jIhsou' ajpj oujranou' metj ajggevlwn dunavmew" aujtou' ejn puri; flogo;" k.t.l. (contrast 2:3, 6, 8 ajpokalufqh'/ oJ a[nqr. t. ajnomiva" k.t.l.); and less obviously, but I believe as certainly, by Apoc. 1:1 ajpok.  jIhsou' Cristou' h}n e[dwken aujtw'/ oJ qeo;" dei'xaitoi'" douvloi" aujtou'. These apostolic phrases go back to our Lord’s words Luke 17:30, kata; ta; aujta; e[stai h|/ hJmevra/ oJ uiJo;" t. ajnq. ajpokaluvptetai, where it is to be noticed that the revelation is assigned to a Day, not a mere vague phrase for time as apparently in some neighbouring verses, but in a sense akin to that which is contained in 1 Pet. 1:22 ejleuvsontai hJmevrai o{te ejpiqumhvsete mivan t. hJmerw'n t. uiJou' t. ajnqr. ijdei'n kai; oujk o[yesqe: that is, the Day is a Divine manifestation, a Day of the Lord. Other revelations are spoken of in this Epistle; in vs. 5 the revelation of a salvation; in 4:13, 5:1 the revelation of a glory: but these partial revelations grow out of the central revelation of Jesus Christ. For the idea of the revelation of men as involved in the revelation of Christ it is worth while to compare Col. 3:4; 1 John 3:2; though the word there used is not “revelation” but “manifestation” (fanerovw, G5746). 


There is nothing in either this passage or others on the same subject, apart from the figurative language of Thess., to show that the revelation here spoken of is to be limited to a sudden preternatural theophany. It may be a long and varying process, though ending in a climax. Essentially it is simply the removal of the veils which hide the unseen Lord, by whatsoever means they become withdrawn. The same word ajpokaluvptw, G636, was chosen by St Paul to express the inward and spiritual process by which God brought him to recognise His own Son in the Jesus whom he was persecuting (Gal. 1:16, where the usual sense of ejn ejmoiv must certainly be retained). 


8. o}n oujk ijdovnte" ajgapa'te, whom not having seen ye love] The reference of o{n must be to the immediately preceding  jIhsou' Cristou', however we understand ejn w|/ at the beginning of 1 Pet. 1:6. But vs. 8 gains in vividness if ejn w|/ likewise refers to Christ (as explained above), so that the second relative emphatically repeats the first. 


oujk ijdovnte" ajgapa'te.  jIdovnte" is the reading of the best authorities, not eijdovte". Here A.V. does not follow Stephens’ text, but (after Tynd.) the Vulgate (cum non videritis). Oujk ijdovnte" is suggested by ajpokaluvyei: the Lord is still behind the veil, yet not thereby shut off from the Asiatic Christians. St Peter himself had seen Him in the days of His flesh; they had not. Yet he is bold to say not only that it is possible for them to love Him, but that they do as a matter of fact love him (ajgapa'te, like ajgallia'sqe, can be only indicative, not imperative), and this love recognises Him as having a present existence and a present relation to them. The contrast in tense between ijdovnte" and the following oJrw'nte" goes with the sense of ajgapa'te. Their present love was the response to Christ’s love shown in His offering up of Himself for their sakes (cf. 1 John 4:9 f., 19, in reference to the Father). Though they had no beholding of Christ by themselves to look back upon in the past, they could look back to the signal act of His self-sacrifice in the past as a manifestation of Him. 


eij" o}n a[rti mh; oJrw'nte" pisteuvonte" dev, on whom, though now ye see him not, yet believing] Eij" o{n stands in immediate connexion with pisteuvonte": the intervening a[rti mh; oJr. (partly like t. ajpollumevnou dia; puro;" de; dokim. in vs. 7) being interposed with a rapid antithesis, “though ye see Him not, yet believing.” 


The change of negative particles, oujk ijdovnte", mh; oJrw'nte", is not capricious. The first is a direct statement of historical fact; the second is introduced as it were hypothetically, merely to bring out the full force of pisteuvonte". 


a[rti, G785, as in vs. 6, is “just now,” “for the moment”: the explicit statement of 1 John 3:2 (cf. 1 Cor. 13:12) is latent here. The contrast of seeing and believing may well have come from our Lord’s saying to Thomas which for us is recorded in John 20:29; but see also 2 Cor. 5:7; Heb. 11:1. Implicitly a[rti, G785, belongs to both participles, but its stress rests on mh; oJrw'nte" alone. 


Pisteuvw eij" is the commonest formula of the N.T. for belief on God or on Christ. There is only one real exception, 1 John 5:10 eij" t. marturivan: the places where it is eij" to; o[noma (John 1:12; 2:23; 1 John 5:13) belong virtually to the personal sense. The fundamental sense is resting firmly in heart and mind on Him on whom we are said to believe. See Westcott on John 2:11; 5:24. 


ajgallia'te cara'/ ajneklalhvtw/ kai; dedoxasmevnh/, ye exult with joy unutterable and glorified]  jAgallia'te, though supported by very few MSS., is doubtless the right form, not ajgallia'sqe. The active is rare, but occurs in Luke 1:47; Apoc. 19:7. 


It is conceivable that the unusual active form was used both here and in 1 Pet. 1:6, though preserved only here, the preservation of rare grammatical forms being irregular. But, accepting both forms as genuine, we may detect a possible shade of difference of meaning. In vs. 6 the subject is God’s dealings with the Christians (see luphqevnte" and vv. 3-5 throughout), and the resulting exultation may be described simply as a state: in vs. 8 the subject is the personal feeling of the Christians, and the exultation may be regarded as their act. While eij" o{n certainly belongs directly to pisteuvonte", it may be intended to have a further indirect reference to ajgallia'te, ejn being in a manner included in the sense of eij", G1650. If this be so, the Divine personal object remains in view throughout, whereas otherwise the faith in Him becomes only the instrument of an indeterminate exultation. 


cara'/ expresses the simple and general idea of joy included in the livelier word ajgalliavw: ajgalliavsei would have been heavy here. 


ajneklalhvtw/, a rare word, first found here, then in Ign., and in a few later writers. The unutterableness may be either in degree or in essential nature. The former sense, a mere superlative, accords ill with the apostolic temperance of language, and ranges but awkwardly with such a word as dedoxasmevnh/. It rather means incapable of expression by speech, as ajlavlhto", G227, (an almost equally rare word) in Rom. 8:26: the ejk, G1666, here interposed suggests definitely a bringing out of the depth of the heart into external utterance. 


dedoxasmevnh/º doxavzw is much used in the LXX. Apocr., and N.T. but mostly in applications which throw little light on its use here. What comes nearest perhaps is the glorifying of Moses’s face Exod. 34:29, 30, 35 (repeated 2 Cor. 3:10); and the ordinary Greek usage gives still less help. But in all cases it means to bestow glory on, so that we have really only to seek the meaning of “glory.” Doubtless the glory intended is the dovxa, G1518, which we chiefly find in the LXX. the d/bK;, H3883, of Jehovah, from Exod. 16:7 onwards. It is, so to speak, the inarticulate manifestation of God (Gloria divinitas conspicua, says Bengel on Acts 7:2). St Peter sets forth the joy as endowed, enriched, heightened with this glory from above. In the order of nature joy grows in the first instance by God’s ordinance out of human, and therefore ultimately out of earthly, elements; but it may then be pervaded by a heavenly glory which shining upon it changes its very substance. The paradox of joy under persecution is solved by this fact of glorification; it is the entrance of the unearthly element into joy which makes it to be not unnatural, but opportune at such a time. It is a participation in the travail of Messiah’s soul, with the consciousness that it has ended in victory. There is a special appropriateness in the mention of glory here because in the N.T. “glory” is so often represented as the culmination of the work of Messiah (Luke 24:26, Jo. Ev. passim doxavzw, G1519, Acts 3:13; 1 Pet. 1:21, 4:13), the mysterious Divine result of His Passion. In 1 Pet. 4:14 to; th'" dovxh" kai; to; t. qeou' pneu'ma is said to rest upon them if they suffer reproach for the name of Christ, where it is to be noted (1) that “glory” and “God” are coupled together, and (2) that what is said is distinctly said of the present, not the future; and thus it affords ample justification for retaining the strictest present sense here. Although no word has a more conspicuous place in the imagery by which the future is foreshadowed to us than “glory,” yet there is an earnest of “glory” here, as of other heavenly things: and the spiritual nature of what the Bible means by glory is indicated by the associations connected with it in such passages as these. 


9. komizovmenoi to; tevlo" th'" pivstew", receiving the end of the faith] komivzomai often in all Greek and always in the N.T. means not simply to receive but to receive back, to get what has belonged to oneself but has been lost, or else promised but kept back, or to get what has come to be one’s own by earning. Thus 1 Pet. 5:4 it is said to the faithful shepherds, komiei'sqe to;n ajmaravntinon th'" dovxh" stevfanon. St Paul uses it only of a future requital on God’s part of human conduct: 2 Cor. 5:10; Eph. 6:8; Col. 3:25. The force of the present participle here is ambiguous. It may be taken, as many take it, in an explanatory sense with reference to what precedes, “ye exult with joy unspeakable & c. as receiving, because ye receive.” This sense, however easy grammatically, lowers the tone of the sentence, and drags it out of its close connexion with what precedes: neither in 1 Pet. 1:6 nor in vs. 8 can the exultation in Jesus Christ be a mere joy about the saving of their own souls. It is more in accordance with the spirit of the passage, and as easy grammatically, to take the participle as stating an additional concomitant fact, “receiving withal the end, &c.” Such an addition was not superfluous. It was well for them to be assured that their heavenly Father did not intend them to perish utterly; though it would not have been well for them to be taught to make this the chief matter of their joys. 


to; tevlo", simply “end.” The philosophical sense “purpose” is not natural in the N.T. nor suited to the context. For the meaning “reward” there is no evidence whatever. The end meant is the result, that in which a course of things finds its conclusion and culmination; so Rom. 6:21 f., 10:4, and probably 2 Cor. 3:13. 


uJmw'n after th'" pivstew" is a very early interpolation. Usually the presence or absence of the genitive of the personal pronoun affects the sense but little: here, however, it is not so. To; tevlo" th'" pivstew" followed by swthrivan yucw'n without articles would not be naturally used to mean “the end of your faith, viz. salvation of [your] souls”: the phrase must be a general description of what “the end of the faith” is, i.e. the true and Divinely ordained end of “the faith.” So also th'" pivstew" in this collocation and context is likely to mean more than “faith” in the abstract: it must be the distinctive Christian faith. 


Here, however, we must be on our guard against a misunderstanding. It is not legitimate to import into every place of the N.T. where we find hJ pivsti" the later sense of pivsti", G4411, as things believed, the object of what is in one sense faith rather than faith itself. In the N.T. hJ pivsti", where the article has a defining meaning not derived solely from the context, means properly that faith in God which rests on the Incarnation, Passion, and Resurrection of Christ, as distinguished from the immature faith which alone was possible of old time. It thus presupposes, and holds as it were in solution, a certain amount of Christian belief in the sense of doctrine, and in some passages this aspect of Christian faith is so prominent that hJ pivsti" comes almost to be equivalent to what we should call the Christian Creed. But St Peter certainly here uses the phrase in its fundamental sense, as the personal faith itself in God revealed in Christ, not any doctrines which may be implied in that faith. 


swthrivan yucw'n, salvation of souls] In complete generality. Here, again, as I had occasion to say on 1 Pet. 1:5, we have to be on our guard against interpreting the language of Scripture by the sharp limitations of modern usage. Salvation is deliverance from dangers and enemies and above all from death and destruction. The soul is not a particular element or faculty of our nature, but its very life (cf. Westcott on John 12:25). The bodily life or soul is an image of the diviner life or soul which equally needs to be saved, and the salvation of which is compatible with the death and seeming destruction of the bodily life or soul. Here St Peter means to say that, when the true mature faith possible to a Christian has done its work, a salvation of soul is found to have been thereby brought to pass, the passage from death into life has been accomplished. 


10. St Peter has here reached the end of what he had to say of thanks-giving and encouragement by way of preface to the exhortation which was to follow. The direct exhortation founded upon it however does not actually begin till 1 Pet. 1:13. The exordium is prolonged, but it takes a new flight. Thus far St Peter has been discoursing of faith and its imperishable fruits as the present possession of the Asiatic converts from heathenism or Judaism, through their having embraced the knowledge of Christ. Now, before deducing the results of this assurance, he looks back for a moment to dwell on the relation of God’s ancient prophets to the new revelation of salvation given in the fulness of time. This serves the double purpose of showing the continuity of the Gospel with the earlier revelations by which God had given indications of His eternal purpose, and also the nature of its own superiority. 


Peri; h|" swthriva", concerning which salvation] The addition of swthriva" to peri; h|" not only removes possible ambiguity, but gives emphasis to the idea of salvation, now expressed for the third time, the word occurring in each of the three subdivisions of this introductory paragraph. 


ejxezhvthsan kai; ejxhrauvnhsan profh'tai, (even) prophets sought and searched diligently] As to the form ejxhrauvnhsan, usually in the LXX. and always in the N.T. the best MSS. have ejraunavw, G2236, not ejreunavw. This is the only occurrence in N.T. of ejxeraunavw, G2001, which is in like manner coupled with ejkzhtei'n in 1 Macc. 9:26. There is obvious force in the use of the two successive verbs, each strengthened by ejx-. “Seeking out” is the more general term, “searching out” the minute and sedulous processes of thought and investigation which subserve the seeking. 


profh'tai without an art. is not likely here to have a limiting power, “some prophets,” not all: such a restriction is not needed, for, though that which is said was in strictness true of some only, there would be nothing unnatural in gathering up the prophets into one whole. But a more emphatic sense is gained by giving prof. an indirectly predicative force, “men who were prophets”; or, as we should say, “even prophets”: even the receivers and vehicles of God’s revelations were in this respect themselves seekers and searchers like any other men. This interpretation agrees with the highly probable derivation of the idea from our Lord’s own words in Matt. 13:17; Luke 10:24: while the one evangelist has divkaioi and the other basilei'", both alike have profh'tai. 


oiJ peri; th'" eij" uJma'" cavrito" profhteuvsante", who prophesied concerning the grace which has reached unto you] These words define what prophets were meant. Where there was prophecy concerning the grace, there there was also the seeking and searching concerning this salvation. 


cavri", G5921, here is evidently grace in the simplest and most general sense, the manifestation of what we call graciousness, of favour and acceptance on the part of God, as dependent on His own free good pleasure, not on any covenant or obligation. The favour and acceptance specially meant must be the favour shown in the admission of the Gentiles into the covenant. There is a striking example of this use of the word in Acts 11:23 and perhaps some other passages (13:43; 14:3; 18:27; 20:24 (St Paul)). This limitation agrees with the use of the phrase eij" uJma'", which (as in 1 Pet. 1:5) doubtless means “reaching unto you,” “coming to include you.” But it is more clearly determined by the context. That is, the admission of the Gentiles is a marked element in the later prophecy; and on the other hand it is difficult to see in what other sense a cavri", G5921, to men of the apostolic generation could intelligibly be called the subject of O.T. prophecy. This interpretation is quite consistent with the N.T. language which emphatically refers the new state of Christian Jews, no less than of Christian Gentiles, to the “grace of God” (see e.g. Acts 15:11; Rom. 3:22-24; Titus 2:11). The grace which welcomed the Gentile bore more visibly the character of grace than the grace which raised the Jew out of a legal covenant, though both were essentially the same. 


Now however we must go back to ask what St Peter had in view when he spoke of the prophets, who prophesied of the grace granted to the Gentiles, as seeking and searching concerning a salvation then as yet in some sense unrevealed. The grace was the general subject of their prophecies, the subject alike of God’s revelation and of their enquiry. The salvation, which was to proceed from “the grace,” was the special subject of their enquiry, chiefly in reference to “the season”; but it was not, in the same way and to the same extent as “the grace,” a subject of the revelation of which they were the vehicles. Or, to put it in other words, they knew that God had made known to them His mind towards the surrounding nations; but they did not feel that He had made known to them in what manner and under what circumstances He would give effect to the gracious purposes of His mind. St Peter doubtless found the evidence for this seeking and searching in the prophecies themselves: in other words he recognised in them an intermingling of Divine declaration and human enquiry: part of the prophets’ message was plain to themselves; part they saw but dimly, and longed and strove for clearer vision. 


It is not quite so obvious what are the elements of their message which belong to these two heads respectively. The best explanation seems to be this. The prophets had a Messianic hope, made up of various elements, and taking various forms: they had also, rising out of this fundamental Messianic hope, what we may venture to call a catholic hope, a hope of universal range, embracing all mankind, looking forward to a day when the nations of the earth should have a place in the people of God. But the nature of the salvation thus to be bestowed on the Gentiles was dim to them; still more dim the means by which it was to be wrought out, the instrument by which that inward transformation, which is the true saving of the soul, was to be produced, even what the Apostles call “the faith,” “the end” of which is “salvation of souls.” It is a remarkable illustration of this chasm in O.T. prophecy, that, when St Paul is wishing in Rom. and Gal. to justify out of the O.T. his doctrine of salvation by faith, the one text from the prophets which he is able to adduce is Hab. 2:4; his other great proof-text being the Pentateuchal saying about Abraham. The same newness of the contents of Christian faith is vividly expressed in those words of St Paul to the Galatians (Gal. 3:23), of which we seem to catch an echo in 1 Pet. 1:5 above. “Before the faith came, we were guarded (ejfrourouvmeqa) under a law, shut up unto (or till) the faith which was to be revealed (eij" t. mevllousan pivstin ajpokalufqh'nai).” We need not then assume that the seeking and searching were concerned exclusively with the time or season at which the salvation should appear, merely because the next verse specially refers to the season (kairovn) as an object of their search. 


11. A very difficult verse, as regards both the construction and the precise meaning of single words. What is the construction of ejdhvlou? Two plausible but impossible constructions may be set aside at once. First, the favourite construction in modern times, making eij" tivna h] poi'on kairovn the object of ejdhvlou, “to what season the Spirit was pointing”; in short, the sense which would be given by the absence of eij", G1650. It is a fatal objection that dhlovw, G1317, is never found with eij", G1650, (except of course in reference to persons to whom a thing is shown), and its form and meaning render it difficult to believe the usage possible, dhlovw, G1317, being simply “to make plain.” Again, the order of words renders it necessary to take promart. as governing what follows: i.e. we cannot take promarturovmenon as absolute, and ta; eij" Cristo;n paq. as governed exclusively by ejdhvlou. Three constructions remain: (1) to take ta;...paqhvmata as governed by both ejdhvlou and promart.; (2) to take ejdhvlou absolutely without an object; (3) to take ejdhvlou with promarturovmenon in the sense “signified that it proemartuvreto.” This last construction is perfectly good Greek (as e.g. Plut. Pomp. 63 ejdhvlwse de; Kai'sar e[rgw/ sfovdra fobouvmeno" to;n crovnon); but it is apparently not used with this or similar words in the N.T. (Acts 16:34 very doubtful; 1 Tim. 5:13 imperfectly analogous); and the sense yielded is a feeble one. Again, to take ejdhvlou absolutely “made manifestation” is an unnatural use of language, 1 Cor. 3:13 being no true parallel, for there the preceding words supply an object. But see Polyb. 22.11. 12 ejpei; de; ejshmeiwvsanto t. tovpon, kaqj o}n ejdhvlou tina; tw'n calkwmavtwn dia; th'" sumpaqeiva", where ejdhvlou seems to be absolute. (The reference is to brazen vessels set in a trench within the city wall, and rested against the earth, so as to transmit the vibrations of the blows of the besiegers’ mines.) 


It remains to take ejdhvlou as directly transitive, but sharing its government of ta;...paqhvmata with promarturovmenon, the accus. standing at the end. This does no violence to grammar or order, and yields a fair sense. Now the details. 


eij" tivna h poi'on kairovn. [On kairov", G2789, see Schmidt Syn. ii.60ff., 71f.] The N.T. writers for the most part use kairov", G2789, in its proper classical sense, not time simply as time, measured by years, months, days, or hours, but “season,” i.e. time in relation to something external to itself, the time when something regularly recurs or the time specially fit or advantageous for something: according to the old Greek definition, not quantity, but quality, of time. (Apoc. 12:14 merely repeats the LXX. and that the curious Aramaic use.) In the few places where the sense appears to be more strictly temporal, it is apparently used with a purposely vague force, much as we sometimes use “season.” Owing probably to the manner of its use in Daniel, it evidently in our Lord’s time was specially used with reference to the fulfilment of prophecies and national religious expectations (Matt. 16:3; Mark 1:15; 13:33; Luke 12:56; 21:8, 24; Acts 1:7; 3:19; 17:26; Eph. 1:10; 1 Thess. 5:1; 1 Tim. 6:15; Titus 1:3; Heb. 9:10; Apoc. 1:3; 11:18; 22:10—not all equally clear, and with gradations). There is therefore special fitness in kairovn here. On the other hand the fancied reference to Dan. 9:2 or 9:23 ff. may be safely discarded as neither really appropriate in sense nor considerable enough to justify St Peter’s high language. 


tivna h] poi'on. In Matt, Luke, Acts (Acts 23:34), Apoc. poi'o", G4481, loses its classical force of “kind,” but only with reference to locality (including way) and time. The same use with the same restriction (indeed there are no cases of time) appears in the LXX. in which (with the exception of Deut. 4:7 f.; Judg. 9:2 (Cod. A); Jonah 1:8, quod vide) it always stands for the local pronominal particle hz< yae, elsewhere pou', G4544, (povqen, G4470). But St Paul certainly keeps the proper sense (Rom. 3:27; 1 Cor. 15:35), and so probably St James (James 4:14) and St Peter (here and 1 Pet. 2:20). Indeed the same is implied by the insertion of tivna h[, as St Peter was not likely to use an idle rhetorical repetition. Practically the effect of tivna h[ (not tivna kaiv) is to emphasise poi'on, h[ being thus virtually corrective; “what or at least what manner of season”; if the first impulse was to desire to know precisely the “times” of the things prophesied by their mouths, they would rest in the desire and effort to know rather their “seasons,” such as the immediate present or the future, and the general character of the attendant circumstances. 


ejraunw'nte" eij" tivna h] poi'on kairovn, searching for what or what manner of season] Eij" probably expresses simply destination, “for what or what manner of season”; i.e. in what manner of season the Spirit prospectively located the sufferings. 


ejdhvlou to; ejn aujtoi'" pneu'ma Cristou'...ta;...paqhvmata, the Spirit of Messiah (which was) in them was disclosing, protesting beforehand of, the sufferings]  jEdhvlou is prima facie a strange word, for the whole sentence implies that the season was just that circumstance of the subject-matter of prophecy which the Spirit did not make plain, and which therefore the prophets sought to discover. But first though dhlovw, G1317, is often used of declarations through articulate language, it is still more often used of any indirect kind of communication. (Thus, for instance in grammatical writings it is used for the meaning of a word, just as the corresponding Latin significo.) The contrast is drawn in Lys. c. Theomnestum i. ch. 6, p. 116, polu; ga;r a]n e[rgon h\n tw'/ nomoqevth/ a{panta ta; ojnovmata gravfein, o{sa th;n aujth;n duvnamin e[cei: ajlla; peri; eJno;" eijpw;n peri; pavntwn ejdhvlwsen. Thus the word might naturally stand for faint half-hidden suggestions of the Spirit in the midst of its clearer notifications. And, secondly, the tense used is the imperfect, the force of which comes out the stronger in contrast to ejxezhvthsan and ejxhrauvnhsan, where the imperfect would evidently not have been out of place, but was discarded by St Peter in his preference for aorists. It was a process of disclosure which they felt to be still proceeding. 


to; ejn aujtoi'" pneu'ma Cristou'. A much disputed phrase on account of its possible convenience in controversy. It must evidently be taken in correlation to ta; eij" Cristo;n paqhvmata, and this consideration excludes the supposition that Cristou' is an objective genitive, “the Spirit which spake of Christ,” a meaning which indeed it would moreover be very hard to get out of to; pneu'ma Cristou' taken by itself. But the single word Cristou', even as a subjective genitive, may be understood in different ways. First, it is often understood, in accordance with the modern usage of the word “Christ,” as strictly and exclusively a proper name belonging to Him whom we call Jesus Christ. In this sense the phrase has been understood in two ways, “the Spirit belonging to or proceeding from Christ Himself,” or “the spirit which in after days dwelt in Christ, and became His spirit.” This latter sense is not however one that the words naturally suggest. The former has found much favour: it directly implies the preexistence of Christ. It fails however to explain the peculiar phrase ta; eij" Cristo;n paqhvmata, and it does not fit the larger context, since to the prophets themselves the spirit within them certainly did not present itself in this light. The apparent argument for this view lies in the absence of the article before Cristou' and Cristovn, since many assume that the article is indispensable if Messiah 


is meant. This however is an untenable assumption, though it is true (1) that in most books of the N.T. the idea of Messiahship seems to retreat more into the background when our Lord is directly referred to as Cristov", G5986, than when He is directly referred to as oJ Cristov", and (2) that of the few places where the name is used generally, i.e. as having a meaning independent of its application to our Lord, there is but one where the article appears to be wanting, Mark 1:34; and there the reading is doubtful. But in St John we find Messiva", G3549, John 4:25 as well as to;n Messivan 1:41, and there is no improbability that Cristov", G5986, would in like manner be used by Jews speaking Greek as well as oJ Cristov". In the LXX. (and Sir. 46:19) the art. is often omitted with reference to anointed kings. Indeed without this preliminary supposition the apostolic use of Cristov", G5986, without an art. would be difficult to explain. If once the sense of Old Testament Messiahship be admitted, pointed doubtless by St Peter’s strong sense that all Messiahship was fulfilled in the Lord Jesus, the whole sentence acquires a natural and intelligible meaning. The phrase to; ejn aujtoi'" pneu'ma Cristou' then at once reminds us of the words which our Lord applied to Himself in the synagogue at Nazareth, II Isa. 61:1, pneu'ma Kurivou ejpj ejmev, ou| ei{neken e[crisevn me eujaggelivsasqai ptwcoi'" k.t.l.: cf. Isa. 11:1 ff. Compare also the language of Ps. 105:15 respecting the whole people in relation to other nations, “Touch not mine anointed ones (tw'n cristw'n mou), and do my prophets no harm,” where the Divine anointing or Christhood and prophethood are set in parallelism as kindred attributes of the children of Israel. So also the LXX. rendering of 2 Sam. 23:1, o}n ajnevsthse Kuvrio" ejpi; Cristo;n Qeou'  jIakwvb (taking l[', H6584, as the preposition instead of “on high”) makes Jacob to be at once the people over whom David rules and God’s anointed. It must be remembered that the sharp distinction which we are accustomed to make between the prophet on the one side and the Messiah of whom he speaks on the other does not exist in the O.T. itself. The prophet, the people to whom he belongs and to whom he speaks, and the dimly seen Head and King of the people all pass insensibly one into the other in the language of prophecy; they all are partakers of the Divine anointing, and the Messiahship which is conferred by it. 


As regards pneu'ma, G4460, it is enough to observe that on the one hand the whole context shows the spirit here spoken of to have been in St Peter’s view distinct from the natural mind of the prophets: they enquired concerning its message as a message come from without, from God: and on the other that there is nothing to show conclusively whether St Peter had in view a personal inhabitation, so to speak, by Him whom we call the Holy Spirit, or simply a Divine presence and voice, such as would proceed from the Holy Spirit. On the whole the latter is the more probable, partly from the form of phrase to; ejn aujtoi'", not anything like to; ejn aujtoi'" lalou'n, partly from the analogy of vs. 12 according to its most natural interpretation. 


promarturovmenon, a word unknown elsewhere (except in Theodorus Metochita, about A.D. 1300). The pro- might mean either “beforehand” or “openly, publicly, authoritatively” (so sometimes prolevgw, proei'pon, progravfw, on which see Lightfoot on Gal. 3:1); but the latter sense does not well suit the context. The simple verb martuvromai, G3458, must on no account be confounded with marturevw, G3455, (not—evomai, which, except as a passive, is not used in the N.T. or perhaps elsewhere), a much commoner word in the N.T. Marturevw is to be a mavrtu", G3459, or witness, i.e. it is to bear witness: martuvromai, G3458, is to summon another to witness, be it God or men, such summoning to witness being for various purposes, as to adjure, appeal, protest, declare solemnly. See Lightfoot (contrast Meyer, Ellicott) on Gal. 5:3. Both meanings are included in the one Hebrew word  dy[ihe(Hiph. of dW[, H6386), but it is not likely that this would affect St Peter’s use of the Greek words. It is true that marturevw, G3455, is used of the Spirit John 15:26 (cf. Acts 5:32 one reading), but in a sense inappropriate to this passage. The lexicons treat the sense “bear witness” as exceptionally sanctioned by Plat. Phileb. 47 C, but wrongly: a meaning much fitter for the context is the legitimate meaning “appealed to you for the truth of the assertion.” Usually the person called to witness is expressed, of course in the accusative; but there are many exceptions. Thus Josephus (de Bello Jud. iii.8, 3) in what he calls a secret prayer to God, after justifying his submission to the Romans as a following of God’s Providence, says “martuvromai dev, and I protest in Thy sight, I call Thee to witness, that in departing I am no traitor but a minister of Thine.” Essentially similar to this is Acts 20:26, where martuvromai, G3458, means “I declare to you, calling God to witness”; also Acts 26:22 (right reading), followed by eij, G1623, not o{ti, G4022, where it is worth notice that the subject-matter is the fulfilment of prophecy concerning the sufferings of Messiah. So also in Gal. 5:3 martuvromai, G3458, (contrast ejgw; Pau'lo" levgw of vs. 2) seems to be “I appeal to the law,” “I call the law to witness,” with reference to what St Paul has quoted from Deut. in 3:10. Somewhat different is the sense of appeal in Eph. 4:17 and 1 Thess. 2:12 (right reading), which rather resemble Plut. ii.19 B (of Homer), ejn de; tw'/ prodiabavllein movnon ouj martuvretai kai; diagoreuvei mhvte crh'sqai k.t.l. “solemnly warns not to use”—a charge as in the presence of God. These usages of martuvromai, G3458, render it probable that St Peter meant by promart. “calling God as a witness in prophetic announcements”; i.e. that the Spirit did not profess to speak as it were in its own name, but appealed to Jehovah as the true authority, whether in such direct words as “Thus saith the Lord,” or in other less direct forms of speech. Perhaps II Isa. 53:1 was specially meant. The subject-matter of appeal is put in the accusative as in the passage of Plat. Phileb. cited above. There is no other instance of this construction of martuvromai, G3458, in the N.T. 


ta; eij" Cristo;n paqhvmata, the sufferings destined for Messiah] This cannot possibly mean the sufferings of Christ in our sense of the words, i.e. the sufferings which as a matter of history befell the historical Christ (mavrtu" tw'n tou' Cristou' paqhmavtwn, 1 Pet. 5:1). It is intelligible only from the point of view of the prophets and their contemporaries, the sufferings destined for Messiah. It is worthy of notice that this meaning of the preposition is expressed in all the English versions before 1611 from Tyndale onwards, “the passions (sufferings) that should come (happen) unto Christ.” This use of eij", G1650, is substantially the same as in eij" uJma'", 1 Pet. 1:5, 10. The sense is thus rightly expressed by Hipp. DeAntichr. 12 oiJ...prokhruvxante" ta; eij" aujto;n sumbhsovmena pavqh, whether he had this passage in view or not. The same idea probably underlies a less obvious use of eij", G1650, for prophesying in respect of that which was to come in Ign. Philad. 5.2 kai; tou;" profhvta" de; ajgapw'men, dia; to; kai; aujtou;" eij" to; eujaggevlion kathggelkevnai kai; eij" aujto;n [Christum, lat.] ejlpivzein kai; aujto;n ajnamevnein, and again in 9.2 on the advantage of the Gospel over the prophets, oiJ ga;r ajgaphtoi; profh'tai kathvggeilan eij" aujtovn, to; de; eujaggevlion ajpavrtismav ejstin ajfqarsiva". Also an often quoted sentence of Barn. 5.6 oiJ profh'tai, ajpj aujtou' e[conte" t. cavrin, eij" aujto;n ejprofhvteusan, where, if the reference is to our passage, to; ejn aujtoi'" pneu'ma Cristou' is wrongly interpreted to mean the spirit in them derived from Christ. And again Just. Mart. Dial. 110 (336 C) oiJ didavskaloi uJmw'n...tou;" pavnta" lovgou" t. perikoph'" tauvth" eij" to;n Cristo;n oJmologou'sin eijrh'sqai. Tert. adv. Marc. iv.10 Et si nihil tale in Christum fuisset praedicatum...consequens est ut ostendas nec in Christum suum tale quid eum praedicasse...Cum enim id se appellat quod in Christum praedicebatur creatoris. ch. 18 Quae cum constent praedicata in Christum creatoris. This interpretation, “the sufferings destined for Messiah,” tallies exactly with Luke 24:26 (e[dei), 46; Acts 3:18; 17:3 (again e[dei); besides 26:23 already referred to. It is remarkable that this short Epistle uses the word suffer or suffering (pavscw, pavqhma) no less than eight times (including 1 Pet. 3:18) with respect to Christ, whereas St Paul in all his Epistles uses it but twice (2 Cor. 1:5; Phil. 3:10), and in both cases in connexion with the participation of Christians in Christ’s suffering, an idea to which St Peter also gives expression 1 Pet. 4:13. 


The question has sometimes been raised whether here too it is the sufferings of Christians that are intended. This is a most unnatural interpretation as regards the principal and direct meaning, but it seems to be indirectly involved in St Peter’s language on the supposition that by Cristovn he means Messiah, and does not use it as a mere proper name. As we have seen already, the prophet and the people share the Messiahship of the King, being made partakers with Him in His sufferings and in His glory. Compare the striking phrase mevtocoi ga;r tou' cristou' gegovnamen Heb. 3:14, and consider what is involved in Rom. 15:1-3 and the similar language of Heb. 11:26; 13:13. 


kai; ta;" meta; tau'ta dovxa", and the glories that should follow them] The plural dovxai (in this sense of the word) is very rare, though not as the books say unexampled: it occurs Exod. 15:11 [33:5 obscure, but like 1 Macc. 14:9]; Hos. 9:11; also 2 Macc. 4:15 in parallelism with timaiv; and so Plut. ii.103 E, tima;" kai; dovxa". But there must be some special force in the unusual plural here. It is not naturally to be understood of the successive stages of Christ’s glory, or [Hofmann in loc.] of manifold glories making up one glory. Nor will a mere reference to paqhvmata suffice, for (1) the singular dovxa, G1518, is associated with the plural paqhvmata twice in this Epistle (1 Pet. 4:13; 5:1), and (2) pavqhma, G4077, in the N.T. is always plural except in Heb. 2:9, where the singular is not collective but individual, one particular suffering being singled out by the designation tou' qanavtou. The true explanation doubtless lies in the true interpretation of the whole passage. St Peter is speaking of the prophets and their several partial Messianic foreshadowings, separate prophecies of suffering being crowned with separate prophecies of glory, both alike polumerw'" kai; polutrovpw". On the other hand in the two other places the subject is not the broken and scattered anticipations of old time, but the single supreme glory of Him who suffered under Pontius Pilate. 


The antithesis of suffering and glory stands with equal clearness elsewhere; in this Epistle 1 Pet. 4:13; 5:1, 10; also in Rom. 8:17, 18; (2 Cor. 4:17 with qlivyi";) Heb. 2:13; and above all Luke 24:26 cited before. Familiar as we are with the antithesis, reflexion shows it to be far from obvious. It probably belonged to the Jewish language of the time. In substance it is doubtless derived from the O.T., though perhaps not from the wording of any definite passages of it. Those which illustrate the idea best are perhaps II Isa. 40:5, in connexion with vv. 1, 2; II Isa. 52:13 (LXX. doxasqhvsetai sfovdra), in connexion with 53; and especially II Isa. 49:5 in connexion with vs. 4 and also vs. 7. 


12. oi|" ajpekaluvfqh, to whom it was revealed] i.e. of course to the prophets. It was not a matter of seeking and search, but of knowledge clearly derived from a voice of God. Under what circumstances St Peter thought of this revelation as having been received, we shall have to ask presently. 


o{ti oujc eJautoi'" uJmi'n de; dihkovnoun aujtav, that not for themselves but for you they ministered these things] All the better authorities (MSS. & c.) read uJmi'n not hJmi'n. The opposition is less strong with dev, G1254, than it would be with ajllav, G247, but still there is a negative on one side and an adversative particle on the other. With hJmi'n the reference would be to Christians generally, and so the opposition would be simply between times, the times of the prophets and those of the apostles. With uJmi'n the reference is limited in the first instance to the Asiatic Christians, as further identified by ajnhggevlh uJmi'n in the next line and dia; tw'n eujaggelisamevnwn uJma'" immediately after. But doubtless St Peter meant the statement to be taken of all Gentile converts, as in the case of the last preceding uJmei'", viz. th'" eij" uJma'" cavrito". Thus the contrast between eJautoi'" and uJmi'n is not merely a contrast of times, but also of classes of men. 


aujtav is ambiguous. It may be adjectival, agreeing with the following a{, “those very things which”; in which case a{ is the true object of the verb dihkovnoun, and aujtav should have no stop after it. Or aujtav may be a true pronoun, the single object of dihkovnoun, and a{ merely the subject of the following clause. In this case aujtav may have for its antecedent either ta; paqhvmata, doubtless with kai; ta;" meta; tau'ta dovxa" added, or it may have no exact verbal antecedent, but mean simply the subject-matter of what the prophets prophesied. This last loose reference of aujtav might be supported by some analogous uses, but it is too harsh to be likely to be right in a sentence which already contains actual neuter plurals. A direct reference to ta; paqhvmata and what follows on the whole involves least difficulty. Tempting as is the juxtaposition of aujtav and a{ to take them together, the natural sense of the resulting sentence would be that what was revealed to the prophets was the identity of their message with the tidings carried by the Apostles, and no such sense as this is possible. It is best therefore to treat a} nu'n ajnhggevlh & c., as making a fresh start to set forth the higher privileges of Christians, and so as grammatically standing on the same footing as eij" a} ejpiqumou'sin. 


The phrase dihkovnoun with an acc. is remarkable, but not difficult. Examples are not wanting in late writers of an acc. after diakonevw, G1354, of anything supplied or furnished, e.g. Clem. Alex. 190 oJ luvcno" diakonhvsei to; fw'". (In the words commonly cited from Joseph. [Ant. vi.13, 6] diakomisavntwn should probably be read for diakonhsavntwn.) But St Peter doubtless meant more than this. Further on, in 1 Pet. 4:10 he has eij" eJautou;" aujto; diakonou'nte" wJ" kaloi; oijkonovmoi poikivlh" cavrito" qeou'. Origen on Ps. 49:3 (48:3 LXX.) is often rightly quoted, eijsi; de; stovma Cristou' oiJ to;n lovgon aujtou' diakonou'nte". St Paul in 2 Cor. 3:3 has the curious phrase ejste; ejpistolh; Cristou' diakonhqei'sa uJfj hJmw'n. In these three cases the word expresses the function of one who is a diavkono", G1356, to a primary giver or author, consisting in the conveyance to others of his gift or his words, as is definitely expressed in 1 Pet. 4:10 (2 Tim. 1:18 may be passed over, as o{sa dihkovnhsen probably means “what services he rendered,” a quite different kind of accusative, common in all Greek). The other pertinent place of the N.T., 2 Cor. 8:19, 20, is exactly analogous, the primary giver however not being God or Christ, but the congregations of Gentile Christians whose bounty St Paul conveyed to Judaea. In spite therefore of the datives oujc eJautoi'" uJmi'n dev, which prima facie appear to claim the diakoniva, G1355, as rendered to them, we are justified in accepting the more appropriate assignation of the diakoniva, G1355, as rendered to the God in whose name the prophets spoke. Compare Apoc. 10:7 and the antecedent O.T. passages, Amos 3:7 (Heb.); Zech. 1:6; Dan. 9:6, 10. Accordingly dihkovnoun here sets forth the prophets as servants of God conveying to others certain things received from Him: and “not for themselves but for you” is a better translation than “not to, &c.” At the same time those datives point out that the ministration had another side, a relation to men the receivers as well as to God the Giver. Cf. Heb. 1:14, where diakonivan means ministration to God, but is coupled with dia; tou;" mevllonta" klhronomei'n swthrivan; also Col. 1:7. It is no argument against this view that in 1 Pet. 4:10 not the dative but eij" eJautouv" is used, for there (as in Luke 22:17 [right reading]) reciprocal distribution for common benefit is best expressed by means of eij" eJautouv". Compare Clem. Exc. de Scrip. Theod. xxiv. (p. 965) levgousin oiJ Oujalentinianoi; o{ti o} kata; ei|" tw'n profhtw'n e[scen pneu'ma ejxaivreton eij" diakonivan, tou'to ejpi; pavnta" tou;" t. ejkklhsiva" ejxecuvqh. 


The nature of the diakoniva, G1355, is determined by the context. The prophets were ministers of the sufferings and the glory appointed for Messiah, as being spokesmen of God’s promises on this head (cf. Acts 13:32). But it does not follow that St Peter meant to say that the utterance of the prophecy, as distinguished from the subject-matter of the prophecy, was oujc eJautoi'". Doubtless whatever the prophets spoke they spoke in the first instance for the circle to which they themselves belonged, their own countrymen, their own contemporaries, their own selves. On any other supposition the actual written prophecies in our hands are unintelligible, and so the idea of prophecy itself becomes a baseless dream. However remote a future might be included in the scope of a prophecy, it was given in the first instance for the instruction and uplifting of the present. But the vision of Messiah’s sufferings and Messiah’s glory could manifestly have its worthy and perfect fulfilment only in the distant future: and moreover the remoteness would be not of time only but also of race. These highest revelations to the prophets were inextricably bound up with the revelation of the inclusion of the Gentiles in the ultimate people of God. In this sense St Peter’s words correspond to what is said in Heb. 11:39, 40. See especially II Isa. 52:15 in connexion with 52:13 and with 53. 


There is however no sufficient reason for limiting the statement to the subject-matter of prophecy as distinguished from prophecy itself. The very words spoken by the prophets were not for themselves alone, or for their own countrymen or contemporaries alone, but for the Gentiles and for the whole future. The uses of prophecy did not cease when it attained its principal fulfilment. In making known the actual appearing of the promised Messiah, the apostles found the old prophetic word endued with new power and instructiveness, as the Acts and Epistles abundantly attest: its place in their teaching is distinctly marked in Rom. 16:26. Their faith was not a new religion, but a new stage in the old religion of Israel, and it derived a large part of its claims to acceptance from this its appeal to the past in conjunction with the present. The dream of a Christianity without Judaism soon arose, and could not but arise: but, though it could make appeal to a genuine zeal for the purity of the Gospel, it was in effect an abnegation of apostolic Christianity. When robbed of His Messiahship, our Lord became an isolated portent, and the true meaning of faith in Him was lost. This was one of the most fundamental subjects of controversy in the second century, and with good reason the watchword of the champions of the apostolic teaching was the harmony of prophets with apostles. 


St Peter’s words were in all probability intended to include this meaning along with the other, that is, to set forth the ancient prophecies, as well as their subject-matter, as destined for the benefit of other times and other races; though the negation which he employs is in strictness applicable in the one case only, and not in the other. It is remarkable that in II Isa. 49:6 (cf. 42:6) the prophet himself is spoken of as made a light to the Gentiles, to be God’s salvation unto the end of the earth, the raising up of the tribes of Jacob being at the same time spoken of as a light thing; and such was likewise the office assigned to the chosen people whom he represented (cf. 60:3 ff.). This office of the prophet and people must have been brought home retrospectively to St Peter’s mind by his sense of the missionary character of the apostolate as originally commissioned, and of the Christian Church itself. His formula Not for themselves but for you described the place alike of Israel in the midst of the nations, and of the Christian Church in the midst of the world. Before as after Christ’s coming the privileges of a Divine revelation were of necessity held in trust for the benefit of those who had not yet received it. 


There remains the question, by no means an easy one, whether the “revelation” to the prophets here spoken of by St Peter was given them in answer to their seeking and searching, or whether their seeking and searching was preceded or, it might be, accompanied by this particular revelation. The former answer is that which the order of the sentences suggests, and on the whole it seems to fit in best with the probable steps of the process depicted by St Peter. The steps seem to be these: the Spirit of Messiah within the prophets signifies, with appeal to the word of Jehovah, the sufferings appointed for Messiah and the glories appointed to follow them: the prophets enquire and search concerning these things thus appointed for Messiah, and the salvation which they involve and promise, desiring specially to know for what or what manner of season they are destined, longing as they do to be permitted themselves to “see” them (in our Lord’s words): then in answer to these enquiries it is revealed to them that these things were to befall Messiah not in their own day or for the sake of their own people only, but in a hidden future and for the sake of all the nations (“I if I be lifted up out of the earth will draw all men unto myself”). On this view the words of 1 Pet. 1:10 oiJ peri;...prof. are used in anticipation of what is said in other words in the first of the three clauses of vs. 12, just as the preceding words of vs. 10 anticipate what is said in the main more fully in vs. 11. But to return to the substance of what St Peter calls the revelation. Implicitly, he seems to say, the prophets received a Divine intimation like that which the apostles received before the Ascension (Acts 1:7), “It is not for you to know times or seasons, which the Father set within His own authority”; but they were permitted to know that the manifestation of Messiah belonged to the far future and to all mankind. Accordingly a sense of the protraction of fulfilment into a more distant future is one of the signs which distinguish late from early prophecy, the distance of the horizon not having been at first perceived; and again the universality of the hope belongs especially to the later prophecy, though it was lost in the narrow and inhuman Messianic expectations of the times subsequent to the dying out of prophecy. 


a} nu'n ajnhggevlh, which things have now been set forth] This is one of the instances of nu'n, G3814, with an aorist which are sometimes quoted to show that the writers of the N.T. occasionally use the aorist in the sense of the perfect. The mistake is due to an unconscious transference of English or other modern limitations to Greek usage. Nu'n is not, as is assumed, identical in range of meaning with “now,” if by “now” is meant “at the present moment of time.” Not to speak of other uses of nu'n, G3814, (see Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology, iii.226ff.), there are two which might find place here, (1) “but now,” “just now,” “lately” (John 21:10; Acts 7:52), the fuller form nu'n dhv being commoner in classical Greek, and (2) “in (or “within”) the present time,” such present time being thereby contrasted with an earlier state. The second is the more probable meaning here, as also in 1 Pet. 2:10, 25: it is not uncommon in St Paul, Rom. 5:11; 7:6 (nuniv, G3815); 11:30, 31; 16:26; (Gal. 4:9;) Eph. 2:13 (nuniv, G3815); 3:5; Col. 1:21 (nuniv, G3815), 26; 2 Tim. 1:10. The aorist refers back to the original time when the Gospel was preached in each region of Asia Minor, while nu'n, G3814, marks that time as the initial point of the present Christian position of the converts. Compare  Gr. Gr. § 498, 1, 3. In English the perfect affords the best approximation to the sense here. 


ajnhggevlh, set forth, is the word used in II Isa. 52:15 (oi|" oujk ajnhggevlh peri; aujtou' o[yontai, kai; oi} oujk ajkhkovasin sunhvsousin), the verse which at the beginning of the prophecy of the sufferings of the Servant of Jehovah declares His being made known to the Gentiles, and which is quoted by St Paul (Rom. 15:21) as expressing a principle followed by himself in his missionary labours.  jAnaggevllw, a word common in all Greek, is especially frequent in the LXX. (for several Hebrew words denoting narration); less so proportionally in the N.T., being confined, with the exception of these two passages and 2 Cor. once (2 Cor. 7:7), to the Acts and to St John’s Gospel and First Epistle. A reminiscence of the passage in the LXX. apparently suggested the word here; and the association of ideas thus implied confirms the identification of uJmi'n with the Gentiles. But St Peter probably meant more by the word than the translators had done. Everywhere in the N.T. (for in John 5:15 ei\pen, not ajnhvggeilen is probably the true reading), unlike the LXX. ajnaggevllw, G334, clearly retains under one shape or another its true classical force of rehearsing, telling in successive particulars (ajnav, G324); differing thus from ajpaggevllw, G550, which may denote any kind of narration. The primary usage for detailed narrative (Acts 14:27, o{sa; 15:4, o{sa; 19:18, confessions of different practices by “many” belonging to different occupations; 2 Cor. 7:7, emphatic enumeration of different emotions) leads easily to the sense of unfolding into various results or applications what is already present in sum (Acts 20:27, ouj ga;r uJpesteilavmhn...pa'san; and so vs. 20, oujde;n uJpesteilavmhn; 1 John 1:5, expansion of the single message [ajggeliva, G32] in the next eleven verses; John 16:13, 14, 15, successive interpretative expansions of to; ejmovn into ta; ejrcovmena; 4:25, application of a special knowledge of the truth to the answering of all questions, a{panta). Compare the analogous modifications of sense in ejxhgou'mai and in dihgou'mai, though they do not include the idea of announcement, which ajnaggevllw, G334, retains throughout. Accordingly, as indeed the use of two different verbs (ajnhggevlh, eujaggelisamevnwn) suggests, the phrase a} nu'n ajnhggevlh uJmi'n doubtless includes not only the announcement of the historical facts of the Gospel, but, yet more, their implicit teachings as to the counsels of God and the hopes revealed for men. 


diav, G1328, through, marks the speaker of the announcement to be God or the Spirit, using as His instruments the bearers of good tidings. The sense is brought out clearly by the double phrase of Matt. 1:22, 2:15. The simple diav, G1328, in this sense is common in St Matthew (Matt. 2:5, 17, 23; 3:3; 4:14; 8:17; 12:17; 13:35; 21:4; 24:15; 27:9), and occurs in Luke 18:31 (gegrammevna); Acts 2:16; 28:25; Rom. 1:2; in all these cases in reference to the old prophets: in Heb. 2:2, 3 it is used in reference to angels and to “the Lord” himself. In St Luke (Luke 1:70) and Acts (Acts 1:16; 3:18, 21; [? 4:25;] cf. 15:7), we find the more Hebraistic form dia; stovmato", which in the LXX. of 2 Chr. 36:21 f. stands for the common ypiB]. 


dia; tw'n eujaggelisamevnwn uJma'", through them that brought you good tidings] This construction of eujaggelivzomai with the accusative, not found in the LXX. or other Greek translations, but following the construction of the virtually transitive rc'B;, H1413, (especially to gladden [with good tidings]), is constant in St Luke and the Acts where recipients are mentioned but not the subject of the message; while the dative is as regularly employed (Acts 13:32 not being a true exception, but rather a case of attraction: cf. , G. G. ii.285f.), where both are mentioned: St Paul uses the dative in both cases, except in Gal. 1:9, where uJma'" follows uJmi'n (perhaps twice repeated) in the preceding verse: if, as is not improbable, the first uJmi'n is an interpolation, the usage of these two verses exactly agrees with St Luke’s, on the supposition that parj o{ k.t.l. is in each case adverbial. In Eusebius and other late writers eujaggelivzomai takes a double accusative. The use of the verb itself in the N.T. is founded on three passages of II Isaiah 40:9; 52:7; 61:1. The last in particular receives special weight from Christ’s express appropriation of it (Luke 4:18: cf. Matt. 11:5 || Luke 7:22). In Acts, St Paul, and St Peter it naturally means proclaiming the central glad tidings of His Life, Death, Resurrection, and Ascension. In Acts 13:32 it stands in the same antithetical relation to the prophetic promises as here. 


The persons denoted by the phrase are all those to whom the Christians of any of these provinces owed their first knowledge of the Gospel, including alike St Paul and any lesser evangelists. As regards this particular function of apostleship, they were all apostles. Compare Rom. 10:15, pw'" de; khruvxwsin eja;n mh; ajpostalw'sin… kaqavper gevgraptai  JW" wJrai'oi oiJ povde" tw'n eujaggelizomevnwn ajgaqav. 


pneuvmati aJgivw/ ajpostalevnti ajpj oujranou', by a holy spirit sent from heaven] The preceding ejn, G1877, of the common texts is an early interpolation, apparently Alexandrian. It is a natural introduction of the idiomatic ejn pneuvmati which, with or without additions, occurs in various forms of phrase in the N.T., as also in postbiblical Hebrew usage. The curious phrase “to prophesy in Baal” (Jer. 2:8; 23:13) may be analogous: in Neh. 9:30; Zech. 7:12 (cf. Job 26:13; Isa. 4:4; Zech. 4:6)  B]need be no more than instrumental, the subject being God Himself, not men inspired by Him. 


The simple dative pneuvmati aJgivw/ accompanying a verb of speaking (eujaggelisamevnwn) is virtually unique. The nearest approximation is Acts 6:10, oujk i[scuon ajntisth'nai th'/ sofiva/ kai; tw'/ pneuvmati w|/ ejlavlei (Stephen), where the combination with sofiva, G5053, modifies the sense of pneu'ma, G4460, and both datives are apparently modal. Compare Sir. 48:24 pneuvmati megavlw/ ei\den ta; e[scata (Isaiah). Twice in the Acts diav, G1328, (d. tou' p.) is used in the case of prophetic intimations on approaching events (Acts 11:28; 21:4), where a more Hebraic writer would probably have used ejn tw'/ pneuvmati. Here diav, G1328, would be out of place, even if it had not already preceded tw'n eujaggelisamevnwn. The dative here is not “instrumental”: it is the true “dynamic” dative, from which is derived the properly “instrumental” dative of common usage (likewise by some incorrectly called “dynamic”), hardly distinguishable in sense from the genitive preceded by diav, G1328. It expresses that in virtue of which a state of things exists or an action is performed. Its distinctive force is well shown in an often quoted passage of Plato (Theaet. 184 C D), in which the faculty which makes sensation possible (w|/ oJrw'men, w|/ ajkouvomen), that is, the “soul,” is distinguished from the organs through which sensation takes place (dij ou| oJrw'men, dij ou| ajkouvomen). The “spirit” here spoken of was not a means employed by themselves, but an animating power within them. 


There is a certain awkwardness in the English phrase “a holy spirit,” due partly to imperfect correspondence between the Greek conception of pneu'ma, G4460, as used in the N.T. and the English conception of “spirit”: but it is a nearer approximation to what seems to be the true sense than any other rendering. The difference from what would have been the sense had tw'/ aJgivw/ pneuvmati stood here is illustrated by the language of St Peter on the first Christian day of Pentecost, as recorded in the Acts (Acts 2:17, 33), first ejkcew' ajpo; tou' pneuvmatov" mou from Joel 2:28 (LXX. not Heb.), and then, in the fulfilment, thvn te ejpaggelivan tou' pneuvmato" tou' aJgivou labw;n para; tou' patro;" ejxevceen tou'to o} uJmei'" ªkai;º blevpete kai; ajkouvete, where most Western documents too explicitly, but with substantial correctness of sense, add to; dw'ron (donum, donationem, gratiam) to tou'to. Each operation or manifestation of “the Holy Spirit” may be represented, and in the N.T. is most commonly represented, as immediately due to “a holy spirit”; and much confusion has arisen from a failure to recognise this intermediate sense. 


The adjective “holy” retains its full force. The designation “Holy Spirit” (of God) or “Spirit of holiness,” adopted originally from II Isa. 63:10 f.; Ps. 51:11 is common to the N.T. and Jewish theology (Weber Altsynag. . Theol. 184-7: also in Wisd. 9:17 [cf. 1:5; 7:22]; but not in Philo). In the N.T. it is no mere name, but expresses an essential characteristic, in contrast to the mixed or even evil qualities associated with spiritual powers and operations in a time of promiscuous religious fermentation. Thus the “spirit” here spoken of was not only “holy” as coming from the holy God, but, as a spirit of revelation, had holiness for the governing principle and purpose of the message which it inspired. 


ajpostalevnti ajpj oujranou', sent from heaven] The idea of a mission or commission, properly belonging to ajpostevllw, G690, as distinguished from the more generic pevmpw, G4287, is obliterated in the LXX. which almost dispenses with pevmpw, G4287. In the N.T. it is apparently preserved, except in (the common source of) Matt. 21:3 and Mark 11:3, and perhaps in Mark 4:29 (contr. Apoc. 14:15, 18 and Acts 10:36), in both which passages there is a reminiscence of the LXX. as well as not improbably a latent suggestion of mission. The idea of mission is natural here as derived from such language as that in which the coming of the Holy Spirit, or specially the Pentecostal manifestation of it, is described elsewhere, chiefly as a result of the Ascension. The principal passages are Luke 24:49 (kai; ijdou; ejgw; ejxapostevllw th;n ejpaggelivan tou' patrov" mou ejfj uJma'"), together with Acts 1:4 (parhvggeilen aujtoi'" ... perimevnein th;n ejpaggelivan tou' patro;" h}n hjkouvsatev mou); three passages of St John’s Gospel, John 14:26 (oJ de; paravklhto", to; pneu'ma to; a{gion o} pevmyei oJ path;r ejn tw'/ ojnovmativ mou), 15:26 (o{tan e[lqh/ oJ paravklhto" o}n ejgw; pevmyw uJmi'n para; tou' patrov"), 16:7 (eja;n de; poreuqw', pevmyw aujto;n [sc. to;n paravklhtonº pro;" uJma'"); and Gal. 4:6 (o{ti dev ejste uiJoiv, ejxapevsteilen oJ qeo;" to; pneu'ma tou' uiJou' aujtou' eij" ta;" kardiva" hJmw'n). In the last passage the parallelism of language with what is said of the sending of the Son in the preceding sentence (vs. 4 o{te de; h\lqen to; plhvrwma tou' crovnou, ejxapevsteilen oJ qeo;" to;n uiJo;n aujtou') is significant: as the Messiah was “sent forth” (Acts 3:20, 26; Heb. 3:1), so after Him the Spirit was “sent forth.” Compare II Isa. 48:16, according to the most probable construction (LXX. kai; nu'n kuvrio" Kuvrio" ajpevsteilevn me kai; to; pneu'ma aujtou'). What had been said of the universal gift to the Church is here applied by St Peter to the special gift by which the bearers of the evangelic message were inspired (cf. Eph. 4:8-13). 


ajpj oujranou', from heaven] The spirit spoken of, though operative on earth, was not of earthly origin: it was an illumination from above. Part of the same sense is otherwise expressed in those passages of the Acts which describe the (or a) Holy Spirit as “falling” upon converts (Acts 8:15 ff.; 10:44 ff.; 11:15 ff.; cf. Ezek. 11:5). The phrase “from heaven” will cover either or both of the forms of speech as to the Sender; as the Father (John 14:26; Gal. l.c.), or as the Son (Luke l.c.; Acts l.c.; John 15:26; 16:7; cf. Eph. 4:8): they are virtually combined in the initial saying in John 14:16 (kajgw; ejrwthvsw to;n patevra kai; a[llon paravklhton dwvsei uJmi'n). 


This spirit by which the apostles and their disciples proclaimed their message is evidently meant to be represented as corresponding to the spirit in the prophets; but St Peter does not identify them; they were, so to speak, different modes of the One Spirit. 


eij" a} ejpiqumou'sin a[ggeloi parakuvyai, into which things angels desire to look down] This sentence is added at the close of the digression on the searchings of the prophets, fulfilled in the apostolic preachings. As in the Apocalypse (Apoc. 19:10; 22:6-9; see Ewald Sieb. Sendsch. 24), the interpreter angel declares himself to be a “fellow servant” of St John and of St John’s brethren, the prophets in the past and the faithful sufferers in the present, so a glimpse is given here of the fellowship of angels with prophets and evangelists, and implicitly with the suffering Christians to whom St Peter wrote. Moreover this fellowship is expressed in a form analogous to the questionings and aspirations of the prophets, for the Incarnation was a beginning as well as an end: a great and mysterious future still remained to be accomplished. 


In the absence of an article a[ggeloi exactly resembles profh'tai in 1 Pet. 1:10; not “the angels,” or “some angels,” but “even angels.” 


The precise meaning of the sentence depends on the precise meaning of parakuvyai. Apparently no ancient evidence supports the tradition of modern commentators that parakuvptw, G4160, means a long or earnest or searching gaze. The mistake seems to have arisen from prematurely importing into parakuvya" in James 1:25 the idea added by the subsequent words kai; parameivna". Kuvptw and all its compounds express literally some kind of stretching or straining of the body, whether up, down, or forward. Parakuvptw is to stretch forward the head, as especially through a window or door, sometimes inwards, oftener outwards. When used figuratively, it commonly implies a rapid and cursory glance, never the contrary. Here, however, nothing more seems to be meant than looking down out of heaven. Parakuvptw is one of several LXX. renderings of 5q'v;, H9207 (Niph. Hiph.), “to look down”; some of the others being diakuvptw, ejkkuvptw, katakuvptw. For God’s looking down out of heaven  5q'v;(Hiph.) is several times used (Deut. 26:15; Ps. 14:2; 53:3; [righteousness 85:12 Niph.;] 102:20; Lam. 3:50: cf. Exod. 14:24): and though this particular compound of kuvptw, G3252, is not employed in any of these cases, it occurs in the Greek fragments of the Book of Henoch (ix.1, p. 83 ed. Dillm.) in a phrase which the presence of ejk tw'n aJgivwn suggests to have been founded on two (Deut. l. c.; Ps. 102:19), if not more, of the above passages: kai; ajkouvsante" oiJ tevssare" megavloi ajrcavggeloi Micah;l kai; Oujrih;l kai;  JPafah;l kai; Gabrih;l parevkuyan ejpi; th;n gh'n ejk tw'n aJgivwn tou' oujranou'. The coincidence is the more interesting since in each case angels, not God, are the beholders. Compare Tertullian De spect. 27: Dubitas illo enim momento, quo diabolus in ecclesia furit, omnes angelos prospicere de caelo et singulos denotare, quis blasphemiam dixerit, quis audierit, & c.? 


The meaning of parakuvyai, as thus determined, limits the possible reference of eij" a{: the things into which angels could look down must be on earth, not in heaven. Now the glorification of Jesus Christ, though in one sense begun on earth, was consummated by the Ascension (cf. Acts 2:33-36); and therefore the antecedent of a{ could hardly be identical with the historical contents of the Gospel message, the necessary key to which was the final exaltation. On the other hand, the natural reference of a{ here is to the a{ of the preceding sentence. If, however, as the usage of ajnaggevllw, G334, has suggested, by a} nu'n ajnhggevlh uJmi'n was meant not the bare narrative of the facts of the Gospel, but the message founded on them, there is no contradiction. The subject-matter of this derivative Gospel, “the Gospel” of St Paul, was no other than the subject-matter of the seekings and searchings of prophets, even the “grace” extended to the Gentiles, and the accompanying “salvation” (1 Pet. 1:10). But this manifestation of grace drew down the eyes of angels less as a present fact than as a promise of the future: they recognised the fulfilment of prophecy as itself a larger prophecy, subject to the necessary conditions of prophecy, and preeminently partaking of its mysteriousness. Thus much is implied in the phrase “desire to look down” (ejpiqumou'sin parakuvyai, not parakuvptousin). The notion of a total or partial veiling of past or present events on the earth from their eyes, and of a consequent desire of clearer vision, is fantastic in itself, and alien from the subject of the three preceding verses; while the vision of the future apparently involves inherent limitations for all finite beings. 


From this point of view St Peter’s words receive important illustration from their often noticed affinity to Eph. 3:10. St Paul there represents the present making known of the manifold wisdom of God through the Church to the principalities and powers as one purpose of his preaching of the Gospel to the Gentiles: and the remarkable phrase “through the Church” is explained by part of the preceding paragraph (2:14-18), on the founding of the two, Israel and the Nations, in Christ into one new man, the reconciliation of them both in one body to God, and the announcement of peace to them that were far off and peace to them that were nigh. The Church, in virtue of this its Catholicity, was not only the herald of God’s all-embracing peace to the ears of men, but its visible embodiment in the eyes of men and angels. Its very existence was a memorial of Divinely appointed barriers Divinely broken down, and a living sign of a Will and a Power which would work on till the victory of love was universal and complete. Neither to angels nor to men were the last resources of the Manifold Wisdom as yet disclosed: but a sufficient pledge of the “unsearchable riches” contained in it was already given in the Gospel, and in the living community created by the Gospel. 


If this is the purport of Eph. 3:10, taken in conjunction with the immediate context (3:1-21, but especially vv. 4-6, 8-11, 18-21), with other parts of the same Epistle (1:8-11, 18-23; 2:14-18), and with the summing up of the Divine dispensations in the Epistle to the Romans (Rom. 11:25-36), we have a satisfactory clue to St Peter’s drift likewise. The five words are a momentary outburst from the undercurrent of his thoughts, fed from St Paul’s two chief Epistles: compare the last four words of 1 Pet. 2:8, on a kindred topic, derived in like manner from the Epistle to the Romans. His presentiment of new unfoldings of grace mingles with his sense of the fellowship of angels. Beholding the earth from above and beholding it within the range of wider horizons, they could not look on those first scenes of the new drama of Providence without feeling their prophetic significance, and watching eagerly for fresh fulfilments of the Divine process, of which the call of the Gentiles was at once the beginning and the symbol. 


1:13-2:10. Exhortation to obedience in conformity to the grandeur of the Christian hope and the privileges of the Christian commonwealth 

13. We come now to a new paragraph, the exhortation founded on the thanksgiving prolonged through the ten preceding verses. The detailed exhortations will follow in the second part of the Epistle. Here on the other hand St Peter gathers up at the outset in general terms the principles of Christian life, first as towards God (1 Pet. 1:13-21), and then, very briefly for the moment, as towards the brethren (vv. 22-25, and see beginning of 2:1), and then as towards both God and the brethren at once, as united in a spiritual society of which Christ is the Head (2:1-10). 


Diov, Wherefore] Diov looks back over all that has preceded, not at the last verse only. On the strength of the new life created by the Resurrection, of the incorruptible inheritance, of the salvation of soul which is the end of the faith, and not least of the grace which had opened the kingdom of heaven to the Gentiles, foretold by prophets, and watched eagerly by angels, St Peter bids the Asiatic Christians gird up the loins of their mind, and set their hope definitely on the true and rightful object of hope. 


ajnazwsavmenoi ta;" ojsfuva" th'" dianoiva" uJmw'n, girding up the loins of your mind] The girding up of the loins was in itself merely such a gathering and fastening up of the long Eastern garments as would interfere least with running or other active motion (1 Kings 18:46; 2 Kings 4:29; 9:1 & c.). It was a symbolic act of the paschal ceremonies to denote the readiness for the prompt march out of Egypt through the desert (Exod. 12:11), and is applied to Jeremiah’s preparation for his prophetic office (Jer. 1:17: cf. Job 38:3; 40:7). Our Lord includes it in His teaching of the disciples to be as servants waiting for their Lord (Luke 12:35); and it 

had a specially sacred association for St Peter personally in connexion with the feet-washing described in John 13:4-16, as we shall see when we come to 1 Pet. 5:5. In the LXX. the usual verb is perizwvnnumai. St Peter substitutes the less usual but for his purpose more expressive ajnazwvnnumai, used also in the LXX. (Prov. 29:35 = 31:17) in the description of the industrious house-wife (ajnazwsamevnh ijscurw'" th;n ojsfu;n aujth'"). 


“Girding up the loins” is of course the disciplined promptness which is the opposite of slackness and indolent heedlessness. The sense is partially limited by the addition of th'" dianoiva". Diavnoia is a word of wide use in Greek, answering most nearly to “mind.” It is often opposed to sw'ma, G5393, and includes all in man that thinks. In the LXX. it is hardly used except as a rare rendering of ble, H4213 or bb;le, H4222, the heart according to Hebrew speech being treated as the centre of thought as well as of every other human energy. Kardiva is immeasurably oftener the rendering, even in places exactly like those in which we find diavnoia, G1379; but there can be little doubt that diavnoia, G1379, was simply snatched at irregularly and inconsistently by the translators to express what seemed to them the meaning best suited to the context. Its use by them in Deut. 6:5 has given it a prominent place in the N.T., since Matthew (Matt. 22:37), Mark (Mark 12:30), and Luke (Luke 10:27) all combine it with the other rendering kardiva, G2840, in the Duty towards God. It was perhaps suggested to St Peter by Eph. 4:18, where it belongs to St Paul’s exposition of the foolishness, unreality, and falsehood of the view of the world generally prevalent among the heathen and to his exhibition of the Gospel as a message of truth as well as of salvation. Our Epistle has at least two other traces of this vein of thought, th'/ uJpakoh'/ th'" ajlhqeiva" in 1 Pet. 1:22, and to; logiko;n a[dolon gavla in 2:1: and accordingly here it is to a moral discipline of thought and reason that St Peter appears chiefly to incite the Asiatic Christians, as opposed to an indolent and passive surrender to superficial views and impressions. 


nhvfonte" teleivw", being sober with a perfect sobriety] A question arises here whether teleivw", G5458, belongs to nhvfonte" or to ejlpivsate: the former is assumed by Oecumen., the latter adopted by most though not all moderns. St Peter’s prevalent usage elsewhere suggests a presumption in favour of taking an adverb with a verb that precedes rather than with a verb that follows. In 1 Pet. 1:22 we have ajgaphvsate ejktenw'"; 2:19 pavscwn ajdivkw"; 2:23 krivnonti dikaivw", though tw'/ precedes. Against these examples there is nothing to set but 4:5, tw'/ eJtoivmw" krivnonti, where the order is explained by the necessity of bringing krivnonti next to zw'nta" kai; nekrouv". Nhvfein is simply to be “sober” in the strict sense, i.e. as opposed to drunkenness. But it was sometimes used, as in the N.T., in a figurative sense for a mental state free from all perturbations or stupefactions, clear, calm, vigilant. So Ep. Platon. vii.340 D para; pavnta de; ajei; filosofiva" ejcovmeno" kai; trofh'" th'" kaqj hJmevran h{ti" a]n aujto;n mavlista eujmaqh' te kai; mnhvmona kai; logivzesqai dunato;n ejn auJtw'/ nhvfonta ajpergavshtai; Plut. Eumen. xvi.593 D Antigonus tou' Peukevstou pantavpasin ejklelumevnw" kai; ajgennw'" ajgwnisamevnou kai; th;n ajposkeuh;n e[labe pa'san auJtw'/ te nhvfonti crhsavmeno" para; ta; deina; kai; k.t.l.; Epicharm. ap. Luc. Hermotim. 47 Na'fe kai; mevmnasj ajpistei'n. This and more than this appears to be implied in teleivw", G5458, which in a manner corresponds to th'" dianoiva". They were called on to be sober with a perfect sobriety, one entering into all their thoughts and ways, free from every kind of mental or spiritual intoxication, and thus able to have every faculty at full command, to look all facts and all considerations deliberately in the face. It is the opposite of heedless drifting as in a mist (blevpete ajkribw'" Eph. 5:15). For this moral nh'yi" cf. 1 Thess. 5:6, 8; 2 Tim. 4:5 (nh'fe ejn pa'sin): in the latter place it seems to be opposed to the morbid habit of mind which craves for fables rather than the naked truth. 


ejlpivsate ejpi; th;n feromevnhn...  jIhsou' Cristou', set your hope upon the grace which is being brought to you in the revelation of Jesus Christ]  jElpivzw with a preposition is confined to the LXX. and to writings which show a knowledge of it, as Apocr., N.T., Josephus. This use comes from a literal copying of Hebrew use, the several verbs rendered by ejlpivzw, G1827, being followed by B], l], la,, and l[', though the distinction between different prepositions is very imperfectly preserved. No Hebrew word exactly answers to ejlpivzw, G1827, spero, “hope,” and a more precise rendering of the five verbs which it represents would be “to trust,” “to flee to,” “to wait.” The substantive in connexion with ejn, G1877, or eij", G1650, or ejpiv, G2093, with either dative or accusative is apparently never the object of hope but always its ground, not the thing hoped for but that which makes hope possible; yet note Sir. 2:9 ejlpivsate eij" ajgaqa; kai; eij" eujfrosuvnhn k.t.l., where Fritzsche refers to Jer. 8:15, 14:19 for l], hw:q;, H7747, hope (wait) for (in neither place does LXX. use ejlpivzw, G1827). Accordingly it is to Jehovah Himself that hope is in most cases said to be directed. The passages which come nearest to St Peter’s ejpi; th;n cavrin are Ps. 77:22 (78:22), oujde; h[lpisan ejpi; to; swthvrion aujtou'; 51:10 (52:10), h[lpisa ejpi; to; e[leo" tou' qeou' eij" to;n aijw'na; in both places ejlpivzein represents jf'B;, H1053 (trust); 32:18 (33:18), oiJ ojfqalmoi; Kurivou ejpi; tou;" foboumevnou" aujtovn, tou;" ejlpivzonta" ejpi; to; e[leo" aujtou'; 146:11 (147:11) (the same words); in both passages the Hebrew verb is lj'y:, H3498 (wait). In the N.T. we have (when a person is the cause of hope) ejlpivzw eij" in John 5:45; 2 Cor. 1:10; 1 Pet. 3:5; ejpiv, G2093, dat. in 1 Tim. 4:10; 6:17; ejpiv, G2093, acc. in 1 Tim. 5:5. In these last three places from 1 Tim. a real difference of sense appears from the contexts to go with the difference of case, the dat. being simply to hope on God, the acc. to set hope on God: this difference of rest and motion being what we should expect with the two cases. And so here likewise the acc. probably means “set your hope on the grace,” i.e. rest securely on the grace and treat it as an assurance justifying all possible hope. 


th;n feromevnhn uJmi'nº Fevromai can hardly have been used here in the physical sense of rapid motion. Nor is it really illustrated by Heb. 6:1; 9:16; 2 Pet. 1:17, 18, 21. It is merely the passive of fevrw, G5770, in its commonest sense “bring,” modified by the dative, implying bringing for the benefit of another, not simply giving but something more, bringing as a gift. This use is very common in the LXX. for men’s offerings to God: but it occurs also for God’s gifts to men Ps. 77:29 (78:29); II Isa. 60:17; and also Wisd. 10:14; and (pass.) Sir. 47:6. The force of the sense “bringing” lies in the previous remoteness of the Asiatics as Gentiles (Acts 2:39 pa'si toi'" eij" markavn; and still more emphatically Eph. 2:13, 17, the whole passage vv. 13-22 being an expansion of what St Peter means by the cavri", G5921). Thus the choice of verb here answers in a manner to the choice of preposition in 1 Pet. 1:10 (th'" eij" uJma'" cavrito"), the same cavri", G5921, being meant in both places. The present tense excludes reference to a grace or a revelation in so far as it had been already received, and in like manner ejn ajpok.  jI. C. cannot be separated from the same phrase in 1 Pet. 1:7, where certainly the revelation made in our Lord’s past coming cannot be exclusively meant. But this need create no difficulty in respect of the grace shown to the Gentiles, which in one sense did already belong to the past in virtue of their actual admission. That admission was, strictly speaking, rather the entrance into the grace than the grace itself. On the other hand though the present tense is in this instance compatible with a future reference, so that the revelation might be the final revelation of the Great Day, this sense does not go well with the use of cavrin, G5920. Thus the force of the participle is strictly present. The grace is ever being brought, and brought in fresh forms, in virtue of the continuing and progressing unveiling of Jesus Christ. God’s favour, the expression of His love through His gifts, is perceptible in and through the knowledge of His Son. To set hope on this grace was to take it as the great determining fact in the events of the future, the sure antidote to all pessimistic thoughts suggested by the daily increase of manifold trials. At the end of the Epistle St Peter recurs to the same thought in another form (1 Pet. 5:12). He has written, he says, bearing his testimony that this is a true grace of God: eij" h}n sth'te (right reading), “unto which stand ye fast.” But hope set on the grace implies what is more fundamental still, hope on God Himself, and of that St Peter speaks 1 Pet. 1:21. 


14. The construction is somewhat irregular here. If we are to regard style alone, we must (with Hofmann) join vs. 14 to vs. 13, and let the new sentence begin with ajllav, G247, thus making ejlpivsate and genhvqhte correspond to each other. This is however a sacrifice of sense to smoothness.  jAllav clearly marks a contrast, and there is no contrast of sense between vs. 15 and vs. 13, but an obvious one between vs. 15 and vs. 14. Moreover the breadth and absoluteness of vs. 13 is weakened by having vs. 14 tacked on to it. The usual and right construction, beginning with a participial clause without a conjunction, is supported by the more peculiar but indubitable example of vs. 22. The slight irregularity in the words leading to the verb will have to be examined presently. 


wJ" tevkna uJpakoh'", as children of obedience] Certainly suggested by toi'" uiJoi'" th'" ajpeiqiva" in Eph. 2:2 (cf. 5:6), a passage which, as we shall see presently, has left other traces here. The phrase in Eph. denotes the heathen, and hJ ajpeiqiva (the disobedience) is probably intended as a collective term for the moral anarchy of heathenism (compare the analogous collective term hJ plavnh in Eph. 4:14; 1 John 4:6; and probably hJ ajpavth Eph. 4:22); “the sons of the disobedience” being opposed to “the sons of the kingdom” (Matt. 8:12; 13:38). The form of expression is of course borrowed from the Hebrew (see Ges. Thes. i.217), and to that extent may be called a Hebraism: but there is no reason to doubt that the figurative Hebrew form was deliberately chosen as better expressive of the apostles’ meaning than a descriptive and purely Greek phrase would have been. Those are called sons or children of an impersonal object, who draw from it the impulses or principles which mould their lives from within, and who are as it were its visible representatives and exponents to others in their acts and speech. Compare also 1 Pet. 3:6: children of Abraham were children of his obedience, the obedience of faith (Heb. 11:8). With the other uses of the Hebrew image of sonship we are not now concerned. St Peter’s phrase differs from St Paul’s in the use of the vague tevkna for uiJoiv and in the absence of an article before the substantive in the genitive. Doubtless he meant by obedience rather the principle of obedience than the region or realm pervaded by it. 


But, while St Peter thus borrows, with modification, a form of phrase from Eph., the word uJpakohv, G5633, itself is an echo of the eij" uJpakohvn of vs. 2, which, as we saw, is the obedience involved in the Christian covenant, consecrated with the blood of Christ, answering to the earlier obedience involved in God’s covenant with Israel, consecrated with the blood of animal sacrifices, as set forth in Exod. 24:7, 8. Hearkening to God’s voice, and following its guidance, is what St Peter takes as the prime motive for one who has been admitted into the Christian covenant, the opposite of such a relation to obedience (for those who are within the covenant) being that hardening of the heart of which the xcvth Ps. speaks, and to which the Epistle to the Hebrews gives such prominence (Heb. 3:7-4:11), calling it at the same time ajpeiqiva. 


 JUpakohv will meet us once again (1 Pet. 1:22), (uJpakouvw, G5634, only in an irrelevant passage, 3:6): and we have ajpeiqevw, G578, 2:8; 3:1, 20; 4:17. 


mh; sunschmatizovmenoi, not fashioning yourselves] This verb, here probably derived from Rom. 12:2, is “to acquire an outer form or fashion in accordance with.” It is a late and not very common word. The force of it in actual usage appears to be not so much “to be fashioned in the likeness of” as “to be fashioned in accordance or congruity with”; not therefore here to take the same fashion as the desires, but to take a fashion suitable to the demands of the desires. Thus Clem. Paed. ii.4 (p. 194 ed. Potter) says of the Word that sunarmovzetai kai; suschmativzetai kairoi'", proswvpoi", tovpoi". On sch'ma, G5386, as the outward changeable fashion, in contrast to morfhv, G3671, the permanent and essential form, see Lightfoot on Phil. pp. 125-131. Between our passage on the one hand and two passages of St Paul, Rom. 12:2 (as above) and 1 Cor. 7:31 paravgei ga;r to; sch'ma tou' kovsmou touvtou, there is an interesting link in 1 John 2:17, where both kovsmo", G3180, and ejpiqumiva, G2123, are said paravgesqai, and the permanence attached to doing the will of God reminds us of 1 Pet. 1:15 combined with 4:2. Compare the language used by Tert. (De Cor. v.): Substantia tibi a deo tradita est, habitus a saeculo. 


tai'" provteron...ejpiqumivai", according to your former lusts] The force of provteron is fixed by ejn th'/ ajgnoiva/ uJmw'n: it means the former time before they received the Gospel. Such desires were of course not extinguished still; but they were characteristic of the old time, and now they were in great measure held in check by the new desires of the Spirit (cf. Gal. 5:17). The use of provteron probably comes from Eph. 4:22 ajpoqevsqai uJma'" kata; th;n protevran ajnastrofh;n to;n palaio;n a[nqrwpon. The word ejpiqumivai" was probably suggested by the same passage of Eph. which just above suggested tevkna uJpakoh'", viz. Eph. 2:3, where the sense is very similar (cf. Eph. 4:22). See also Rom. 6:12, where there is mention of obedience (uJpakouvein, cf. uJpakohv, G5633) to the desires of the body. The evil character attributed to desires by the apostles belongs not so much to the desires intrinsically as to their being accepted as guides to conduct, the practical investment of them with a kind of authority. In Eph. 4:2 (cited just now) the word ajnqrwvpwn contrasts the sphere of desire with the will of God. But further there is force in the plural (ejpiqumivai) which is generally used, and which in 2 Tim. 3:6 and Titus 3:3 is strengthened by the epithet poikivlai. Desires are represented as so many separate disconnected individual impulses having no root beyond themselves, and not forming part of a great and worthy whole. The capriciousness of the standards which they supply corresponds to the somewhat depreciatory meaning of sch'ma, G5386. Conduct ruled by desires is irregular and erratic, at the mercy of outward circumstances, not moulded by a consistent principle of life within. 


ejn th'/ ajgnoiva/ uJmw'n, in the time of your ignorance] This word is one of the battle-fields of dispute as to the Jewish or Gentile origin of the Christians addressed.  [Agnoia, ajgnoevw, ajgnovhma (Bleek, Brief an die Hebr., iii. pp. 37, 511), are to a certain extent used in the LXX. and Apocrypha (as indeed in other late Greek literature), partly for offences committed unwittingly, partly for offences which it is desired to speak of leniently, as we talk of “follies” or “mistakes,” and the same usage appears in the N.T. in Heb. 9:7 and probably 5:2. It is urged that there is also an allusion to it in St Peter’s speech in Acts 3:17, which certainly refers to the Jews, and that there is here a corresponding reference to Jewish sin before the Resurrection and Ascension as a pardonable a[gnoia, G53. On the other hand it is equally certain that St Paul at Athens addressing heathen spoke of tou;" crovnou" th'" ajgnoiva" (Acts 17:30); that Eph. 4:18 expressly refers to heathen as darkened in mind, alienated from the life of God, dia; t. a[gnoian th;n ou\san ejn aujtoi'"; and that it is often said of the heathen in the O.T. and implied in the N.T. that they knew not God. Moreover here there is no force in a reference to pardonable misconduct. It is therefore most natural to suppose that St Peter is referring to the time of darkness before the true Light had shone upon the Gentiles, though the word would certainly not be inapplicable to such converts as might formerly have been Jews. How much there was in common in the two classes is indicated by St Paul in the emphatic language of Eph. 2:3. 


15. ajlla; kata; to;n kalevsanta uJma'" a{gion, but like as he which called you is holy] Katav has here virtually its ordinary sense, “in conformity to,” expressing the relation of a copy to its pattern. Of course it answers to sunschmatizovmenoi. Some standard or other will in practice be followed: let it be, St Peter says, not a fashioning after random desires, but an imitation of the Holy God. Here once more we have a form of phrase suggested by Eph. 2:2 which contains not only kata; t. aijw'na t. kovsmou touvtou (impersonal), but kata; to;n a[rconta t. ejxousiva" t. ajevro": and again by Eph. 4:24 t. kaino;n a[nqrwpon to;n kata; qeo;n ktisqevnta ejn dikaiosuvnh/ kai; oJsiovthti th'" ajlhqeiva", where the meaning “in the likeness of God” is fixed upon kata; qeovn partly by ktisqevnta, partly by the fuller phrase in the parallel passage (Col. 3:10), where katj eijkovna tou' ktivsanto" aujtovn actually occurs. For another instance of katav, G2848, in this sense as applied to a person compare kata;  jIsaavk in Gal. 4:28 (see the notes of Kypke and Wetstein on this verse for classical examples). The special nature of the likeness here intended is expressed in a{gion kai; aujtoi; a{gioi. 


to;n kalevsanta uJma'"] This word “call” is a favourite one with St Paul (e.g. Eph. 4:1, 4). Its special force here, as denoting the calling of the Gentiles, appears in Rom. 9:24 ou}" kai; ejkavlesen hJma'" ouj movnon ejx  jIoudaivwn ajlla; kai; ejx ejqnw'n, followed by the (modified) quotation (kalevsw to;n ouj laovn mou laovn mou) from Hosea 1:6, 9, 10 (containing kalevw, G2813, in a somewhat different sense), itself referred to by St Peter in 1 Pet. 2:10. St Peter uses the word in a similar sense again in 2:9, 21; 3:9; 5:10. 


a{gion] For this word we must go a little forward to the next verse, the present verse being expressly founded on the words of Leviticus there quoted. Those words occur with slight modifications several times. In Lev. 11:44, 45 they are the important words of a duplicate conclusion [Dillm.] to a long chapter on things clean and unclean. In 19:2 they stand still more emphatically at the head of a chapter of miscellaneous laws, chiefly of a moral character: “Speak unto all the congregation of the children of Israel, and say unto them, Ye shall be holy: for I the Lord your God am holy.” Finally they occur in 20:7 (LXX. in Heb. the holiness of God is not mentioned), 26. Passages like these distinctly attest the moral and religious purpose which pervaded the Levitical legislation in the form in which we now have it, and St Peter’s appeal to their testimony resembles our Lord’s appeal to Lev. 19:18 for the love of our neighbour. They carry us beyond the common idea of holiness as a separation for consecration to God, since they turn on the human imitation of the holiness of God, and in this sense holiness cannot be ascribed to Him. We are thus led to ask what is meant by holiness in God. The epithet holy, or the name The Holy One, is applied to God in many books of the O.T.; but it is not easy to seize the precise force of it. The best account of it is in Delitzsch’s article in Herzog2 v. pp. 714-718, in which he makes considerable use of previous discussions (chiefly by Diestel and Baudissin). [For the Semitic use outside the O.T. see the Phoenician inscription of Eschmunazar (cf. Dan. 4:8, 9, 18; 5:11) and a bilingual formula of adjuration in which the Assyrian Kadistu answers to the Sumerian nu-gig, free from disease; both cited by Delitzsch, p. 715.] The Heb. v/dq;, H7705, is apparently derived from the simple root  dq'“to divide”; but the meaning does not appear to be “separate” in the sense of aloofness or remoteness, but rather of eminence or perfection. It seems to include both immunity from defect and immunity from defilement or disease, completeness and purity. It answers nearly to the negative phrase in James 1:13 oJ ga;r qeo;" ajpeivrastov" ejstin kakw'n, without experience of evil, having no contact with evil, ajpeivrasto", G585, being in late Greek confused with ajpeivrato". According to this interpretation it is interesting to compare the wonderful saying which closes that section of the Sermon on the Mount which treats of the fulfilment of the Law in Matt. 5:17-48:  [Esesqe ou\n uJmei'" tevleioi wJ" oJ path;r uJmw'n oJ oujravnio" tevleiov" ejstin. This saying, though founded directly on Deut. 18:13 (cf. Gen. 17:1), appears by its form to contain also a reminiscence of Leviticus; and, though tevleio", G5455, probably stands for µymiT;, H9459, the affinity of sense with  v/dq;will account for the combination.  {Agio" will thus express (so to speak) personal and intrinsic perfectness, as distinguished from divkaio", G1465, which expresses perfectness of dealing towards other beings. In the N.T., except in association with pneu'ma, a{gio" is very rarely applied to God. In John 17:11 we have pavter a{gie (followed in vs. 25 by p. divkaie); 1 John 2:20 kai; uJmei'" crivsma e[cete ajpo; t. aJgivou; and in Rev. 4:8 (cf. 3:7; 6:10) the Tris Hagion from Isaiah. In reference to Christ see Mark 1:24 || Luke 4:34; John 6:69: also Acts 3:14; 4:27, 30; Apoc. 3:7 (? 6:10). St Peter’s use of the word is doubtless to be taken in connexion with his appeal to the Christian covenant as standing in the place of the ancient covenant with the Holy One of Israel, a name much used in Isaiah (both parts), and occurring in other books. 


kai; aujtoi; a{gioi...genhvqhte, do ye yourselves also show yourselves holy] First as regards the construction, the only irregularity consists in the presence of kai; aujtoiv. Take these words away and the sentence becomes quite smooth: “not fashioning yourselves in accordance with your old desires, but living in imitation of the holy God, show yourselves holy.” The connexion however of sense between the second adjectival clause and the principal sentence which follows was so close that it was a real gain to draw them together, as it were resumptively, by inserting kai; aujtoiv, although the result was to leave the first adjectival clause hanging (mh; sunschmatizovmenoi k.t.l.). 


As to the principal sentence itself, we must not lose the force of genhvqhte, which is not equivalent to ejstev or e[sesqe. We have two modifications of sense in givnomai, G1181, to choose from. It might be “become holy,” implying previous unholiness—a sense which does not suit the language of the chapter. But it may as easily be “show yourselves holy,” “become” being used as to manifestation, not as to essence. The h|" ejgenhvqhte tevkna of 1 Pet. 3:6 is or may be precisely similar. The meaning then is “show yourselves holy, as you are,” “show forth in your lives the character of holiness which you possess. Be worthy of it.” Implicitly, therefore, the phrase points to the frequent language of the O.T. about Israel as a holy people, holy to Jehovah; and accordingly near the end of the first part of the Epistle (2:9) St Peter says explicitly uJmei'" de; gevno" ejklektovn, basivleion iJeravteuma, e[qno" a{gion (from Exod. 19:6). This holiness is undoubtedly the holiness of consecration or sanctity: the holiness of act represented by it is the conduct which befits members of a people consecrated to Jehovah. But the language of Leviticus shows that according to O.T. belief the consecration of men to God is itself moral, and is worthy of Him only in so far as it involves assimilation to Him by perfectness and purity of life. The Talmud [Nedarim fol. 32 a, R. Judah in the name of Rab; quoted by , Neue  zur  der Evang., p. 74] attributes to Rab this saying, “In the hour when Jehovah spake to our father Abraham ‘Walk before me, and be thou perfect’ (Gen. 17:1), Abraham was frightened. He thought to himself, ‘Is there perchance something worthy of blame in me?’ But when he heard the words [they come in the next verse] ‘I will make my covenant between me and thee,’—his mind became at rest.” 


To us this seems a commonplace, but it could not be so to men born in heathendom. Although Greek philosophy spoke of “assimilation to God,” Greek literature is full of the vain struggle to find in imitation of the Gods a religious base for morality in the face of the immoralities which the popular mythology ascribed to the Gods. In receiving with the Gospel the faith in the Holy One of Israel, the heathen were furnished with a standard of living and aspiration which abolished the fatal chasm between morality and religion. 


This force of genhvqhte comes out clearly in the preceding words ejn pavsh/ ajnastrofh'/. Being holy as members of a holy people, they were to show themselves holy in every kind of dealings with other men. This is the true sense of ajnastrofhv, G419, (cf. Hicks in Classical Review, i. p. 6), admirably expressed in conversatio and in the old usage of “conversation,” though the modern change of usage has hopelessly damaged the word for biblical use; we can however still speak of “converse.” This figurative sense of ajnastrofhv, G419, is not found in the LXX. proper, and the figurative use of the verb but rarely (1 Kings 6:15 (not in B); Prov. 20:7; Ezek. 3:15: cf. Josh. 5:5; Ezek. 19:6). But in Tobit 4:14 exactly as here, provsece seautw'/, paidivon, ejn pa'si toi'" e[rgoi" sou, kai; i[sqi pepaideumevno" ejn pavsh/ ajnastrofh'/ sou (cf. 2 Macc. 5:8 v.l.; 6:23 v.l.), and in N.T. (Epp. only) and Joseph. both are common. The usage is no Hebraism, being not uncommon in Polyb. and other late writers. It expresses the going up and down among men in the various intercourse of life. Different kinds of ajnastrofhv, G419, are to be spoken of further on in the Epistle: here at the outset St Peter lays down what is true for them all. These words are favourites with St Peter (1 Pet. 1:17, 18; 2:12; 3:1, 2, 16). 


16. diovti gevgraptai, because it is written] Diovti, slightly stronger than o{ti, G4022, is used by St Peter in the two places where he expressly cites the O.T., here and 1 Pet. 2:6; also to introduce the five-line passage from Isa. 40 in 1 Pet. 1:24. The only remaining quotation made otherwise than indirectly, Ps. 33:13-17 in 1 Pet. 3:10-12, is introduced by gavr, G1142. 


o{ti a{gioi e[sesqe, o{ti ejgw; a{gio", ye shall be holy; for I am holy]  {Oti before a{gioi, though omitted in most MSS., including some good ones, is probably right, and was omitted because in the sense of “that” it would not suit with e[sesqe. It is really little more than an equivalent for our inverted commas. See Moulton’s note in Winer-Moulton, p. 683. He gives Mark 4:21; 8:4 as exx. of o{ti, G4022, before a question, and 2 Thess. 3:10 before an imperative. 


e[sesqe is the true reading, not gevnesqe, which is Syrian. The imperative found in some versions is ambiguous, the imperative being likewise much used by them in Matt. 5:48, where in Greek the imperative is confined to a single cursive. Here the Greek gevnesqe is doubtless due to the same impulse, to make imperative in form what was obviously imperative in sense. 


For o{ti, G4022, a few good documents have diovti, G1484: but the evidence is not sufficient, and the repetition improbable in itself. 


eijmiv, G1639, after a{gio", G41, is spurious. There is some variation as to its presence or absence in the LXX. in the several passages of Leviticus. 


17. kai; eij patevra...kata; to; eJkavstou e[rgon, and if ye invoke as father him who without respect of persons judgeth according to each man’s work] The opening words are probably founded on Jer. 3:19, “And I said, Thou shalt [A.V.; Ye shall, R.V.] call me My Father,” where all LXX. MSS. have a plural verb, and B and other MSS. have rightly kai; ei\pa (or ei\pon), altered in  ac.bAQ to eij, G1623, a corruption which is probably older than St Peter. All the chief MSS. have kalevsete or -ate: but kalei'sqe and ejpikalevsasqe occur also among the readings. This is the only passage where we have the double accusative after ejpikalou'mai (except with mavrtura, as in 2 Cor. 1:23 and classical writers): its combination with the name father occurs again in Ps. 88:27, aujto;" ejpikalevsetaiv me Pathvr mou ei\ suv k.t.l. In any case the middle ejpikalou'mai, as distinguished from the active ejpikalw', cannot mean simply to call anyone by a name.  jEpikalou'mai retains its full force of “invoke,” “appeal to for aid,” though it may have the secondary accusative for the character in which God is invoked. In both O.T. and N.T. to; o[noma frequently follows ejpikalou'mai, and when used in this connexion the verb probably implies invocation of a name. So in Test. xii Patr., Levi 5, Levi says to the angel, Devomai kuvrie, eijpev moi to; o[nomav sou, i{na ejpikalevswmaiv se ejn hJmevra/ qlivyew". 


Hence patevra ejpikalei'sqe may be taken together as only a more precise ejpikalei'sqe, and we need not take to;n...krivnonta as the subject and patevra as the predicate; which would have the serious difficulty of making the exhortation to fear depend not on God’s impartial judgment but on His Fatherhood. 


It is impossible to say confidently whether patevra ejpikalei'sqe is a reference to the invocation in the Lord’s Prayer, but it is very likely. This Epistle contains no other explicit reference to the filial relation of Christians, though it is probably implied in 1 Pet. 1:3 (ajnagennhvsa"), in 1:22 f. (eij" filadelfivan...ajnageg. oujk ejk spora'" k.t.l.), in 2:2 (ajrtigevnnhta brevfh k.t.l.), and perhaps in 1:14 just above (wJ" tevkna uJpakoh'"), if the actual sonship to God be understood as carrying with it the figurative sonship to obedience, obedience being the characteristic virtue of children. 


The word ajproswpolhvmptw", G719, occurs here for the first time. The adj. is sometimes used by the fathers. It belongs to a group of words and phrases based exclusively on Hebrew use, and not found in classical literature. The phrase ynEP] ac;n:, “to receive (some say, to lift up) the face of,” is much used in different books of the O.T. for receiving with favour an applicant, whether in a good or a bad sense. A phrase denoting the reception of particular persons with favour came easily to be specially used for cases of perversion of such reception, reception with undue favour, i.e. favouritism, partiality; whatever be the ground of partiality, bribery or anything else. Of the various more or less literal LXX. renderings the N.T. has three, lambavnw provswpon, prosdevcomai pr., and qaumavzw pr. Doubtless these and the derivatives of lamb. pr. were freely used in Palestinian Greek. 


Passing from the word to the occasions on which it is used in a sense bearing on our passage, we find it prominent in the great declaration made by St Peter when he was summoned from Joppa to Caesarea in consequence of the vision seen by Cornelius (Acts 10:34), ajnoivxa" de; Pevtro" to; stovma ei\pen  jEpj ajlhqeiva" katalambavnomai o{ti oujk e[stin proswpolhvmpth" oJ qeov", ajllj ejn panti; e[qnei oJ fobouvmeno" aujto;n kai; ejrgazovmeno" dikaiosuvnhn dekto;" aujtw'/ ejstivn. This explicit abjuration of the exclusive covenant of Israel is founded on the character of God as no respecter of persons, free from partiality to one nation above other nations; and the conditions of acceptance laid down are fear of God (fobouvmeno" as ejn fovbw/ here) and working of righteousness (ejrgazovmeno" as e[rgon, G2240, here). Once more the same phrase is urged in support of the same doctrine by St Paul in Rom. 2:10, 11, dovxa de;...panti; tw'/ ejrgazomevnw/ to; ajgaqovn,  jIoudaivw/ te prw'ton kai;  {Ellhni: ouj gavr ejstin proswpolhmyiva para; tw'/ qew'/; these words are preceded a few lines higher up by a reference to the revelation dikaiokrisiva" t. qeou', o}" ajpodwvsei eJkavstw/ kata; ta; e[rga aujtou'. The last six words again come from Ps. 61:12 (62:12), where however the Heb. has the sing. work, though the LXX. has ta; e[rga. 


On the one hand then St Peter’s words are a virtual appeal to the charter of the universality of the Gospel. On the other (for they are two-edged words) they are the repetition of an ancient warning under changed circumstances. The application of the phrase to God was not invented by St Peter at Caesarea: he took it from Deut. 10:17 (Heb.; ouj qaumavzei provswpon LXX.), where it is part of the address ascribed to Moses, “And now, Israel, what doth the Lord thy God require of thee but to fear the Lord thy God, &c.,” words calling for an inward circumcision, and virtually urging that God, as being “no respecter of persons,” in spite of their peculiar relation to Him will not pass over their misdeeds. In like manner St Peter doubtless wished to intimate that under the new covenant, as under the old, God would show no favour to the children of the covenant if their works proved them unworthy of it. That is, the same principle, so to speak, the same attribute or character of God which had brought Gentiles within His fold had also its warning for Gentile Christians who lived heedless and reckless lives. 


krivnonta (pres.), not krinou'nta, which is actually the reading of C. The judgment is not future only, but always proceeding: cf. Rom. 2:16, where the context suggests that ejn h|/ hJmevra/ is the day then present. Compare also John 12:31. 


kata; to; eJkavstou e[rgon] Each, whoever he may be, Jew or Gentile, Christian or heathen: probably from Rom. 2:6: but see also Rom. 14:12; 1 Cor. 3:13 & c. 


to; e[rgon is collective: the sum of all his own personal action, in thought word and deed. So virtually now and then in the O.T., but see especially 1 Cor. 3:13-15; Gal. 6:4; and perhaps more than either Rom. 2:15 (see note on krivnonta) in reference to those heathen who do by nature the things of the law as showing to; e[rgon tou' novmou grapto;n ejn t. kardivai" aujtw'n. 


ejn fovbw/ to;n t. paroikiva" uJmw'n crovnon ajnastravfhte, live towards others in fear all the time of your sojourning] The sense of ejn fovbw/ is limited by the distinct word ajnastravfhte. The meaning is not “live (or pass) in fear all the time of your sojourning,” a sense which ajnastravfhte never has; but rather “live towards others in fear all the time of your sojourning”: i.e. let your demeanour in the intercourse of life be restrained, regulated, and guarded by the presence of fear. 


ejn fovbw/ is quite general. It is hardly possible to speak of the good or evil of fear without falling into contradictions. There is a fear which is the reverence of a child for its father, of a creature for its creator; and this fear, which does not degrade them, but uplifts them, “is the beginning of wisdom.” There is a servile fear which may be salutary in a low spiritual state, but which contains nothing ennobling, and is cast out by the love to which God’s children are called. The right and worthy fear of God which is set forth so prominently in the O.T. and taken up in the N.T. is at bottom the source of any fear which is good; so St Paul says 2 Cor. 7:1 ejpitelou'nte" aJgiwsuvnhn ejn fovbw/ qeou' (see the context). But here there is no direct reference to any definite object of fear. The fear meant is the opposite of a bold and reckless and unguarded plunging into all manner of relations with all manner of men, whether from over-confidence or from a disregard of the stricter requirements of a holy standard. 


Thus in Rom. 11:21, a passage unlike in language to this but including the sense of ajproswpolhvmptw", G719, St Paul says mh; uJyhla; frovnei ajlla; fobou'; compare Phil. 2:12 meta; fovbou kai; trovmou th;n eJautw'n swthrivan katergavzesqe. This fear is thus closely related to nhvfonte" teleivw" in 1 Pet. 1:13, and to St Paul’s blevpete ajkribw'" pw'" peripatei'te in Eph. 5:15. 


to;n t. paroikiva" uJmw'n crovnonº Paroikiva" carries us back to the phrase parepidhvmoi" diaspora'" in 1 Pet. 1:1. Pavroiko", parepivdhmo", and proshvluto", G4670, are the three principal LXX. renderings of the two Hebrew words bv;/T, H9369 and rGE, H1731, expressing the position of a sojourner among the inhabitants of a land which is not his own (see note on 1 Pet. 1:1, p. 15). Two aspects of this sojourning are together included here. The Asiatic Christians were sojourners scattered among a population of other beliefs and other standards of life from their own. In this sense the word was specially chosen here with reference to ajnastravfhte, because the conditions of their sojourning compelled them to enter into all sorts of relations with the heathen around them. But they were also sojourners on earth. As Christians, they belonged to a present living commonwealth in the heavens, and hoped to become visibly and completely its citizens hereafter. Here we have doubtless an allusion to Jacob’s words to Pharaoh, Gen. 47:9 “The days of the years of my life a}" paroikw' are an hundred and thirty years”: and again “the days of the years of the life of my fathers a}" hJmevra" parwv/khsan.” Compare Ps. 39:12, one of the two places in the LXX. where parepivdhmo", G4215, occurs, pavroiko" ejgw; ejn th'/ gh'/ kai; parepivdhmo" “as all my fathers were.” With this sense we must connect the insertion of to;n crovnon, comparing it with 1 Pet. 4:2, 3. There was a “past” space of time (4:3), that of their heathenism; there was now a second space of time, ejn sarkiv (4:2), a time of sojourning among heathen. The future remained, at the end of both. 


18. eijdovte" o{ti ouj fqartoi'", ajrgurivw/ h] crusivw/, ejlutrwvqhte, knowing that not with corruptible things, with silver or gold, were ye ransomed] The eijdovte" o{ti is an appeal to an elementary Christian belief. The phrase is common in St Paul. 


The words that next follow are apparently founded on Isa. 52:3 (ouj meta; ajrgurivou lutrwqhvsesqe). Ouj fqartoi'", ajrgurivw/ h] crusivw/ is apparently inserted to bring out into stronger relief what follows in 1 Pet. 1:19-21: fqartoi'" as ajpollumevnou in vs. 7. In itself lutrovw, G3390, (an important word in the N.T.) has a precise meaning, to set free on the receipt of a luvtron, G3389, or price of release, i.e. ransom; and the middle lutrovomai, to procure a release by a ransom. It thus chiefly refers to deliverance, without violence, from captors, whether enemies in war or robbers. The LXX. use will meet us in connexion with the next verse. Here the whole context shows that the proper and common sense “ransom” is meant. 


ejk th'" mataiva" uJmw'n ajnastrofh'", from your vain manner of life] Here the pre-Christian or heathen manner of life and intercourse is evidently opposed to the holy and careful manner of life and intercourse befitting the Christian calling (vv. 15, 17), directed to high purposes and in part at least attaining them. 


It is called a vain manner of life and intercourse, as St Paul (Eph. 4:17) says that the Gentiles walk (peripatei' answering roughly to ajnastrofh'") ejn mataiovthti tou' noo;" aujtw'n, “in the vanity of their mind” (cf. Rom. 1:21). In Acts 14:15 Paul and Barnabas at Lystra speak of idolatrous worship as tau'ta ta; mavtaia (as often in O.T.: see esp. Jer. 10:3, 15). But more is meant here, not idolatry as a formal worship, but a life not guided by belief in the true God and so practically godless. Its vanity consists in its essential unreality and want of correspondence to the truth of things, its inability to fulfil the promises which it suggests, and its universal unproductiveness. Compare the whole passage Eph. 4:17-24. 


patroparadovtou, inherited] The position of the word is at first sight peculiar, but it is quite in accordance with good Greek usage, which often places an adjective without any predicative force after a substantive preceded by an article and by an adjective or (still oftener) a participle. On this usage see Moulton in Winer p. 166, n. 3. With the doubtful exception of Eph. 2:11, this is the only example in the true text of the N.T., though the Western and Syrian texts of 1 Cor. 10:3, 4 and Gal. 1:4 have it. 


patroparavdoto", G4261, is a not uncommon word in late Greek for anything that is literally or figuratively inherited. It has not unnaturally been thought to point to Jewish converts, since wherever else a paravdosi", G4142, is spoken of disparagingly in the N.T. a Jewish tradition is meant. But hereditary custom was as strong among heathen as among Jews (cf. the passages cited by Gataker on M. Aur. iv.46), and St Peter is not here challenging the authority of the heathen ajnastrofhv, G419, but rather pointing out one of the sources of its tremendous retaining power. The yoke which had to be broken, and which for these Asiatic Christians had been broken, was not merely that of personal inclination and indulgence, but that which was built up and sanctioned by the accumulated instincts and habits of past centuries of ancestors. 


The heathen ajnastrofhv, G419, therefore is consistently treated as a slavery out of which they had been redeemed. Apoc. 14:3, 4, to which we shall shortly come, is a partial parallel. Corresponding to this heathen bondage is the Jewish bondage of which St Paul says Gal. 3:13 (cf. 4:5) Cristo;" hJma'" ejxhgovrasen ejk th'" katavra" tou' novmou, genovmeno" uJpe;r hJmw'n katavra. 


19. ajlla; timivw/ ai{mati wJ" ajmnou' ajmwvmou kai; ajspivlou Cristou', with precious blood, (even the blood) of Christ, as a lamb without blemish and without spot] The absence of the article and the order of words together make the main construction clear. St Peter does not speak of “the precious blood of Christ,” as though the phrase or idea were familiar, but he says “with precious blood, as of &c.” It is less clear whether wJ" ajmnou'...ajspivlou is in direct connexion, almost apposition, with Cristou', or depends separately on ai{mati, Cristou' coming independently after the words “with precious blood, blood as of a lamb without blemish or spot, even the blood of Christ.” The order at first suggests the latter: but the order in 1 Pet. 3:7 (wJ" ajsqenestevrw/ skeuvei tw'/ gunaikeivw/) suggests, or at least sanctions, the former, and it is certainly difficult to detach ai{mati from timivw/ in supplying it before wJ", G6055, and without such detachment the preciousness would seem to depend on wJ" ajmnou' k.t.l. The sense then appears to be “with precious blood, even the blood of Christ, as a lamb &c.” The reservation of Cristou' for the end was apparently necessitated by the words which follow in 1 Pet. 1:20, 21; it was as Messiah that He was foreknown and at length manifested. 


timivw/ ai{mati] The phrase may have been indirectly suggested by the O.T. Ps. 72:14 has “And precious shall their blood be in his sight,” where however the LXX. goes astray through a wrong Hebrew reading; but Symmachus (writing later than St Peter) has kai; tivmion e[stai to; ai|ma aujtw'n ejnwvpion aujtou': cf. Ps. 116:15 “Precious (tivmio", G5508, LXX.) in the sight of Jehovah is the death of his saints.” As regards the meaning there can be no direct antithesis to fqartoi'"; St Peter would naturally avoid using a[fqarto", G915, with such a word as ai|ma, G135, (contrast 1 Pet. 1:23). Ai|ma would naturally be called tivmion as representing the life or soul violently taken away, such life or soul (yuchv, G6034) being more precious than any possession (Matt. 16:26 || Mark 8:37 tiv dwvsei (doi') a[nqrwpo" ajntavllagma t. yuch'" aujtou'; compare Eur. Alc. 301 yuch'" ga;r oujdevn ejsti timiwvteron). But this ai|ma, G135, had an unique preciousness of its own. We shall come at the end of the verse to the doctrinal bearings of the phrase. 


wJ" ajmnou' ajmwvmou kai; ajspivlou] The use of wJ", G6055, excludes a distinct naming of Christ as the Lamb: it simply compares Him to a lamb. So in John 1:14 dovxan wJ" monogenou'" para; patrov", “a glory as of an only begotten from a father.” But as He was elsewhere to St John oJ monogenh;" uiJo;" tou' qeou' (John 3:16, 18; 1 John 4:9), so here also an ascription to Him of the title given by John the Baptist, and partially repeated in the Apocalypse, may lie behind. We will first consider the separate words. 


a[mwmo", G320, as a biblical word has a curious history. Mw'mo" is an old Greek word for “blame” (cf. Schmidt, Synonymik, iii. p. 458), from which comes mwmavomai, G3699, (-evomai) “to blame,” and thence ajmwvmhto", G318, “unblamed” or “unblamable” or (as we say) “blameless.”  [Amwmo", derived directly from mw'mo", G3700, existed also by the side of ajmwvmhto", G318, as a rare poetic word (also Herod. ii.177 and an epitaph quoted in Steph. Thes. Gr. Ling. (ed. Hase) sub voce). The LXX. translators, having to express the Hebrew µWm, H4583, a blemish, apparently caught at the sound of the Greek mw'mo", G3700, and employed it for their purpose. The senses of the two words were really quite different, but they had enough in common to allow them to be confounded. This having once been done, it was a still easier step to choose a[mwmo", G320, as the usual rendering of µymiT;, H9459, where it clearly means “unblemished,” this use being probably helped by the double  min each of the two Hebrew words. Accordingly the Apocrypha, the N.T., and other books which presuppose the LXX. (e.g. Philo de Animal. Sacr. 2), use mw'mo", G3700, or a[mwmo", G320, in the entirely unclassical sense of “blemish,” “unblemished.” (Curiously enough, this usage reacted on ajmwvmhto", G318, which came at last to be sometimes used in the same sense.) 


 [Aspilo" is classical, though late and not common. It means, without a spivlo", G5070, i.e. a spot or stain. 


In this allusion to the blood of an unblemished and unspotted lamb, what had St Peter in mind? Chiefly, I think, and perhaps solely the paschal lamb. The reference is obscured by the difference of the words used from those of the LXX. which however is easily accounted for. Exod. 12:5 speaks of provbaton tevleion, going on to say that it was to be taken ajpo; tw'n ajrnw'n (B: ajmnw'n A and most MSS.) kai; t. ejrivfwn. No one can suppose that provbaton, G4585, could be used by St Peter here: ajmnov", G303, would naturally be substituted even if his text did not contain it in the same verse. Tevleion stands for µymiT;, H9459, which elsewhere is always represented by a[mwmo", G320, where the sense is ceremonially “unblemished” (and in the later books even where the meaning is morally “unblemished”), this exceptional case being the first in order. Many MSS. actually insert a[mwmon, G319, in Exod. 12:5 by the side of tevleion, doubtless as a duplicate rendering. St Peter however probably meant his two adjectives taken together to be equivalent to the one comprehensive µymiT;, expressing the double integrity of freedom from defect and freedom from defilement. This explanation will justify the application of ajspivlou to ajmnou', which is further justified by the reference to Cristou'. We shall presently come to other considerations as to the reference to the Paschal Lamb. 


Cristou'] Here there is no such strong reason for taking the word as simply a Greek equivalent of “Messiah” as there was in vs. 11. But the sense thus ascertained for the earlier passage appears on consideration to be also appropriate here. Proginwvskw, in its proper sense, is more applicable to our Lord as fulfilling an office than simply as one born and dying at a certain time, the sense required by Cristou' taken as a pure proper name. Further, Scripture gives peculiar significance to the sufferings and death of Messiah, more especially in connexion with the admission of the Gentiles referred to both before and after (vv. 18, 21). According to the construction which we have adopted the presence of ajmnou' creates no difficulty, shut off as it is by wJ", G6055. 


We must now return to the general sense of this verse, taking with it ejlutrwvqhte, as repeated out of the preceding verse. The starting point of this and all similar language in the Epistles is our Lord’s saying in Matt. 20:28 || Mark 10:45 “The Son of Man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister kai; dou'nai th;n yuch;n aujtou' luvtron (a ransom) ajnti; pollw'n,” where ajntiv, G505, expresses simply exchange. In return for the price or ransom paid the ransomed are received back. The nearest repetition of these words is in 1 Tim. 2:6 oJ dou;" eJauto;n ajntivlutron uJpe;r pavntwn, to; martuvrion kairoi'" ijdivoi", where the ajntiv, G505, of the Gospels has been joined to luvtron, G3389, and uJpevr, G5642, substituted as the separate preposition. Next comes Titus 2:14 Cristou'  jIhsou' o}" e[dwken eJauto;n uJpe;r hJmw'n i{na lutrwvshtai hJma'" ajpo; pavsh" ajnomiva" k.t.l. The only other cognate word used by St Paul is ajpoluvtrwsi", G667, and that in two senses: (1) one strongly modified from the simple idea of ransoming and applied to sins in association with present forgiveness 

or atonement, Rom. 3:24 (1 Cor. 1:30, somewhat vague); Eph. 1:7 || Col. 1:14 (Eph. 1:7 having dia; t. ai{mato" aujtou'); and (2) the other in relation to the future redemption of a privilege or possession, Rom. 8:23; Eph. 1:14; 4:30. The Ep. to the Hebrews (luvtrwsi", G3391, Heb. 9:12, ajpoluvtrwsi", G667, 9:15) follows St Paul’s former sense. For lutrou'mai St Paul uses ajgoravzw, G60, in writing to Corinthian Greeks 1 Cor. 6:20; 7:23; more however with reference to the ownership acquired (hjgoravsqhte timh'") than the bondage ended (yet cf. 7:23 mh; givnesqe dou'loi ajnqrwvpwn); and so 2 Pet. 2:1 to;n ajgoravsanta aujtou;" despovthn ajrnouvmenoi. To this head also belongs Acts 20:28 “the church or congregation of God which He purchased (or acquired) with (dia;) the blood that was His own.” We have already (p. 76) considered the more strictly redemptive sense of ejxagoravzw, G1973, in Galatians as regards the Law and its curse. We come now to the important evidence of Apoc. In Apoc. 5:6 a Lamb is seen before the throne standing as slain (ajrnivon eJsthko;" wJ" ejsfagmevnon): in vv. 8 ff. the four living creatures and the twenty-four elders fall before the Lamb and sing a new song, “Worthy art thou to receive.... for thou wast slain and didst purchase (hjgovrasa") to God with thy blood [men] of every tribe and tongue and people and nation.” In 14:1-5 there is another vision of the Lamb, and again there is a singing of a new song, and none could learn it save the 144,000, even they “that had been purchased from the earth (oiJ hjgorasmevnoi ajpo; t. gh'").” These are the undefiled, “who follow the Lamb whithersoever he goeth. These were purchased from men (hjgoravsqhsan ajpo; t. ajnqrwvpwn), firstfruits to God and to the Lamb, and in their mouth was found no falsehood, they are without blemish (a[mwmoiv eijsin).” Moreover the ascription in 1:5 contains the same idea according to the true interpretation of the right reading, luvsanti not louvsanti: “To him that loveth us and loosed us from our sins ejn tw'/ ai{mati aujtou', at the price of his blood.” This meaning of ejn, G1877, a literal reproduction of the Hebrew B], we have just found with ajgoravzw, G60, in 5:9 (as 1 Chr. 21:24 LXX. ajgoravzw ejn ajrgurivw/ ajxivw/). In fact luvw, G3395, and ajgoravzw, G60, St John’s two words, together make up the idea of lutrou'mai, release and the purchase of those who are released. These passages together represent the blood of the Lamb as the ransom paid for the release of men of every nation from the bondage of the earth, and from the bondage of men (answering to what is elsewhere called “the world”), and from the bondage of their sins: and they in turn are represented as reflecting the character of the Lamb, they are undefiled and without blemish. In a later passage, Apoc. 15:3, “the song of the Lamb” is associated with “the song of Moses the servant of God,” and so with the Exodus. In like manner in St John’s Gospel (John 19:36) words spoken of the paschal lamb are applied to our Lord, and St Paul distinctly says (1 Cor. 5:7), kai; ga;r to; pavsca hJmw'n (i.e. paschal lamb) ejtuvqh Cristov". There is therefore a presumption that here too the paschal lamb was at least the primary subject of allusion. 


The difficulty that has been felt is the fact that the paschal lamb is not itself represented in Exodus as a ransom paid for deliverance from Egyptian bondage. It did but save the Jewish firstborn from the destroying angel who smote the Egyptians. But this is not decisive, when the use of lutrou'mai in the O.T. is considered. The LXX. use it chiefly for two Hebrew words, la'G:, H1457 and hd:P;, H7009, both of which have by usage the strict sense “redeem,” i.e. set free by payment, a man or a property, while they are also used in many places where deliverance from bondage alone is perceptible in the sense. Accordingly in the LXX. lutrou'mai is connected with the Exodus, prospectively in Exod. 6:6 and retrospectively in Exod. 15:13 (Song of Moses); and in later references Deut. 7:8; 9:26; 13:5; 15:15; 21:8; 24:18; 2 Sam. 7:23; 1 Chr. 17:21; Ps. 76:16 (77:16); 77:42 (78:42); 105:10 (106:10); Mic. 6:4; and in Acts 7:35 St Stephen boldly says that God sent Moses (of course in the Exodus) as a[rconta kai; lutrwthvn. How completely in the time of our Lord the word was associated with Divine deliverance from bondage we see by Luke 2:38 (t. prosdecomevnoi" luvtrwsin  jIerousalhvm) and 24:21 (oJ mevllwn lutrou'sqai to;n  jIsrahvl): cf. 21:28 (ejggivzei hJ ajpoluvtrwsi" uJmw'n). It was not unnatural therefore that the blood of the paschal lamb should be considered as a ransom and associated with the whole deliverance of whatever kind belonging to that night of the Exodus, more especially as it did in the strictest sense redeem the firstborn of Israel. So the Midrash on Exod. 12:22 (, Bibliotheca Rabbinica, ii. p. 135) “With two bloods were the Israelites delivered from Egypt, with the blood of the paschal lamb and with the blood of circumcision”: of the latter of course only a Jew would speak. 


Whether St Peter meant a distinct reference likewise to Isa. 53:7 is less clear. That whole chapter must have been present to his mind in much of the Epistle: he must have been thinking of it in 1 Pet. 1:11, and he borrows its language in 2:22-25. But the two passages differ from each other as to the relation in which they exhibit the lamb of which they speak; and it is hardly probable that the ai|ma, G135, of St Peter can have any reference to the last verse of the passage in Isaiah, “He poured out his soul unto death,” more especially as the cardinal word “poured out” is rendered paredovqh by the LXX. 

The idea of the whole passage is a simple one, deliverance through the payment of a costly ransom by another. On two further questions connected with it St Peter here is silent, viz. who it was that made the payment, and to whom it was made. In some of the passages already quoted, Christ Himself appears as the ransomer: elsewhere it is the Father, as in Acts 20:28, rightly understood, and illustrated by Rom. 5:8 (where note eJautou', G1571) and 8:32. The two kinds of language are evidently consistent. As regards the second point, the testimony of the Bible is only inferential, and serious difficulties beset both the view which chiefly found favour with the Fathers, that the ransom was paid to the evil one, and still more the doctrine widely spread in the middle ages and in modern times, that it was paid to the Father. The true lesson is that the language which speaks of a ransom is but figurative language; the only language doubtless by which this part of the truth could in any wise be brought within our apprehension; but not the less figurative, and therefore affording no trustworthy ground for belief beyond the limits suggested by the silence of our Lord and His apostles. 


20. proegnwsmevnou mevn, designated afore] See provgnwsin in 1 Pet. 1:2. The verb usually means “foreknow” in the ordinary sense, i.e. “have prescience of.” But that sense does not well suit either this passage or Rom. 8:29 ou}" proevgnw kai; prowvrisen k.t.l. and Rom. 11:2 oujk ajpwvsato oJ qeo;" to;n lao;n aujtou' o}n proevgnw. A comparison of these passages with each other, and with 1 Pet. 1:2, all having reference to persons, not to events, suggests that in them proginwvskw, G4589, means virtually prerecognition, previous designation to a position or function. This use seems to come from such passages as Jer. 1:5 “Before I formed thee in the belly, I knew thee”: cf. II Isa. 49:1, 3, 5; Exod. 33:12, 17. 


pro; katabolh'" kovsmou, before the foundation of the world] This curious phrase, used by six writers of the N.T. (counting the Apocalypse with the Gospel of St John), is yet unknown elsewhere. In the quotation in Matt. 13:35 the best documents have it without kovsmou. Katabavllomai is used of sowing seed, and of laying down the foundation of a ship or a building (Heb. 6:1 qemevlion kataballovmenoi), and even of founding or setting up a library (2 Macc. 2:13) or a trophy (ib. 5:6).  jEk katabolh'" is also used for “from the first beginning.” Doubtless the sense is “before the foundations of the world were laid.” As used by St Peter it very possibly comes from Eph. 1:4, the only place where St Paul has it. The idea of the designation of Messiah in the counsel of God before all worlds is expressed more or less distinctly in other language in Eph. 1:9, 10; 3:9-11; Col. 1:26, 27; 2 Tim. 1:9; cf. 1 Cor. 2:7; Rom. 16:25. 


fanerwqevnto" dev, but manifested] The word and the general idea alike belong to several of the passages just cited. The passages in which not a mystery concerning Christ but Christ Himself is said to have been manifested in a wide sense are John 1:31; 1 Tim. 3:16 (? a quotation); 1 John 3:5, 8; besides passages which speak of His future manifestation. Taken by itself, the word suggests a previous hidden existence, and it was not likely to be chosen except in this implied sense, virtually the sense expressed in John 1:14 (Ewald, Die Johann. Schriften, p. 112f.): at the same time the sharp antithesis (mevn... dev) to proegnwsmevnou leaves some little uncertainty. 


ejpj ejscavtou tw'n crovnwn, at the end of the times]  jEscavtwn is a Syrian reading. The phrase is exactly like ejpj ejscavtou tw'n hJmerw'n, which occurs several times in the LXX.  jEpj ejscavtou is virtually an adverb. Crovnoi, an interesting use (cf. Acts 17:30), denotes the successive periods in the history of humanity, and perhaps also the parallel periods for different nations and parts of the world. It answers in a simpler shape to St Paul’s aijw'ne", and in the three places in which he has likewise the plural crovnoi in this sense the adj. aijwvnioi is attached to it (Rom. 16:25; 2 Tim. 1:9; Titus 1:2). But compare Gal. 4:4 (o{te de; h\lqen to; plhvrwma tou' crovnou), said with special though not exclusive reference to the Jewish consummation. Thus the phrase is used solely in relation to the actual past; and does not include the sense of “last days” absolutely. 


dij uJma'", for your sake] These words reintroduce the element so prominent in Eph. in connexion with the manifestation of the “mystery,” viz. its purpose in the inclusion of the Gentiles. The phrase is of course not exclusive: this was one, but only one, purpose of the manifestation. 


21. tou;" dij aujtou' pistou;" eij" qeovn, who through him are faithful as resting on God] This remarkable phrase is confined to two or three of the best documents and a good cursive (9) in the Cambridge University Library. Pisteuvonta" was an obvious alteration. 


It is less easy to determine the precise force of pistou;" eij" aujtovn, a phrase having no exact parallel elsewhere. Pistov", pivsti" in the LXX. represent originals closely cognate to that of pisteuvw, G4409, but with a much less close connexion of sense than Greek usage suggests. The common root is the verb ˆm'a;, H587, to carry or sustain (whence hn:m]ao, H595, a pillar). The Hiphil ˆymia,h,, lit. “to make sure,” “hold sure,” is the one Hebrew word for “believe,” whether in reference to words spoken or to him who speaks them. It takes the two prepositions  l]and B], naturally expressed (not quite consistently) in the LXX. by the simple dat. and by the dat. preceded by ejn, G1877, after pisteuvw, G4409. Credence rather than confidence is the original O.T. idea. Three or four times only where a preposition follows does the meaning appear to be distinctly “confidence,” “trust” in a person or other object, which on the other hand is habitually expressed by two other verbs jf'B;, H1053 and hs;j;, H2879, both rendered by pevpoiqa and by ejlpivzw, G1827. But it is also true and important that in a few places (Job 29:24; (? Ps. 116:10;) Isa. 7:9; 28:16) the Hebrew verb  ˆymia,h,(ˆm'a;, H586, as also its Greek equivalent pisteuvw, G4409) is used absolutely in the sense “have confidence,” “be hopeful.” 


On the other hand pistov", G4412, and pivsti", G4411, represent directly or indirectly the Niphal of the verb, meaning literally to be established, assured, secure, applied either to things or to persons (e.g. 1 Sam. 2:35, “a sure or faithful priest ...a sure house”). What is sometimes said, viz. that the Heb.  ˆm;a,n<means “trusted” or “worthy of being trusted,” i.e. “trustworthy,” is misleading. A “firm friend,” as we say, is also one who can be trusted; but the Hebrew word denotes the intrinsic firmness, unswervingness, not the resulting trustworthiness: and this quality of unswervingness is similarly expressed for other relations, as that of a servant or a witness. On the other hand nothing was more natural than to translate the Heb. by the Greek pistov", G4412, which does mean trustworthy, since trustworthiness implies firmness, and is its practical outcome for others. The Hebrew and the Greek sides of the meaning are well combined in fidelis and faithful. On the other hand neither in the LXX. nor in any other Greek Jewish book (Apocrypha & c.) does pistov", G4412, have the distinctly active sense “believing,” “trustful.” Nor is this surprising, for in classical literature this sense is confined to half a dozen passages from poets, one from Plato Leg. vii.824b (perhaps a quotation from a poet), and one from Dion Cassius xxxvii.12, where pistov", G4412, with a negative = a[pisto", G603, which often has the active sense. Nor again in the LXX. or in Greek Jewish literature is pistov", G4412, ever coupled with ejn tw'/ qew'/, eij" to;n qeovn or any similar phrase (Neh. 9:8 is quite different). 


Pivsti" has a parallel though not quite identical history. In the LXX. and most later Greek Jewish literature it is exactly the subst. of pistov", G4412, standing (except in Ps. and Isa., which have ajlhvqeia, G237) for hn:Wma‘, H575. But being freely used in classical literature in the active as well as in the passive sense, it obtained at length the same double force for Greek-speaking Jews, as we see amply in Philo, where it is often that quality in virtue of which a man pisteuvei, and especially faith or belief in God. 


The difference thus seen in the O.T. between pistov", pivsti" on the one hand, and pisteuvw, G4409, (with dat. with or without ejn, G1877) is however in part bridged over by the absolute sense of pisteuvw, G4409, mentioned just now, i.e. the sense “to be hopeful” or “to have confidence.” 


When we now approach the N.T. we find (leaving alone the uses of pisteuvw, G4409) the active sense of pivsti", G4411, “faith” not “faithfulness,” “trust” not “trustworthiness,” to be predominant everywhere except perhaps in Apoc., where the sense seems to be transitional. This important extension of pivsti", G4411, together with an increased weight, as it were, in the force of pisteuvw, G4409, has had the effect of introducing into the N.T. the (as far as we can tell) previously unknown active or rather semi-active sense of pistov", G4412, which now becomes not “trustworthy” only, but also “trustful” or “believing.” This use however, though in later times it became common, is quite rare in the N.T., which in many books has only the old sense “faithful.” It is clearest in the Pastoral Epistles, occurring about six times (1 Tim. 4:3; 4:10, 12; 5:16; 6:2; and probably Titus 1:6); not improbable in the addresses of Eph. (Eph. 1:1) and Col. (Col. 1:2); and twice under peculiar circumstances it occurs in St Paul’s earlier Epistles, i.e. Gal. 3:9, oiJ ejk pivstew" eujlogou'ntai su;n tw'/pistw'/  jAbraavm (Abraham having the name pistov", G4412, already in usage attached to him in the other sense, faithful under trial; see Sir. 44:21; 1 Macc. 2:52); and 2 Cor. 6:15 in the antithesis tiv" meri;" pistw'/ meta; ajpivstou; Outside St Paul’s writings there are but two other instances, John 20:27 with the same antithesis, mh; givnou a[pisto" ajlla; pistov", and Acts 16:1, gunaiko;"  jIoudaiva" pisth'" (I do not reckon 16:15, to which we must return presently). 


Classifying these instances we find no passage in which pistov", G4412, is followed by ejpiv eij" or ejn, G1877; in other words, where it means “believing,” it is used absolutely. We find also that the clearest cases, those namely in which pistov", G4412, virtually is equivalent to “Christian” and is quasi-technical, are confined to the Pastoral Epistles and a single passage of Acts (compare the corresponding use of pisteuvw, G4409, in e.g. Acts 19:18; 21:20, 25); while in the addresses of Eph. and Col. the sense is ambiguous and probably transitional; once (Gal.) it is a fresh application of an old epithet of Abraham; and twice (2 Cor.; John) it comes in only by antithesis to a[pisto", G603, as in Dion Cassius. Here it certainly is not equivalent to “Christian,” nor can it be due to any such cause as will account for it in Gal., 2 Cor. and John. But, since St Peter certainly knew Eph., there is no  priori improbability in his using the word with more of an active sense than it bears in the O.T. or (as in most of the N.T.) in 1 Pet. 4:19; 5:12 (for the latter passage cf. 1 Cor. 4:17; Eph. 6:21; Col. 1:7; 4:7, 9; 1 Tim. 6:2). Whether there is in fact here any such extension of the first meaning can be determined only from the neighbouring words. 


The combination of pistov", G4412, with eij", G1650, is apparently without example elsewhere. Pistov" with the dat. is occasionally used in the sense “faithful to a person” [four times in Herodian; see Index ed. Irmisch sub voce pistov", G4412, (iv. p. 978)]: so 1 Macc. 7:8, ejpevlexen...to;n Bakcivdhn...mevgan ejn th'/ basileiva/ kai; pisto;n tw'/ basilei' [in Sir. 36:3 oJ novmo" aujtw'/ pistov" seems to be strictly passive, “trusted by him”: Ps. 88:29 hJ diaqhvkh mou pisth; aujtw'/ is irrelevant]; Heb. 3:2, pisto;n o[nta tw'/ poihvsanti aujtovn; and likewise Acts 16:15, eij kekrivkatev me pisth;n tw'/ kurivw/ ei\nai, commonly but quite wrongly taken to mean “believing in the Lord,” a sense incompatible with eij kekrivkate spoken just after Lydia’s baptism. Again, Justin Dial. 131 has eij bouvlesqe th;n ajlhvqeian oJmologh'sai, o{ti pistovteroi pro;" to;n qeovn ejsmen; nor would there be any difficulty in substituting eij", G1650, for prov", G4639. But the sense “faithful toward God” is difficult to bring into intelligible connexion with what follows, to;n ejgeivranta k. t. l. On the other hand, the other extreme sense “believing on God” is equally inadmissible, (1) because it makes this clause entirely tautologous with the last clause of the verse, which is introduced as a fresh statement by w{ste, G6063; and (2) because on this view we cannot explain why St Peter did not use the obvious word pisteuvonta". Doubtless then pistouv" keeps its original sense of “faithful,” but with the accessory sense of dependence on another. The stress lies, it must be remembered, on dij aujtou'. St Peter is explaining what he meant by saying that Christ’s manifestation at the end of the times had been dij uJma'", for the sake of the Gentile Christians. It was because through Him they were enabled to be faithful. He is not speaking here of their original and initial believing (cf. e.g. Acts 19:2; Rom. 13:11), but of the present faithful, stedfast, constant life following upon it, with special reference to constancy under present trial (cf. Apoc. 2:10 “Shew thyself faithful unto death, and I will give thee the crown of life”), virtually referring back to the pivsti", G4411, spoken of in 1 Pet. 1:5-7, a faith shewn under probation. St Peter might therefore have stopped at pistouv", without loss of his primary meaning. But as he had just explained dij uJma'", so now he had to explain dij aujtou': and moreover in such a context he could hardly fail to indicate that the Christian faithfulness was not a self-contained virtue, but a resting of the whole spirit on the Father above. Therefore he goes on eij" qeo;n to;n k.t.l., “who through Him are faithful, faithful I mean by resting on God who...” This enlarged sense of pistov", G4412, is well illustrated by John 14:1 according to the most probable punctuation. In the N.T. pisteuvw, G4409, has much more of the sense of confidence than in the O.T., and for the most part it thus connects together the ideas of credence and of constancy: and so in John 14:1 (pisteuvete, eij" to;n qeo;n kai; eij" ejme; pisteuvete), with a comma after pisteuvete, the sense is “Believe, on God and on me believe”; the first suggestion being of constancy opposed to troubling and fearfulness (exactly as in Isa. 7:9; 28:16), and the second of the ground of that constancy, rest in God, itself depending on rest in Christ. 


Dij aujtou' pistouv" is a unique combination. Wherever pisteuvw diav with gen. occurs, the instrumentality is human: the Baptist (John 1:7), or Apollos and Paul (1 Cor. 3:5): cf. John 17:20 tw'n pisteuovntwn dia; tou' lovgou aujtw'n eij" ejmev. The only approximate parallel to this passage is the second clause of Acts 3:16 hJ pivsti" hJ dij aujtou' e[dwken aujtw'/ (the lame man) th;n oJloklhrivan tauvthn. The Resurrection is there mentioned in the preceding verse as God’s act, as it is here; but the intervening clause leaves the precise force of diav, G1328, indeterminate, though there as here (see Weiss, Petr. Lehrbegr., p. 324f.) God is certainly the object of the faith. It is not likely that in either place the instrumentality contemplated by St Peter was that of a mere vehicle (as it were) for the exhibition of God’s power and glory. The meaning is rather that on the one hand Christ Himself was the immediate and intermediate object of faith, whereby the ulterior faith in God was attained; and on the other that after the Crucifixion faith in Christ itself rested on the act of God in raising Him up and exalting Him. 


eij" qeo;n to;n ejgeivranta k.t.l. St Peter is chary of the article before qeov", G2536; and here there is force in the omission. It indicates that not merely was God as a matter of fact the author of these acts, but that by performing them He manifested Himself as God. 


to;n ejgeivranta aujto;n ejk nekrw'n, who raised him from the dead] This description of the Resurrection as a raising up by God is of frequent occurrence in the words of St Peter and St Paul; with ejgeivrw, G1586, Acts 3:15; 4:10; 5:30; 10:40—all in speeches of St Peter: 13:30, 37 (and implicitly 26:8) in speeches of St Paul: Rom. 4:24; 8:11 bis; 10:9; 1 Cor. 6:14; 15:15 bis; 2 Cor. 4:14 (and implicitly 1:9); Gal. 1:1; Eph. 1:20; Col. 2:12; 1 Thess. 1:10: and with ajnivsthmi, G482, in Acts only, viz. Acts 2:24, 32 in a speech of St Peter: 13:32, 34; 17:31 in speeches of St Paul. The use of ejgeivromai is ambiguous, as passive forms have often a middle sense in late Greek. On the other hand, it is far from certain that the N.T. anywhere speaks of the Resurrection as an act of our Lord Himself. The frequent use of the aor. ajnevsthn and the fut. mid. ajnasthvsomai in this connexion proves nothing, since they are equally used of the restoration of ordinary human beings to life, Mark 12:25 (the general resurrection); John 11:23 f. (Lazarus); and in John 10:17, 18 (the only other passage which could be cited, for John 2:19 refers to the subject too indirectly to be relied on here) lavbw and labei'n are on the whole less likely to mean “take” than “receive”: St John has devcomai, G1312, but once (John 4:45), and that only in the sense prosdevcomai, G4657, “welcome,” whereas “receive” is with him the commonest sense of lambavnw, G3284, (see especially 1:16; 4:36; 7:39; 16:24; 20:22). Hippolytus (Contra Noet. 18) exactly follows Scripture teaching when he says: trihvmero" uJpo; patro;" ajnivstatai, aujto;" w]n hJ ajnavstasi" kai; hJ zwhv. 


kai; dovxan aujtw'/ dovnta, and gave him glory] The nearest parallel to this striking phrase as regards dovxa, G1518, is in St Peter’s speech at Solomon’s Porch, Acts 3:13 “The God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob, the God of our fathers, ejdovxasen to;n pai'da aujtou'  jIhsou'n,” where pai'da, as several times in Acts, is certainly a reference to the Servant of Jehovah who holds so large a place in the Messianic prophecies of II Isaiah, with probably a special allusion to oJ pai'" mou...doxasqhvsetai sfovdra in the LXX. of Isa. 52:13 just before ch. 53. (see above, p. 55). The healing of the lame man is represented as a glorifying of Christ by the God of Israel, but doubtless also as a manifestation from heaven of the primary glory involved in the Ascension and Session at God’s right hand. The same idea, but without the word “glory,” occurs in connexion with the Resurrection in Acts 2:33-36 (St Peter); 5:31 (St Peter); the leading word in each case being “exalt” (th'/ dexia'/ tou' qeou' uJywqeiv", u{ywsen th'/ dexia'/ aujtou'), where the juxtaposition of language about sitting at God’s right hand (taken from Ps. 110:1) is no sufficient reason for questioning either the natural interpretation of the dative “exalted by His right hand” (O.T. language, e.g. Ps. 59:7 (60:7); 107:7 (108:7); Isa. 41:10; and for dexiav cf. Ps. 117:15, 16 (118:15, 16) where the LXX. has dexia; Kurivou u{ywsevn me (an important Psalm here)), or the fidelity of the Greek rendering of the original Aramaic words (Weiss, Petr. Lehrbegr., p. 205); cf. Eph. 1:19, th;n ejnevrgeian tou' kravtou" th'" ijscuvo" aujtou' k.t.l. And again, in accordance with this language of St Peter in the Acts is St Paul in Phil. 2:9, dio; kai; oJ qeo;" aujto;n uJperuvywsen, where the next clause has the nearest parallel to dovnta here, viz. kai; ejcarivsato aujtw'/ to; o[noma to; uJpe;r pa'n o[noma, the name being the expression of the glory (cf. Eph. 1:21). This glorification of the Incarnate Son, as (so to speak) the crowning event of the events beginning with the circumstances of His birth, was at the same time, as we learn from His own words in John 17:5, a return to the antecedent glory of His eternal Sonship. 


The words must doubtless be taken in their strictest sense, in reference to Him of whom they are directly spoken: but their special form was very possibly chosen by St Peter with a view to the gift of glory to men which he associated with resurrection. 


w{ste th;n pivstin uJmw'n kai; ejlpivda ei\nai eij" qeovn, so that your faith and hope is on God] This clause may be taken in two ways; either (1) as expressing purpose, intention, and so depending on the immediately preceding ejgeivranta...dovnta, “who raised Him from the dead and gave Him glory, to the end that your faith and hope might be on God”; or (2) in the commoner sense of simple result, depending on the main statement of the verse, fanerwqevnto" de;...dij uJma'" tou;" dij aujtou' pistouv", “so that your faith...is on God.” The first sense is quite consistent with the context, being implicitly contained in fanerwqevnto" dij uJma'", Divine manifestation being the appointed foundation of human faith and hope. But (1) St Peter would probably in that case have made his meaning clear by using i{na, G2671, a favourite particle with him (see especially 1 Pet. 1:7; 2:21, 24; 3:9, 18; 4:6); (2) he would in this context have probably preferred genevsqai to ei\nai; and (3) the whole sentence and paragraph gain much, and lose nothing, by concluding in a broad statement of fact, answering to the present indicatives of 1 Pet. 1:6 and 8. Cf. 1 Cor. 1:7. 


Mr Evans’s attempt (Expositor (Series 2), iii. pp. 3ff.) to shew that w{ste, G6063, with the infinitive expresses not actual fact, but only the idea of fact, is a complete failure. No such limitation holds good in classical Greek, much less in the N.T., in which the use of w{ste, G6063, with the indicative (except of course where it means “wherefore” in the beginning of a sentence) is limited to two passages (John 3:16 with ou{tw", G4048; Gal. 2:13 without ou{tw", G4048), and virtually w{ste, G6063, with the infinitive does duty for all the cases which in classical Greek would fall under both constructions. 


An interesting question of construction remains. Much favour has of late been shown to the view that th;n pivstin is the subject, ejlpivda the predicate, in the sense “so that your faith is also hope in God.” The chief argument for this construction is that it avoids the apparent tautology of pistou;" eij" qeo;n...w{ste th;n pivstin uJmw'n... ei\nai eij" qeovn. It is also urged that so only can ejlpivda obtain its full force as the characteristic Petrine word: but this is to exaggerate the stress laid by St Peter on hope as compared with faith. It is also urged that the intermediate position of uJmw'n is unfavourable to the coupling of pivstin and ejlpivda together: but this position is the correct one if St Peter was intending, not to make the two substantives completely coordinate, but to make pivstin primary and then add on ejlpivda, “your faith and moreover your hope,” or “your faith and therewith your hope.” On the other hand (1) there is a suspicious modernness about the expression “your faith is also hope in God”; a more apostolic phrase would have been that “in their faith they had hope,” or that “their faith wrought hope”: and (2) the idea conveyed by the expression gives a factitious separateness to hope which is not borne out by any other language of St Peter. The apparent tautology of the older and more common view disappears if we take this last clause as referring back not simply to tou;" dij aujtou' pistouv" k.t.l., but to the whole verse from fanerwqevnto" dev, and even to the whole of the four verses beginning with eijdovte" in vs. 18. Through all these verses St Peter never loses sight of the principal exhortation in 1 Pet. 1:17. He bids their converse with the world around be in fear, because they knew with what inestimably precious blood they had been bought out of the base slavery of a heathen life, and knew also that that blood was the blood of Messiah Himself, designated by God before the world began, raised up and glorified by God after His death for their sakes. Thus the whole circle of their Christian knowledge conducted them to God Himself as the object of their faith and hope, and of this faith and hope the reverent fear of which he spoke was a natural fruit. Thus, while in the first clause of the verse, dij aujtou' are the emphatic words, and eij" qeovn with what follows comes in for purposes of explanation only, in the last clause eij" qeovn is the whole predicate, carrying the readers emphatically back to Him who had been spoken of in vv. 15-17. A faith and hope resting on God had the firmest possible assurance, and at the same time implicitly confessed the highest obligations of reverence and holiness. The absence of an article before qeovn is probably due to a desire of laying stress on all that the word carries with it, “firm faith and hope is on God, God and nothing less.” 


The addition of ejlpivda to pivstin doubtless arises from St Peter’s steady contemplation of the future, of the glory which, as he says in 1 Pet. 5:1, “should hereafter be revealed”; there is an impersonal hope of the future which almost supersedes faith in the present and living God. Not such was the apostolic hope, which was in strictness but a part of the apostolic faith. But on the other hand a faith without hope, without a glad outlook into the future, would not be such a faith as the Gospel inspired. 


22. The abruptness with which this verse begins has naturally led to various futile attempts to connect it with one or other of the preceding verses. [Of these the most plausible is Ewald’s (Sieben Sendschr. des N. B. pp. 9, 26f.), who, reading ajnastrefovmenoi for ajnastravfhte in 1 Pet. 1:17, makes vv. 18-21 parenthetic in form as well as matter, and vs. 17 the protasis and vs. 22 b the apodosis of a long sentence; but he thereby weakens the necessary cohesion of vv. 17 ff. with vv. 15 f., and creates a disproportionately weighty as well as bulky statement of the motive for the mutual love of vs. 22.] In vv. 18-21 St Peter, without forgetting his main purpose, has diverged from it for the sake of a piece of fundamental teaching bearing closely upon it, and he now resumes the thread of his exhortation, gathering up in nine partly new words the substance of vv. 14-17, so far as it was needed for carrying him on to the next step. 


Ta;" yuca;" uJmw'n hJgnikovte", Having purified your souls] Ta;" yuca;" uJmw'n is put in the front in strong antithesis to ajllhvlou": the personal, individual hallowing towards God must be followed up by a corresponding love towards men: the first precedes the second, but is also unreal in the absence of the second. The “souls” here spoken of are what we should call the very “selves,” as in swthrivan yucw'n 1 Pet. 1:9: cf. 4:19; and also 1 John 3:3, pa'" oJ e[cwn th;n ejlpivda tauvthn ejpj aujtw'/ aJgnivzei eJauto;n kaqw;" k.t.l.; 1 Tim. 5:22, mhde; koinwvnei aJmartivai" ajllotrivai": seauto;n aJgno;n thvrei.  JAgnov", whence hJgnikovte", is doubtless in etymology akin to a{gio", G41, and combines the senses of a{gio", G41, and kaqarov", G2754, clean from the point of view of holiness, that is, pure. As applied to men, it denotes first free from ceremonial defilement, whether because the man has not suffered defilement or because he has purged it away, as by fire, water, or sacrifice. Then it comes to mean free from moral defilement. In the LXX. (Ps., Prov.) it is used a few times, without distinctive force, in the moral sense. The verb aJgnivzw, G49, on the other hand, to make aJgnov", G54, is common in the LXX. and almost always has the ceremonial sense. In the N.T. it four times has the same sense (John, Acts), but denotes moral purification once in each of the three principal Catholic Epistles (here; James 4:8; 1 John 3:3); while in the N.T. aJgnov", G54, (with aJgneiva, aJgnovth") is exclusively moral, viz. a few times in St Paul and again once in each of these three Epistles (1 Pet. 3:2; James 3:17; 1 John 3:3). It is possible that St Peter had in mind James 4:8; possible also that his ta;" yucav" was suggested by Jer. 6:16, where the LXX. has euJrhvsete aJgnismo;n [for “rest”] tai'" yucai'" uJmw'n: but at all events he is repeating in another form the kai; aujtoi; a{gioi ejn pavsh/ ajnastrofh'/ genhvqhte of 1 Pet. 1:15. Cf. 2 Cor. 7:1 in connexion with 6:16-18. Nor is it unlikely that his ejn fovbw/ in 1 Pet. 1:17 brought to his mind Ps. 18:10 (19:10) LXX. oJ fovbo" Kurivou aJgnov". 


The perfect hJgnikovte" (not aJgnivsante") should be noted. It excludes the possibility of the participle sharing the imperative of the finite verb ajgaphvsate, “purify your souls and love”; and fixes St Peter’s meaning as “Having purified, i.e. Now that ye have purified.” That is, he refers back to the initial act of consecration, of which their acceptance of baptism was the outward sign. The working out of this initial consecration and purification remained, just as did the working out of the initial hearkening and obedience to the truth which preceded their baptism. This strictly perfect sense agrees not only with ajnagegennhmevnoi in 1 Pet. 1:23, but with the present indicatives of vv. 6 and 8. 


ejn th'/ uJpakoh'/ th'" ajlhqeiva", in your obedience of the truth]  JUpakoh'/ again repeats wJ" tevkna uJpakoh'" of 1 Pet. 1:14. The purification contemplated is not merely an inward emotional state. It comes to pass in active well-doing; and the well-doing consists in obedience, in doing the will of the Father and Lord.  jEn, as before, includes instrumentality, but also something more: it is “in virtue of” obedience, “in the power of” obedience, rather than simply “by means of” obedience. 


But a new idea is introduced with th'" ajlhqeiva", yet one not altogether new. St Peter has in a manner already hinted at it, partly by his describing the heathen condition as an a[gnoia, G53, in vs. 14, partly by his use of dianoiva" in vs. 13, implying the need of a discipline of mind no less than of character, if indeed we can speak of character exclusive of mind; the word dianoiva" being there apparently suggested by Eph. 4:18, where so much is said of the heathen as walking in vanity of their nou'", G3808, darkened in their diavnoia, G1379, “alienated from the life of God because of the ignorance that is in them.” And now th'" ajlhqeiva" comes from the sequel of the same passage, where the Christian life is opposed to that heathen life, and is summed up as “the new man which was created after God (i.e. in His likeness) in righteousness and holiness of the truth (ejn dikaiosuvnh/ kai; oJsiovthti th'" ajlhqeiva")”; and St Paul immediately proceeds, “Wherefore putting off the falsehood (to; yeu'do": so also John 8:44; Rom. 1:25; 2 Thess. 2:11), the whole untrue way of looking at and dealing with things, speak ye truth.” The same idea occurs in various parts of Ephesians, and again, though less distinctly, in other Epistles of St Paul. 


The combination of th'" ajlhqeiva" with th'/ uJpakoh'/ is remarkable and instructive. In Rom. 1:5; 16:26 indeed eij" uJpakoh;n pivstew" probably means “unto obedience” not “to faith” but “inspired by faith” (cf. dia; dikaiosuvnh" pivstew" Rom. 4:13). Clem. Al. (Eclogae 61, p. 995) has distinctly dou'lo" qeou' dij uJpakoh;n ejntolh'" keklhmevno", which must mean obedience to a commandment; and so, with probable reference to St Paul’s phrase to be mentioned below, he has (Str. vii.14, p. 886) zw'nta" hJma'" kata; th;n tou' eujaggelivou uJpakohvn. This “obedience of the truth” stands in complete contrast to the momentary fashioning after accidental individual desires in ignorance of the realities of life spoken of in 1 Pet. 1:14. This is not the only place in which it is implied that Christian obedience is something much higher than obedience to a mere law or code of commands. In Rom. 10:16 St Paul says, ajllj ouj pavnte" uJphvkousan tw'/ eujaggelivw/ (so also 2 Thess. 1:8), and again, with a closer resemblance, Rom. 2:8, ajpeiqou'si th'/ ajlhqeiva/ peiqomevnoi" de; th'/ ajdikiva/ (cf. 2 Thess. 2:12, oiJ mh; pisteuvsante" th'/ ajlhqeiva/ ajlla; eujdokhvsante" th'/ ajdikiva/). A similar and still less obvious use of uJpakouvw, G5634, occurs in Clem. Rom. 58, uJpakouvswmen ou\n tw'/ panagivw/ kai; ejndovxw/ ojnovmati aujtou' (cf. 9, Dio; uJpakouvswmen th'/ megaloprepei' kai; ejndovxw/ boulhvsei aujtou'). In Acts 6:7 the meaning seems to be “obeyed the call of the faith,” not, that is, embraced the faith, but acted on the demand made on them by the faith which had now become theirs, that they should avow it and take the consequences. Such a uJpakohv, G5633, would be like Abraham’s; see Heb. 11:8 (ejxelqei'n). “Obedience to the Gospel” is the fittest of language, because the message brought to mankind in Christ commands by means of what it reveals: it brings light into the dark places of life, making disobedience to the Divine will to be not sin only but folly, acquiescence in unreality. The climax of this N.T. teaching is our Lord’s own proclamation of Himself as the Truth (John 14:6); and it is remarkable that His last great prayer (17:17-19) contains language about “hallowing in the truth” (aJgivason aujtou;" ejn th'/ ajlhqeiva/...i{na w\sin kai; aujtoi; hJgiasmevnoi ejn ajlhqeiva/) which comes near St Peter’s language about purifying in the obedience of the truth. 


St Peter here does not appear to mean “obedience to the truth.” 2 Cor. 10:5 (eij" th;n uJpakoh;n tou' cristou') must be interpreted by 10:1 (dia; th'" prau?thto" kai; ejpieikeiva" tou' cristou'); cf. Heb. 5:8. Thus the only Biblical authority for uJpakohv, G5633, with a genitive meaning “obedience to” falls away. St Peter rather means the dependence of Christian obedience on the possession of the truth. This interpretation is confirmed (1) by the use of th'" ajlhqeiva" after dikaiosuvnh/ kai; oJsiovthti in the fundamental passage of Eph. (Eph. 4:24), where this genitive of derivation or foundation is alone possible, and (2) by the probability that St Peter would have distinctly used some such language as ejn tw'/ uJpakouvein th'/ ajlhqeiva/, if that would have expressed the whole of his meaning. 


After ajlhqeiva" the Syrian text, with two or three Latin authorities, inserts dia; pneuvmato". 


eij" filadelfivan ajnupovkriton, unto unfeigned love of the brethren] These words must go with what precedes, and thus set forth that love of the brethren was from the first included in the purification of souls and obedience of the truth as their true and necessary result. It was no accessory or afterthought. The duties of Christian brotherhood were implied in all true morality and true religion. The sequence ejn th'/ uJpakoh'/...eij" filadelfivan exactly answers to ejn aJgiasmw'/...eij" uJpakohvn in 1 Pet. 1:2. 


Filadelfiva is not “brotherly love” in the common vague sense of the term, i.e. a love like that of brothers shewn to those who are not brothers, but the actual love of brothers for each other. In ordinary classical use it is the mutual love of those who are literally brothers, as of Castor and Polydeuces (e.g. Luc., Deor. Dial., xxvi.2; Plut., De frat. am. (peri; filadelfiva"), 1. p. 478 A; Phil., Leg. ad Cai. 12). It is said to have been used by Plato’s contemporary Alexis (Meineke, Com. Fr. iii.526). Filavdelfo" was previously used in Soph., Ant. 527: Xen., Mem. ii.3.17; later in Diod. Sic. iii.57; xvii.34. There is no sign that it had any but this literal sense. In classical writers it apparently had never any other sense: it is not used at all by Epictetus or Marcus Aurelius, the most likely representatives of Stoicism to exhibit it in the wider sense, had such existed; any more than by Plato Aristotle or Theophrastus. The same limitation continues in the Jewish books 4 Macc. (4 Macc. 13:21, 23, 26; 14:1) and Joseph., Ant. xii.4.6. The first extension of usage is in a curious passage of 2 Macc. (2 Macc. 15:14), where Jeremiah, as seen in a vision praying for the people and the holy city, is called oJ filavdelfo" ou|to": that is, he is thought of as still one of the Jewish brotherhood (cf. the use of ajdelfoiv in 1 Pet. 1:1); and even here the brotherhood is probably regarded as due to common descent rather than common faith. From this we pass to the specially Christian sense of the mutual love of those who are brethren, sons of the 

invisible Father in a special sense (so oiJ ajdelfoiv John 21:23; Acts 9:30; 10:23, c St Paul often; St John Epp.; and hJ ajdelfovth" 1 Pet. 2:17; 5:9). It occurs in St Paul’s earliest extant Epistle as a duty or principle not needing to be expounded to the Thessalonians (1 Thess. 4:9), associated as here with to; ajgapa'/n ajllhvlou"; and again in Rom. 12:10, joined with eij" ajllhvlou" filovstorgoi; and likewise in Heb. 13:1 (hJ filadelfiva menevtw, again as a recognised principle); and 2 Pet. 1:7; besides the adjective in 1 Pet. 3:8. 


After filadelfivan St Peter adds ajnupovkriton, a word occurring first in Wisdom (Wisd. 5:18; 18:16) and rarely in later classical writers (e.g. M. Aur. viii.5), a word however chiefly Christian, as might be expected partly from our Lord’s warnings against uJpovkrisi", G5694, and uJpokritaiv, partly from the high standard of veracity set up by the Apostles. It is used by St James (James 3:17) with sofiva, G5053, by St Paul writing to Timothy (1 Tim. 1:5; 2 Tim. 1:5) with pivsti", G4411, and again by St Paul nearly as here with ajgavph, G27, (Rom. 12:9; 2 Cor. 6:6), the sphere of friendship or affection evidently being peculiarly liable to be invaded by unreal pretence (uJpokritai; filiva", Plut. ii.13 B). Even in very early Christian communities the outward forms of brotherhood might cover a secret growth of hatreds, jealousies, and selfishnesses (cf. 1 Pet. 2:1); more especially at the time when St Peter wrote, and the early fervour had begun to cool. 


ejk kardiva", from the heart] An early, probably Alexandrian, interpolation, kaqara'" before kardiva", was apparently suggested by the association of ejk kaqara'" kardiva" with ajgavph, G27, in 1 Tim. 1:5 (cf. 2 Tim. 2:22); it is omitted by AB lat.vg. Virtually it would be only a repetition of ajnupovkriton. The phrase ejk kardiva" with uJphkouvsate occurs in Rom. 6:17 (cf. Eph. 6:7, ejk yuch'" metj eujnoiva" douleuvonte"—for this is the right construction). In Test. Gad 6 we have  jAgapa'te ou\n ajllhvlou" ajpo; kardiva": but this may be derived from 1 Peter, which appears to be used elsewhere in the Testaments. The usual classical phrase is ajpo; kardiva". Perhaps we should hardly be justified in assuming an intentional contrast to the ejx o{lh" ªth'"º kardiva" sou required for the supreme love of God in the Gospels (Mark 12:30; Luke 10:27 (Deut. 6:5)). But at all events the point dwelt on here is not completeness, but inwardness, the impulse of love proceeding from the inner self, as distinguished from the mere regulation of demeanour and conduct, unreal even when not hypocritical. The phrase then requires the love spoken of not so much to be of a certain quality or a certain warmth as to be genuine. 


ajllhvlou" ajgaphvsate, love one another] This is the new commandment given by our Lord to the disciples with special solemnity on the night of His Betrayal after the departure of Judas (John 13:34 f., and again 15:12, 17), repeated by St Paul (1 Thess. 3:12; 4:9; 2 Thess. 1:3; Rom. 12:10; 13:8), and finally enforced at the end of the apostolic age by St John’s written words (1 John 2:7; 3:11, 23; 4:7-12; 2 John 5), and also, according to tradition (Hier. in Gal. vi.10), with his living voice when he had lost strength to say more. It is of the mutual love of Christians, believers in the same Lord, that we hear in this and similar passages. This is the inner circle within which that love is cherished and educated which is meant to go forth, like the Lord’s own love, to those who are without the circle, to all mankind. 


ejktenw'", G1757, earnestly] An interesting word, found again (-hv") in the same connexion 1 Pet. 4:8, th;n eij" eJautou;" ajgavphn ejktenh' e[conte". In Luke 22:44; Acts 12:5 it is associated with prayer, in Acts 26:7 with latreuvw, G3302. In the N.T. the Latin renderings express two different ideas, warmth or energy (vehemens, instans (?), attentus) and steady perseverance (prolixus, perpetuus, continuus, perseveranter, ex tenacitate, incessanter, sine intermissione). In the LXX. (twice) and in Judith it is used only in connexion with prayer. In the earlier Greek literature the adverb is unknown, though the adjective is found in Aesch. Suppl. 983 tou;" ejktenei'" fivlou" (affectionate steady friends). Then in the 3rd century B.C. it is found in Magna Moralia 2.11 § 31 as to active friendship (o{tan oJ me;n ejktenw'" poih'/ oJ dj ejlleivph/), and Machon ap. Athen. xiii.579 E (ejktenw'" ajgapwvmeno"), but apparently it is wanting in all true Attic literature and even in Aristotle. In the later literature (including 2 and 3 Macc.) this word and its cognates (substan., adj.) occasionally turn up, chiefly with reference to friendship, personal or national, with reference sometimes to steadiness and fidelity of friendship (or even patient nursing), sometimes to displays of special cordiality in a single act. Ultimately they acquired the sense of munificence (e.g. M. Aur. i.4, and various inscriptions), and even (as in Herodian vii.2.8 xuvlwn ou[sh" ejkteneiva", viii.2.15) of mere abundance. The fundamental idea is that of earnestness, zealousness (doing a thing not lightly and perfunctorily, but, as it were, with straining). Cf. Clem. Rom. 33, speuvswmen meta; ejkteneiva" kai; proqumiva" pa'n e[rgon ajgaqo;n ejpitelei'n; 37, strateuswvmeqa meta; pavsh" ejkteneiva" ejn t. ajmwvmoi" prostavgmasin aujtou'; 58, oJ poihvsa" ejn tapeinofrosuvnh/ metj ejktenou'" ejpieikeiva" ajmetamelhvtw" ta; uJpo; t. qeou' dedomevna dikaiwvmata kai; prostavgmata; 62, meta; ejktenou'" ejpieikeiva". So here it is not so much warmth or intensity of love that ejktenw'", G1757, expresses, as strenuousness and steady earnestness in it as opposed to fitfulness and caprice. Love of the brethren was not to be such as would shew itself in casual bursts of emotion, but in a deliberate principle of life. This sense is further confirmed by the tenour of vs. 23, and especially ajfqavrtou and mevnonto" (comp. Weiss, Petr. Lehrbegr., p. 336). The force of ejktenw'", G1757, at the end of the clause is exactly like that of teleivw", G5458, after nhvfonte" in vs. 13. 


23. ajnagegennhmevnoi, having been begotten anew] The word carries us back to ajnagennhvsa" in 1 Pet. 1:3. This is the only other place in the N.T. (or indeed the Greek Bible) where it occurs, unless indeed we count the Western reading of John 3:5. The idea of the word corresponds to the idea involved in St Paul’s phrase “a new creation,” the being started afresh, as it were, under new conditions of existence within and without, a new outlook and new view of all things around. This new creation was further a birth to a new Divine sonship, and it was precisely this new sonship which constituted those to whom St Peter wrote brothers in the new sense, and so made ajgavph, G27, towards each other to be filadelfiva, G5789. The master principle of this new life is love; and therefore the most pertinent exhortation to love was an appeal to the very nature of the new life. Thus in Ephesians the detailed precepts for the exercise of love in Eph. 4:25-5:2 are directly founded on the teaching about the new man created after (i.e. in the image of) God in 4:17-24. Compare also 1 John 4:7, 8, pa'" oJ ajgapw'n ejk tou' qeou' gegevnnhtai k.t.l. The meaning is not so much “born anew” as “begotten anew”: that is, the use of the passive brings before us not merely the fact of the new birth but its origination in the Father’s act. 


oujk ejk spora'" fqarth'" ajlla; ajfqartou', not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible] St Peter goes on to make a further appeal to the source of the new state of existence. It was oujk ejk spora'" fqarth'" ajlla; ajfqavrtou. It is a disputed question whether sporav, G5076, means, as usual, “sowing,” or concretely “seed.” In the one case we have to join the substantive with adjectives not strictly congruous with it, in the other to give it an unusual sense. It seems best to adopt the latter alternative, but not as though sporav, G5076, meant exactly the same as spevrma, G5065, or even spovro", G5078; it is used rather in a quasi-collective sense, in accordance with a frequent use of abstract substantives. Philo, De praem. et poen., 2 (ii.410) in like manner says, th;n dj ajnagkaiotavthn spora;n ejpiskeptevon, h}n oJ poihth;" ajretwvsh/ cwvra/ katevspeire, logikh'/ yuch'/. Tauvth" dj oJ prw'to" spovro" ejsti;n ejlpiv", and presently to hope he adds repentance and righteousness, evidently as various spovroi making up the one sporav, G5076. Here there can be no idea of separate seeds, but the word may be chosen to express a seed which, though in one sense sown once for all, was also imparted by a continuous and perpetual sowing. This sense agrees well with what follows. The new life of the Christians was being constantly renewed from its original source, a living stream from the living God. Cf. Ep. ad Diogn. App. 11, Ou|to" oJ ajpj ajrch'", oJ kaino;" fanei;" kai; palaio;" euJreqeiv", kai; pavntote nevo" ejn aJgivwn kardivai" gennwvmeno". The nearest parallel to the phrase on its positive side, ajnagegennhmevnoi...ejk spora'"...ajfqavrtou, is St John’s remarkable language (1 John 3:9) pa'" oJ gegennhmevno" ejk tou' qeou' aJmartivan ouj poiei', o{ti spevrma aujtou' ejn aujtw'/ mevnei. God is represented as implanting in man somewhat of His own nature, making human nature in a true sense not godlike merely, but derivatively divine. 


dia; lovgou zw'nto" qeou' kai; mevnonto", through the word of God, who liveth and abideth] The Syrian text adds eij" to;n aijw'na from 1 Pet. 1:25. The order gives no help towards deciding whether zw'nto" and mevnonto" belong to lovgou or to qeou'. In either case zw'nto" is the primary attribute, mevnonto" the accessory. It is now commonly said that the context is decisive for lovgou, partly on the ground that dia; lovgou zw'nto" answers well to ejk spora'" ajfqavrtou, partly because the following quotation contains the words to; rJh'ma Kurivou mevnei eij" to;n aijw'na. On the other hand Dan. 6:26 supplies us with the peculiar combination of mevnwn and zw'n with qeov", G2536, —aujto;" gavr ejstin qeo;" mevnwn kai; zw'n eij" genea;" genew'n e{w" tou' aijw'no". This might no doubt be an accidental coincidence; and we cannot lay much stress on the absence of a similar combination with lovgo", G3364, elsewhere, since in this connexion lovgo" zw'n would not be an unnatural phrase (it occurs later, Heb. 4:12; and cf. Deut. 32:47 LXX. John 6:63; Acts 7:38), and mevnwn might come from 1 Pet. 1:25 (cf. Ps. 118:89 diamevnei). But the presumption suggested by the coincidence is confirmed on the whole by the sense. The contrast to oujk ejk spora'" fqarth'" is rather enhanced than weakened by referring the abidingness of the new life at once to its highest source, not to the intermediate channel. The very presence of the word zw'nto" may remind us that the lovgo", G3364, or speech of God, here referred to as the instrument of a regeneration, cannot be a merely concrete word spoken once for all and then owing its permanence to memory, record, or perpetual validity. It is in effect God Himself speaking, speaking not once only, but with renewed utterance, kindling life not by a recollection but by a present power. On the whole then St Peter seems to have meant “by a word of a living and abiding God.” 


What then is the “word” meant? The peculiar phrase ajnagegennhmevnoi...dia; lovgou cannot but remind us of James 1:18, boulhqei;" ajpekuvhsen hJma'" lovgw/ ajlhqeiva", eij" to; ei\nai hJma'" ajparchvn tina tw'n aujtou' (or eJautou', G1571) ktismavtwn, a passage which was probably in St Peter’s mind. It does not follow however that they had the same meaning, and St Peter here throws more light on St James than vice versa. St James is apparently speaking of the original creation of man, which, in virtue of its special circumstances and of the Divine image, was not a creation only but, by a Divine begetting, a word or utterance of God entering into man and making him capable of apprehending truth. St Peter on the other hand speaks not directly of mankind but of Christians, and not directly of the original Divine birth but of the Divine new birth. The link between them is the idea that the new birth is a restoration of that which was at the beginning, so that the true Christian, and he alone, is the true man. Each view is complementary to the other and needs the other, and it is doubtless the Divine word uttered in Christ that suggested to St James the in itself paradoxical phrase lovgw/ ajlhqeiva" in reference to the creation of man. 


In interpreting St Peter we have no right to limit lovgo", G3364, to the particular tidings preached by those to whom the Asiatics owed their conversion; this is expressed by rJh'ma, G4839, as we shall see presently. It is God’s whole utterance of Himself in His incarnate Son, the written or spoken record of this utterance or of any part of it being a word only in a secondary sense. Through whatsoever channel the knowledge of what had come to pass in Judaea reached the hearts of the Asiatics, it was through the new voice speaking from heaven by these media that they awoke into a new life. 


The true relation between the two clauses oujk ejk spora'" k.t.l. and dia; lovgou k.t.l. is best understood by taking them as parallel to each other, and expressing the same fundamental truth by different images. Virtually then sporav, G5076, and lovgo", G3364, are the same thing seen in different lights. Lovgo" is of course not used in the sense which it ultimately reaches in St John. Its use here follows that of the later parts of the O.T. (as Ps. 106:20; 147:15, 18), out of which arose the more concrete use which we find in the Targums, and so that of St John and also of Philo (cf. Westcott, Introd. to St John’s Gospel, pp. xvi.—xviii.). It thus illustrates St John’s sense, and shews how naturally it arose, though not itself to be confounded with it. 


What now is the connexion of the whole verse with what precedes? Evidently it supplies the reason or ground for the exhortation in 1 Pet. 1:22; but how this lastingness of the source of the new life was to be so taken is not obvious. The answer lies, I believe, chiefly in the true force of ejktenw'", G1757. All genuine love is a principle and is founded on the perception of a permanent relation, as opposed to the self-pleasing casual and short-lived impulses which have but an imperfect right to the name of love.  jEktenw'" expresses the manifested character of such a genuine love: it is steady and unremitting. The birth from above is the only consistent and rational justification of such a love; and the everflowing stream of life from above, from the living and abiding God, at once demands this character in love and renders it possible. It is the life of God in man which raises the love of man for man to its highest power. Nay, St John goes a step further, and teaches us that any love which we are enabled to shew is at last God’s love received “in us” and reflected from us (1 John 4:7, 16, 19; cf. 3:15). If He were only an abiding essence, but not Himself a living God, we could not speak of Him as loving. The two adjectives together mark the steadfastness of Christian love as a reflexion of that which we are taught to recognise in Himself. 


24. diovti, G1484, because] The full form of the causal o{ti, G4022, has been already used by St Peter in introducing a quotation in 1 Pet. 1:16, and is again used for the same purpose in 2:6. The Apostle here quotes II Isa. 40:6-8. 


In the quotation three unimportant variations of reading may be noted. An early, probably Alexandrian, text wrongly omits wJ", G6055, before covrto", G5965, in accordance with the LXX. For aujth'" after dovxa, G1518, the Syrian text substitutes ajnqrwvpou, again with the leading LXX. texts. And both this and an earlier, probably Alexandrian, text add aujtou' after a[nqo", G470, doubtless to bring out explicitly here the sense of a[nqo" covrtou just above. The true text of St Peter follows generally the LXX. and agrees with it in omitting vs. 7b of the Hebrew text. The differences are three, the addition of wJ", G6055, the substitution of aujth'" (as in the Hebrew) for ajnqrwvpou, as already mentioned, and the substitution of Kurivou for tou' qeou' hJmw'n. It is however by no means certain that St Peter did not find all these changes already made in the text of the LXX. which he used. In quoting Isaiah Cyprian and one or two other Latin Fathers, who used a translation of the LXX. have ejus [not to cite Orig. De Orat. xvii. (i.226), who does not distinctly say whence he quotes]; there is still more authority (cursives and Fathers) for Kurivou; perhaps even a little for wJ", G6055. 


What however is the special force of this full quotation here? Phrases out of the first four lines are used by St James (James 1:10, 11) with obvious appropriateness, while he passes over the last contrasted line, which is on the other hand to St Peter the saying to which all else leads up. But why does St Peter quote more than that one last line? If, as is often tacitly assumed, the whole purpose of the quotation is to find Scriptural authority for attributing lastingness to the Divine word spoken of in 1 Pet. 1:23, it is incredible that he should have cumbered his quotation with such irrelevant matter as vs. 24 then would be. We can hardly find an answer then without bearing in mind, not a single phrase, but the whole passage. But first we must look at the quotation. The words themselves we shall have to consider presently; but to understand their full force we must notice the associations belonging to their original context. The words come from the opening of the second great division of the book which bears Isaiah’s name, the part of the O.T. which has preeminently the character of a Gospel. The prophecy begins with the message of pardon and restoration to captive and exiled Israel; it goes on to the voice proclaiming the preparation of a way for Jehovah’s return to His land through the wilderness, the revealing of His glory, and the seeing of it by all flesh together; thirdly, it speaks of a voice bidding the prophet cry, and giving him for his theme the perishableness of all flesh even as grass, nay, of the very people; but setting against this the abidingness of Jehovah’s word, and therefore the sureness of His promise. The work spoken of, as coming to pass in virtue of this word of Jehovah, was to be in effect an ajnagevnnhsi", the awaking of a new life: compare what is said of the word in Isa. 55:10, 11. 


The application of these thoughts to St Peter’s subject is not difficult. Human life, as seen on its purely natural side, is to him as the grass, with a life and brightness of its own, but all momentary and transient. The “seed” from which it springs is corruptible (ejk spora'" fqarth'"). Its fitting embodiment is that manner of living which the Asiatic Christians had inherited from their heathen forefathers, and which he has just called “vain,” “futile” (1 Pet. 1:18 th'" mataiva" uJmw'n ajnastrofh'" patroparadovtou). To this perishableness of the attractive world around them, and of that in themselves which sought satisfaction in that world, he opposes the new and ever springing life into which they had been born by hearing and receiving a word of the living God, and the sure promise which it contained. 


pa'sa savrx, all flesh] The Hebrew has the article here, probably referring back to the previous verse, which has no article; just as the article in Gen. 7:15, the only other place where it occurs in this phrase, probably refers back to 6:19. The LXX. drops it, and as St Peter does not quote the preceding verse it would have no force here. The force of savrx, G4922, in this O.T. phrase has nothing to do with uncleanness or any kind of evil, but consists in weakness and helplessness (cf. Ps. 77:39). The phrase itself “all flesh” has a curious distribution; Gen., the story of the Flood (Gen. 6-9); the phrase “God of the spirits of all flesh” (Num. 16:22; 27:16), and three other verses of the Pentateuch [Lev. 17:14; Num. 18:15; Deut. 5:26], Job2, Psalms3, Joel1, and a few places in the later prophets. It denotes sometimes all mankind, sometimes (chiefly in the Pentateuch) all mankind and the animal creation together. In the prophets it usually refers chiefly to mankind as external to Israel. These various shades of meaning all meet in the heathen world as it would appear to St Peter. 


wJ" covrto", is as grass] The inserted wJ", G6055, merely softens the strong Hebrew phrase by marking it expressly as an image. Covrto" is the most common word for grass in the LXX. 

kai; pa'sa dovxa aujth'", and all the glory thereof] Dovxa stands here in the LXX. for ds,j&,, H2876, which everywhere else means mercy, grace in the ethical sense; compare the double sense of ˆje, H2834. The other Greek translators have e[leo", G1799: but doubtless the LXX. is substantially right, though the Hebrew implies rather winningness, attractiveness, and the Greek rather splendour and that which invites admiration. In Isa. 28:1, 4 we have similar language. The significance of the word here in either modification of sense consists in the attractiveness and pride which made heathen life in Greek cities of that time a real temptation to men wavering in their spiritual allegiance. 


wJ" a[nqo" covrtou, as the flower of grass] Covrtou was here introduced by the LXX. the Hebrew having “the field” (which the LXX. retains in the parallel passage Ps. 102:15 (103:15)). Doubtless not the inconspicuous flowers of the grasses are meant, but the bright flowers which grow among the grass and seem to the eye to belong to it. 


ejxhravnqh oJ covrto", the grass withereth] This verb, the virtually constant and the exact rendering of vbey:, H3312, expresses the drying up of the juices of the grass, and of the freshness which is fed by them. Such, St Peter means, would soon be found the drying up of the life which seemed to animate the heathen mode of existence. 


kai; to; a[nqo" ejxevpesen, and the flower wasteth] The Hebrew lben:, H5570, expresses not falling off, but fading or wasting, specially of leaves, sometimes (as here and Isa. 28:1, 4 (see above)) of flowers. It has great variety of rendering in the LXX. In Job 14:2; 15:33 ejkpivptw, G1738, (rendering two other Hebrew words) means to fall off, and so it possibly does here. But both pivptw, G4406, and ejkpivptw, G1738, have in ordinary Greek so much of the general sense of failure or waste (cf. Sir. 31:7) that no more may be intended than fading away. As the grass was like the heathen life itself, so the flower of grass was the bright bloom of attractiveness or glory which it wore to those who did not look beyond the present moment. To see the full force of the image we must remember the brilliancy of the flowers which shine among the thin short-lived grass of spring in the Levant, such as anemones, tulips, and poppies. “Of all the ordinary aspects of the country” of Palestine, says Stanley (Sinai and Palestine, p. 139, cf. p. 99), “this blaze of scarlet colour is perhaps the most peculiar.” 


The Greek tense (ejxhravnqh, ejxevpesen) is the literal translation of the Hebrew perfect (or preterite), which here is the “perfect of experience,” used in comparisons respecting that which has been often observed. This literal rendering happens to be also good idiomatic Greek for the same sense, viz. the gnomic aorist (, G. G. § 386, 7, 8; Goodwin, Moods and Tenses, § 30). In the N.T. there is apparently no trace of this aorist except in James 1:11, where language is borrowed from the same verse of Isaiah, and less distinctly in James 1:24. 


25. to; de; rJh'ma Kurivou, But the word of the Lord] The substitution of Kurivou for tou' qeou' hJmw'n hardly affects the sense. Kurivou without the article must be taken, as in most cases, for Jehovah, i.e. the God of Israel, “our God.” The word is the word of promise, the declaration that God has not forgotten His people, but is coming to their deliverance, while on the other hand the deliverance can take full effect only by their hearkening to the word and obeying it. 


mevnei eij" to;n aijw'na, abideth for ever] The Hebrew ( µWqy:from µWq, H7756) is even stronger, “standeth (or shall stand) for ever.” Thus the same verb with hJ boulhv is rendered sthvsetai Isa. 46:10, and meivnh/, menei' 7:7; 32:8. The tense is perhaps the future (menei' rather than mevnei), as one or two Latin fathers have it in Isaiah. 


tou'to dev ejstin to; rJh'ma to; eujaggelisqe;n eij" uJma'", And this is the word of good tidings which was preached (reaching even) to you] These last four words, as the aorist shews, unquestionably refer back to the time when the Gospel was preached to the Asiatics, and thus became the beginning of a new life by the thoughts and feelings which it awoke within them. Eij" uJma'" has exactly the same force as in 1 Pet. 1:4, 10; not by any means equivalent to uJmi'n, but expressing at once destination for the Asiatic Gentiles and the fact that the Gospel reached even to them. 


Eujaggelisqevn is an allusion to the fact that the Christian message was distinctly called by our Lord Himself “The Gospel,” but an allusion only. It links together what there was in common between this distinctive Gospel and the word to which Isaiah refers, for his next verse (Isa. 40:9) contains the verb twice over. The sense is not “the word of the Gospel which was proclaimed,” but “the word which with its good tidings was proclaimed,” or, as R.V. paraphrases it, “the word of good tidings which was preached.” St Peter then must by no means be understood as saying that what Isaiah meant by the word of Jehovah was the historical Gospel of Jesus Christ which should be proclaimed centuries later: this would have been a difficult doctrine indeed. What he does mean is rather to carry back the Gospel than to carry forward the ancient word. The Gospel was in its essence that one Word or utterance of God which was from of old and shall abide for ever, the declaration of an unchangeable purpose formed before the world began. 


It will be observed that in 1 Pet. 1:23 St Peter says dia; lovgou, and then in support appeals to a passage of the LXX. which contains rJh'ma, G4839, which word again he himself appropriates in his own final comment. Yet it would be a mistake to suppose that he uses the words indifferently. The LXX. is somewhat loose in its choice between them, using here and in many other places rJh'ma, G4839, to render rb;D:, H1821, when we might have expected lovgo", G3364; and it seems most probable that here St Peter first, when (in 1 Pet. 1:23) he wrote independently, chose out the best word, though he subsequently (in vs. 25) accepted the other from the LXX. The difference of these words is fundamentally this, that rJh'ma, G4839, is the concrete expression of lovgo", G3364. Lovgo" is speech in relation to the speaker, and so to the meaning in his mind which he wishes to convey: rJh'ma, G4839, is the definite articulate word or words as uttered by the tongue or written by the pen. This fundamental difference often resolves itself into the relation of whole and parts, or of what is generic and what is individual: the one speech is expressed by a plurality of successive words or sayings, and in one sense is made up of them. So Philo Leg. All. iii.61 (i.122) on Deut. 8:3, to; me;n ga;r stovma suvmbolon tou' lovgou, to; de; rJh'ma mevro" aujtou': trevfetai de; tw'n me;n teleiotevrwn hJ yuch; o{lw/ tw'/ lovgw/, ajgaphvsaimen dj a]n hJmei'" eij kai; mevrei trafeivhmen aujtou'. Here too the fundamental difference can be traced, though it is not conspicuous. In relation to the birth into a new life St Peter uses that term which carries us nearest to the original Divine source, and most nearly stands for God Himself speaking: on the other hand, in 1 Pet. 1:25 he is able to adopt rJh'ma, G4839, with the greater fitness because it well suits the Gospel message as a definite expression, and as the most definite expression, of the one abiding Word of God. Compare the difficult passage Acts 10:36 ff., with its lovgon in vs. 36 (from Ps. 107:20) followed by its rJh'ma, G4839, in Acts 10:37 f. for the sum of the events of Gospel history. 


1 Pet. 2:1. With this chapter we begin, not indeed a new section, but a new portion of the section which reaches from 1 Pet. 1:13 to 2:10. The four verses 1:22-25 are in one sense a sequel to what precedes, in another parenthetical. They have expounded the intimate necessity by which a true obedient holiness towards God involves earnestness and sincerity of mutual love among those to whom God has revealed Himself. St Peter now returns to the main stream of his exhortation, and passes back, through a word of teaching as to the true kind of food to be desired for the heart and mind, to themes more closely concerned with the direct relation of the Christians to God, in connexion with what in 1 Pet. 1:13 he had called “the grace brought to them in the unveiling of Jesus Christ.” 


 jApoqevmenoi ou\n, Putting away therefore] “Therefore,” i.e. because this sincerity and this strenuousness of love are involved in the new life imparted by the word of the living and abiding God. 


ajpoqevmenoi need not, and probably here does not, definitely mean, stripping off as clothing. It is applied to any kind of rejection, specially of what is in any way connected with the person, body or mind, whether clothing, or the hair (shaved by certain priests, Plut. ii.352 C D: cf. 42 B, ei[ ti tw'n ojclhrw'n ajpoteqeimevnh kai; perittw'n ejlafrotevra gevgone kai; hJdivwn ªhJ yuchvº, the metaphor being taken from a man leaving the barber), or a mental quality (ib. 60 E, ajpoqevsqai t. pollh;n ejpieivkeian kai; t. a[kairon e[leon kai; ajsuvmforon), anger, indolence, falsehood, pride, enmity. In the N.T. its use here may be compared with that in four passages of St Paul, at least three of which evidently do imply that the figure is taken from clothing (Rom. 13:12, ajpoqwvmeqa ta; e[rga tou' skovtou" contrasted with ejnduswvmeqa ta; o{pla t. fwtov": Eph. 4:22, ajpoqevsqai uJma'"...to;n palaio;n a[nqrwpon contrasted with ejnduvsasqai to;n kaino;n a[nqrwpon and vs. 25 dio; ajpoqevmenoi to; yeu'do": Col. 3:5 ff. (the nearest to this), nekrwvsate ta; mevlh ta; ejpi; th'" gh'", porneivan k.t.l....ejn oi|" kai; uJmei'"...nuni; de; ajpovqesqe kai; uJmei'" ta; pavnta, ojrghvn k.t.l. followed by ajpekdusavmenoi to;n palaio;n a[nqrwpon...kai; ejndusavmenoi to;n nevon k.t.l.): note also James 1:21 dio; ajpoqevmenoi pa'san rJuparivan kai; perisseivan kakiva", a passage which, as we shall see, is closely connected with this, the idea there being rather of purging away defilements and excrescences; compare also the substantive ajpovqesi", G629, in 1 Pet. 3:21 (ouj sarko;" ajpovqesi" rJuvpou). Here we may take it in perfect generality as “putting away” (R.V.). 


pa'san kakivan, all malice] Moral kakiva, G2798, in classical Greek, the opposite of ajrethv, G746, includes all kinds of vice, and when it has a more special reference it denotes cowardice. But several compounds, especially kakohvqh", kakovnou", a[kako" (cf. Leop. Schmidt, Eth. d. alt. Gr. i.350f.; Trench, Synonyms § xi.), betray a latent inclination to associate kakov", G2805, more particularly with a malicious disposition, much as we sometimes use “vicious” in a similar restricted sense, and at length in the N.T. (perhaps also 2 Macc. 4:4) kakiva, G2798, itself is found as “malice”; not indeed in Matt. 6:34; Acts 8:22; but in most or all of the six passages in which St Paul uses the word; in James 1:21 just quoted, here, and perhaps in 1 Pet. 2:16. In Rom. 1:29; Col. 3:8 it stands in a list of vices, in Titus 3:3 it is coupled with fqovno", G5784, and in James 1:21 it is associated with ojrgh; ajndrov" and implicitly opposed to prau?th". Suidas has the note, probably taken from some Father, kakiva dev ejstin hJ tou' kakw'sai to;n pevla" spoudh; para; tw'/ ajpostovlw/. See also below on dovlo", G1515. Pa'san kakivan was probably suggested by Eph. 4:31, where su;n pavsh/ kakiva/ stands at the end of a sentence beginning with an enumeration of pikriva, qumov" k.t.l.; compare James 1:21 pa'san perisseivan kakiva". The meaning seems to be “every kind and form of malice,” the malice which hides itself under specious names as well as that which is open. 


kai; pavnta dovlon kai; uJpovkrisin, and all guile and hypocrisy (hypocrisies)] There is a doubt here whether we should read uJpovkrisin (with B [?  ac], the three early versions (lat.vt. (quotations) me. syr.) and Clem. or uJpokrivsei" with  aAC and later MSS. lat.vg. syr. hl. arm. Thphyl. Oec. Standing between substantives in the singular and substantives in the plural, either form would be easily corrupted into the other. In favour of uJpokrivsei" it may be said that the singular once begun was more likely to be carried on by transcribers and translators than the plural carried back, Clement and several versions having indeed the singular throughout (a* pa'san katalaliavn). On the other hand there is a propriety in coupling together dovlon and uJpovkrisin under pavnta, and leaving the plural fqovnou" as a separate member. Either reading can be defended, though perhaps the plural is the safer. 


Deceit and hypocrisy (or simulation) are evidently cognate, while deceit would usually have more direct reference to others, i.e. the persons deceived. Malice on the one hand, deceit (or deceit and hypocrisy) on the other are the two chief types of the vices inconsistent with such a love of the brethren as St Peter has been inculcating above. He thus in a manner repeats negatively here what he had said positively there. His mention of dovlo", G1515, here goes along with its occurrence in two of his weightiest quotations from the O.T., II Isa. 53:9 quoted in 1 Pet. 2:22 (note vs. 21 uJmi'n uJpolimpavnwn uJpogrammovn k.t.l.) and Ps. 33:14 (34:14) quoted in 1 Pet. 3:10.  JUpovkrisi" we have had virtually already in 1:22 where ajnupovkrito", G537, is added to filadelfiva, G5789, as St Paul combines it with ajgavph, G27, (Rom. 12:9; 2 Cor. 6:6). It does not itself occur in any of St Paul’s moral exhortations or lists of vices (only in two as it were accidental passages, Gal. 2:13; 1 Tim. 4:2) and comes rather from our Lord’s own words. 


kai; fqovnou", and envyings] The plural in a manner replaces pavnta; envyings of various kinds, relating to various advantages; but all having the same effect, the destruction of brotherhood. 


kai; pavsa" katalaliav", and all evil speakings] Here the variety of forms is doubly emphasised by the plural and by pavsa". The most direct antecedent here is probably James 4:11, with its thrice repeated verb (in 1 Pet. 2:12; 3:16 not mutual but external calumniation is spoken of). We have also the adjective katalavlou" in the list of heathen vices in Rom. 1:30, and the substantive in the list of vices which St Paul feared to find among the Corinthians (2 Cor. 12:20). The verb, after two places in Aristophanes (Ran. 752; Bekker, Anecd. i. p. 102.15), is late only, and rare except in the Bible and Fathers; the adjective and substantive unknown in classical literature. 


The connexion between this verse and the next is that the putting away of all malice & c. is to be in preparation for that which is bidden in the next verse, just as in 1 Pet. 1:13 the girding of the loins of the mind (ajnazwsavmenoi) was to be in preparation for setting hope on the grace there spoken of. It was only by the abandonment of these intrusive evil ways that it was possible for the Divinely implanted hunger of the spirit, described in the next verse, to be felt in its proper power. 


2. wJ" ajrtigevnnhta brevfh, as newborn babes]  jArtigevnnhto" a late and also rare word, replacing neognov". The authority for the reading ajrtigevnhta is insufficient: otherwise it would seem the more probable. 


This is the only place where brevfh is used figuratively, nhvpioi being commonly so used. 


There can be little doubt that St Peter is referring to the birth spoken of in 1 Pet. 1:23. But we have to ask why he chooses language which seems to imply a very recent accession to the true faith, though many of those to whom he wrote must have been Christians of long standing in 63 or 64 A.D. The phrase is naturally dwelt on by those who assign to the Epistle a very early date. Apart however from other difficulties about an early date, the explanation of the peculiarity is certainly not to be found in external chronology, with which the following words to; logiko;n a[dolon gavla ejpipoqhvsate can have nothing to do. In both the other passages of the N.T. where the figure of milk is used for the spiritual sustenance of Christians, 1 Cor. 3:2 f. and Heb. 5:12 ff., it is distinctly contrasted with the strong meat fit for them of full age, and both Corinthians and Hebrews are found fault with for being still incapable of profiting by more than milk; while here on the other hand milk alone is set forth to be desired. But this difference cannot be due to an earlier stage of Christian experience; for the next clause i{na...swthrivan looks forward to the highest progress without any hint that the milk was soon to give way to another kind of food, and the emphatic preceding words to; logiko;n a[dolon shew that stress does not lie on milk as contrasted with stronger food. If then, as is probable enough, the image was suggested by the thought of the original passage out of heathenism into the Christian faith, yet the sense of the verse as a whole marks the new birth implied in ajrtigevnnhta as perpetually renewed and therefore always recent. The words which I quoted on 1 Pet. 1:23 from the appendix to Ep. ad Diognetum 11 apply completely here: He who was from the beginning, who appeared as new (kainov", G2785) and was found to be of old (palaiov", G4094), was indeed pavntote nevo" ejn aJgivwn kardivai" gennwvmeno". And further, the renewed birth carried with it a renewed infancy in no wise inconsistent with full manhood. Christ’s own words “Except ye turn and become as the little children” (Matt. 18:3; whether or not ta; paidiva there spoken of could be called brevfh) were not to be exhausted by a single “turning.” Compare Aug. Conf. vii.18: Verbum caro factum est ut infantiae nostrae lactesceret sapientia tua, per quam creasti omnia. 


Brevfh, in Homer unborn babes, are afterwards children at the breast. Among the Jews this lasted some two or even three years (cf. 2 Macc. 7:27; Ev. de Nat. Mariae, vi. in Tischendorf, Evang. Apocr. p. 109; cf. Winer, Bibl. . sub voce Kinder, p. 657). Philo, Vit. Moys. i.6 (ii.84), after describing the earlier stages of Moses’s education speaks of him as h[dh tou;" o{rou" th'" brefikh'" hJlikiva" uJperbaivnwn. 


to; logiko;n a[dolon gavla, the spiritual guileless milk] An unquestionably difficult phrase. The familiar rendering “milk of the word” is simply impossible. The qualitative adjective logikovn could never stand for the definite genitive tou' lovgou, though that idea, naturally suggested by the preceding verses, early found favour. Logikov", not used in either the LXX. or Apocrypha, stands elsewhere in the N.T. only in Rom. 12:1, parasth'sai ta; swvmata uJmw'n qusivan zw'san aJgivan tw'/ qew'/ eujavreston, th;n logikh;n latreivan uJmw'n: and that St Peter had that passage in mind here is made probable by the similarity of its contents to his own words three verses later on (1 Pet. 2:5), ajnenevgkai pneumatika;" qusiva" eujprosdevktou" qew'/ dia;  jIhsou' Cristou', where pneumatikov", G4461, replaces logikov", G3358. In classical Greek logikov", G3358, had two chief senses, derived from the common and from a derivative sense of lovgo", G3364, “belonging to speech” and “belonging to reason.” With the first we have evidently nothing to do, on the assumption that “milk of the word” cannot be intended. The second on the other hand requires careful attention. Logikov" in the sense “rational” is not used by Plato or Aristotle: but much of its subsequent force was prepared for by a famous passage of the Timaeus (90 A), in which Plato speaks of the supreme element of the soul as a daivmwn, G1230, given to each man by God, raising us toward our kindred in heaven, as being ourselves not of earthly but of heavenly growth. The new use of the adjective logikov", G3358, comes from the Stoics, and especially from their favourite definition of man as logiko;n zw'/on, a rational animal. From them it passed into general use. Philo has it often. Thus (De profug. 13, 1.556) he speaks of the Father of all as entrusting the creation of the mortal part of the soul to subordinate powers in imitation of His own fashioning of to; logiko;n ejn hJmi'n: and so often. What is however especially to be noticed is that the logikovn of the soul was distinguished from its passionate and its appetitive elements, in accordance with Plato’s famous distinction, and thus came to be associated with that control of the passions and appetites which was regarded as distinctively human. Thus Plutarch, in a passage (ii.132 A) which well illustrates St Peter, deprecates the use of animal food as the principal diet, urging that as a rule use should be made of other foods more natural, he says, to the body, and which less deaden th'" yuch'" to; logikovn: in at least two other places he opposes to; logikovn to to; paqhtikovn (ii.38 A, 61 D), and again he identifies it with to; eu[takton as opposed to to; taracw'de" (ii.1026 C). To the same purport at a later time Eusebius, in a strain evidently not borrowed from the N.T., speaks (H. E. i.2, 19) of the wild lawless men before the Flood as corrupting ta; logika; kai; h{mera th'" ajnqrwvpwn yuch'" spevrmata: and again of Constantine (Vita Const. iv.5, 2: cf. Laud. Const. vii.13) as sometimes taming the wild Scythians logikai'" presbeivai" (rational approaches (?)), changing them from a lawless and bestial life ejpi; to; logiko;n kai; novmimon: and again Laud. Const. xvii.6 of logika;" trofa;" yucai'" logikai'" katallhvlou". These examples quite suffice to set aside whatever presumption against this interpretation might arise from the undoubted fact that the substantive lovgo", G3364, never means “reason” in the N.T. Accordingly all the Latins have rationabile or rationale. Both the positive and the negative bearings of the word are in place here. The positive, because the invisible food which Christians were to long for could not be one which left reason unnourished: it must be food capable of sustaining those powers by which man beholds truth, and becomes capable of wisdom. The negative meaning of the word has still more obviously a place here, because the former antithesis to the heathen life is still kept in mind. The food which nourished reason is also the food which directly or indirectly would calm down passion and appetite, the ruling powers of humanity in the heathen life, not indeed according to the teaching of the better heathen wisdom, but according to the maxims and instincts of ordinary heathen life. Thus we have here in this word an echo of thoughts that have recurred here and there in the whole paragraph, in 1 Pet. 1:13 ajnazwsavmenoi ta;" ojsfuva" th'" dianoiva" uJmw'n, and again especially nhvfonte" teleivw"; in vs. 14 mh; sunschm. tai'" provteron ejn th'/ ajgnoiva/ uJmw'n ejpiqumivai"; and in vs. 22 in th'/ uJpakoh'/ th'" ajlhqeiva". 


 [Adolo", guileless, is sometimes applied to wine and other objects in the sense “unadulterated,” and doubtless that sense is contemplated here. Those who assume logikovn to refer to the Word of the Gospel naturally take a[dolon to mean unmixed with false doctrine and otherwise unfalsified (cf. 2 Cor. 4:2, mh; peripatou'nte" ejn panourgiva/ mhde; dolou'nte" to;n lovgon tou' qeou'). But both the context 

and the form of expression (to; logiko;n a[dolon gavla, on which see below) render it unlikely that St Peter means to contrast a[dolon gavla with other milk which is adulterated. He is thinking only of the child at its mother’s breast, and to him milk is, as such, the kind of food which by the nature of the case cannot be adulterated. This, he implies, is the characteristic of the spiritual sustenance which proceeds directly from God Himself. The guile (dovlo", G1515) implied in adulteration is doubtless thought of in the use of the word usually meaning “guileless,” probably not without an indirect opposition to pavnta dovlon in the preceding verse: in 1 Pet. 2:22 St Peter, in Isaiah’s words, says of Christ that no “guile” (dovlo", G1515) was found in his mouth. But the deceitful mixture intended must be rather moral than formally doctrinal: it must be mixture with disguised elements derived from heathen ways of thinking. 


What then after all is the milk intended? The definite article before logikovn cannot naturally be taken as bidding them choose out for their longing such milk as is logikovn and a[dolon. It must therefore mean “that logiko;n a[dolon milk” of which they knew well already. This could only be a Divine grace or spirit coming directly from above. Newly born from above, they must also seek their nourishment from above, at once life and light, power and wisdom; what St John (1 John 2:20, 27) by another figure calls “the anointing from the Holy One, which is true and is no falsehood.” “If we were regenerated unto Christ,” says Clement (Paed. i.6, p. 127 ed. Potter), “He who regenerated us nourishes us with His own milk, the Word; for every thing which gives birth to aught else seems at once to supply nourishment to its offspring.” Such Divine influence would come to them only in the turning of their own hearts and minds in directions according with what they knew to be Divine purposes, i.e. in that turning which in the already cited passage of Romans (Rom. 12:2) is called an ajnakaivnwsi" tou' noo;" eij" to; dokimavzein tiv to; qevlhma tou' qeou', to; ajgaqo;n kai; eujavreston kai; tevleion. 


This interpretation harmonises with the probable sense of the difficult corresponding verse of James (James 1:21), where the e[mfuto" lovgo" to be received cannot without serious violence to language be taken for any external word, Gospel or other, but must mean God’s voice within. Nor is it impossible that this e[mfuto" lovgo" of St James suggested the choice of word here. St James’s use of lovgo", G3364, is in fact a link between the ordinary biblical use of the word and its secondary sense as “reason,” in connexion with which, as we have seen, logikov", G3358, as used here must be interpreted. The rational or spiritual element in man, or whatever else we call it, is to St James God’s word in man, God speaking within. Cf. Ath., Or. contra Gent. 30-34. 


Thus the rendering “spiritual” (R.V.) contains only a part of the meaning of logikovn: but no single word is satisfactory. “Reasonable” is vague and ambiguous, and “rational,” though literally correct, suggests wrong associations. 


ejpipoqhvsate, long for] A word much used (with its derivatives) by St Paul, occurring also in the enigmatic quotation in James 4:5, often expresses strong desire of any kind. But in St Paul it always refers to the longing for the presence of absent friends, except in 2 Cor. 5:2 (the longing for new habitations already provided in the heavens, the true and proper body). In St James it is God’s yearning after the spirit which He set to dwell in man. So here the word was probably chosen to suggest that the milk was the true appointed food, not simply the best among many, but the one which had the prerogative of a kind of natural affinity. To long for this milk was to follow an instinct, but an instinct easily overridden by perverse cravings such as those of malice, guile, hypocrisy, envy, and evil speaking, and so needing to be cultivated. 


On the whole clause the fifth and sixth chapters of Clem. Paed. i. are worth reading, though it is difficult to extract any single passage but the sentence quoted above, and the whole discussion of the relation of Christ as the Word to men as partakers of Divine milk is fanciful and confused. 


i{na ejn aujtw'/ aujxhqh'te eij" swthrivan, that thereby ye may grow unto salvation] In some, by no means all, of the late MSS. but not in any early MS. or version eij" swthrivan is omitted. 


ejn aujtw'/ aujxhqh'te is doubtless founded on Eph. 4:15, ajlhqeuvonte" de; ejn ajgavph/ (the positive of what St Peter says negatively in 1 Pet. 2:1) aujxhvswmen eij" aujto;n ta; pavnta, where in the next verse (as also in Col. 2:19) we hear of the growth (au[xhsin) of all the body through the ejpicorhgiva, G2221, coming into it from its head, Christ. St Peter does not here dwell on the corporate life which is St Paul’s main point, though it is implied a little further on in 1 Pet. 2:5, and again in 4:10: but the ejpicorhgiva, G2221, of St 


Paul (cf. Gal. 3:5; Phil. 1:19) answers to what St Peter calls milk. 


ejn aujtw'/ is “in the power of it,” “in virtue of it.” In putting forward growth as a definite purpose, St Peter marked the strongly practical and ethical character of the Gospel as he conceived it; all is to tend to the strengthening and development of character towards perfection. 


The addition of eij" swthrivan (answering to to;n dunavmenon sw'sai ta;" yuca;" uJmw'n said by St James (James 1:21) of “the inborn word”) does not change the character of the purpose. Salvation in the fullest sense is but the completion of God’s work upon men, the successful end of their probation and education. 


3. eij ejgeuvsasqe o{ti crhsto;" oJ kuvrio", if ye have tasted that the Lord is good] For eij, G1623, many authorities read ei[per, G1642, (not used in N.T. except by St Paul), with the same sense more definitely expressed. Eij with the aor. probably does not here mean “if at the time when you became Christians ye tasted,” but “if ever before now ye tasted”; cf. 1 Tim. 5:10, chvra katalegevsqw...eij ejteknotrovfhsen k.t.l. The words that follow come from Ps. 33:9 (34:9), geuvsasqe kai; i[dete o{ti crhsto;" oJ kuvrio", the kai; i[dete being omitted as less appropriate to what has preceded. In 1 Pet. 3:10-12 five verses of the same Psalm are definitely quoted. At first sight it might be thought that ejgeuvsasqe fixed crhstov", G5982, to the special sense which it sometimes has in reference to articles of food, marking them as of high quality, usually in soundness, but sometimes, it would seem, in flavour (cf. Luke 5:39 of wine). This however is fallacious. The Hebrew is merely b/f, H3202, “good”; and crhstov", G5982, is the usual (though not constant) rendering of  b/fwhen applied to Jehovah in the Psalms (e.g. Pss. 106:1; 107:1). If the Psalmist had any special reason for choosing the unusual word “taste” for “try,” “make experience,” it was probably that the next two verses refer to wants such as hunger: “there is no want to them that fear Him: the young lions do lack and suffer hunger: but they that seek the Lord shall not want any good thing”: and thus experience of God as the bountiful giver of food to all flesh might seem to be appropriately expressed by the word “taste.” An analogous feeling might have guided St Peter’s choice of the quotation: that is, his ejgeuvsasqe was meant to be specially appropriate with gavla, G1128, not with crhstov", G5982. Such past experience as the Asiatic Christians already had of the Divine milk would lead them up to a higher experience of the graciousness and goodness of Him from whom it came. Elsewhere in the N.T. this word when used of God usually expresses His gracious longsuffering (Luke 6:35; Rom. 2:4; and the substantive Rom. 2:4; 11:22 ter; Eph. 2:7), but in Titus 3:4 it has a somewhat wider sense, and so doubtless here, as His lovingkindness. 


A partial parallel to this clause occurs in Heb. 6:4, 5, with reference to Jews who in becoming Christians had had a genuine Christian experience, being enlightened with the new light from heaven, and “tasting of the heavenly gift...and tasting qeou' rJh'ma to be good” (kalovn being predicative, as R.V. mg.). The difference is that St Peter carries the experience a step higher. The passage at the same time illustrates the true sense of to; logiko;n a[dolon gavla, as being not any concrete teaching, but rather what is variously described as the heavenly gift, holy spirit, word of God, powers of the age to come. 


In the Psalm oJ kuvrio" stands for Jehovah, as it very often d o es, the LXX. inserting and omitting the article with kuvrio", G3261, on no apparent principle. On the other hand the next verse shews St Peter to have used oJ kuvrio" in its commonest though not universal N.T. sense, of Christ. It would be rash however to conclude that he meant to identify Jehovah with Christ. No such identification can be clearly made out in the N.T. St Peter is not here making a formal quotation, but merely borrowing O.T. language, and applying it in his own manner. His use, though different from that of the Psalm, is not at variance with it, for it is through the crhstovth", G5983, of the Son that the crhstovth", G5983, of the Father is clearly made known to Christians: “he that hath seen me hath seen the Father.” 


4. pro;" o}n prosercovmenoi, unto whom drawing nigh] These, at first sight easy words, are found to stand considerably in need of explanation when we see to what they lead. The rest of the sentence speaks of the Lord (o{n) solely as a living stone, evidently the cornerstone, and of those who are described as “drawing nigh to Him” as being built up a spiritual house. In this relation of cornerstone to other stones in a house there is nothing obviously answering to the relation between One to whom men draw nigh and those who draw nigh to Him, whether for worship or to obtain help or for any other purpose. The phrase itself on examination proves to be less usual than it looks. The familiar language about coming to Christ is entirely derived from Matt. 11:28 (deu'te prov" me) and a few verses of John 6 (John 6:35, 37, 44 f., 65), with one from the preceding (5:40), and one from the following (7:37) chapter (ejrc. prov"): compare 14:6, oujdei;" e[rcetai pro;" to;n patevra k.t.l. With the compound verb prosevrcomai, G4665, in the N.T. we find exclusively the simple dative, and even this usage, except when it is used for external physical approach, is confined to Hebrews (Heb. 4:16; 7:25; 11:6; cf. 10:1, 22 (abs.)), where it means approach for worship and prayer, as it often does in the LXX. chiefly for vg"n:, H5602 and br"q;, H7928, both meaning “draw near,” and often rendered by ejggivzw, G1581. The only places where prosevrcomai, G4665, with prov", G4639, followed by the name of God occurs in the LXX. are 1 Sam. 14:36, where it means approach for oracular consultation, and Ps. 33:6 (34:6), the very Psalm, that is, from which St Peter has just been borrowing. Three verses before the words geuvsasqe kai; i[dete o{ti crhsto;" oJ kuvrio" we read prosevlqate pro;" aujtovn (i.e. to;n kuvrion) kai; fwtivsqhte, kai; ta; provswpa uJmw'n ouj mh; kataiscunqh'/: and it is difficult not to think that these words (prosevlqate pro;" aujtovn) are here appropriated by St Peter. But in what sense? In the LXX. they are a mistranslation of the Heb.: “they looked ( WfyBihifrom fb'n:, H5564) unto Him.” The true sense of the Heb. here is not only interesting in itself, but apposite to our passage. The verb is but once elsewhere used of looking to God, and in that one place (Isa. 22:11) it is not a looking for help (see vs. 8 which suggested it). The Psalmist’s conception is that, in turning their faces towards God, they were lit up with the light shining from His face, so that the gloom disappeared: and this lightening of faces with the light of God’s face is analogous to the building up of the living stones in union with the living stone in heaven. But, though a sense of this analogy may have been present to St Peter’s mind, we have no right to look beyond the usual sense of prosercovmenoi, the word which he actually uses. Its difficulty consists in its suggestion of motion, where the image which follows suggests rest; and thus we might have expected rather proskeivmenoi as in II Isa. 56:3; Ezek. 37:16 (ejpj aujtovn,) 37:19. The true explanation doubtless lies in zw'nta and zw'nte". The union of the many living stones with the one living stone is not a quiescent juxtaposition effected once for all. It implies a perpetual conscious drawing nigh of the many stones to the one stone, made possible and made necessary by the fact that they live and that He lives. 


It deserves notice that the two verbs provskeimai (see above) and prosevrcomai, G4665, are used indifferently by the LXX. for the “sojourning” (sc. with the people of God), rWG, H1591, of a “sojourner,” rGE, H1731 (usually proshvluto", G4670, sometimes pavroiko", G4230: see Additional Note). This special application of prosevrcomai, G4665, both as a verb and as latent in proshvluto", G4670, understood (as late usage suggested) with reference to adhesion to the Jewish faith rather than settlement in the Jewish land, may well have here been present to St Peter’s mind. The Christians of Asia Minor were not only members of a new Dispersion, but were proselytes in a new sense, joined not only to a holy people, but to the manifested Christ its Head. 


livqon zw'nta, a living stone] Here we begin to touch a remarkable combination of ideas drawn from different passages of the O.T., all more or less completely quoted in 1 Pet. 2:7, 8. First we have Isa. 28:16, setting forth the cornerstone laid in Sion: from this passage St Paul in Rom. 9:33 (cf. 10:11) had taken the first and last words, but substituted for the cornerstone the stone of stumbling spoken of in another chapter; and in Eph. 2:20 he had adopted from it the one word ajkrogwniaivou. Next we have the great passage from Ps. 118:22 f., cited by our Lord Himself, as we read in all the first Three Gospels (Matt. 21:42 || Mark 12:10 f. || Luke 20:17), and again by St Peter when on his trial for the healing of the man at the Beautiful Gate of the Temple (Acts 4:11). And thirdly we have Isa. 8:14, with the idea of a stone of stumbling, quoted in Rom. 9:32 f., but, as we have seen, inserted into the quotation of Isa. 28:16. A fourth passage which goes yet further, Dan. 2:34 f., 45 (the stone cut without hands, falling and crushing the image to powder), has apparently suggested the additional comment on the quotation from Ps. 118 which we find in Luke (Luke 20:18) and probably in Matt (Matt. 21:44); but there is no other trace of it in the N.T. 


The phrase livqon zw'nta, like the correlative livqoi zw'nte", has nothing answering to it in either language or idea in the O.T., which in like manner knows nothing of a house or temple whereof the stones are men. The apparent contradiction in terms living stone is of course intentional. The inward relation of Christ to the Church or congregation of His people cannot be represented by any relation of a single human being to other human beings. Father, Elder Brother, King, Priest, Advocate and the like do not touch the kind of relation which holds the central place in the apostolic doctrine of Christ. Images drawn from external nature are alone available, and that of course but imperfectly; the chief being the relation of the head to the body; while among others is this, the relation of the cornerstone to the building. But though the distinctive relation of Christ to His members can thus be imaged by the cornerstone, that figure entirely fails to set forth anything belonging to the personality of men or the personality of their Lord. For the purpose of indicating how the image needed to be completed in this direction, it was enough to add the one word “living” in each place, not only justifying the preparatory phrase about “drawing nigh unto Him,” but preparing the way for other language respecting the spiritual temple. 


It is to be observed that in this verse, in which St Peter is explicitly setting forth his own teaching, before he cites the O.T. passages in illustration, he uses no such word as “cornerstone” or “head of the corner.” Perhaps he felt that the definite word would have had at least the appearance of incongruity with prosercovmenoi, which after all expressed better the literal truth; and that it was enough for the moment to indicate the thought of the cornerstone by immediately inserting a catchword or two from each of the two great passages relating to the cornerstone (ajpodedokimasmevnon, e[klekton e[ntimon). 


uJpo; ajnqrwvpwn me;n ajpodedokimasmevnon, though rejected by men] This next parenthetical clause (uJpo;...e[ntimon) is with its mevn, G3525, and dev, G1254, like other previous clauses in which the principal point is contained in the second member, and the first member leads up to it by contrast. So 1 Pet. 1:7, 8, 20. In such cases mevn, G3525, and dev, G1254, may be paraphrased by “though” and “yet.” 


uJpo; ajnqrwvpwn me;n ajpodedokimasmevnon. This last word comes from Ps. 117:22 (118:22), which we shall have to consider in 1 Pet. 2:7. It is one of the less common LXX. renderings of ˆa'm;, H4412, being confined to this text and Jeremiah, and is used for no other Hebrew word. The other chief renderings of the Hebrew are ejxoudenovw, G2023, and ajpwqevomai, and so St Luke in reporting St Peter’s words in Acts 4:11 translates it by oJ ejxouqenhqeiv". It means simply to reject or refuse in opposition to choosing, often with contempt entering into the refusal. It is used equally of God refusing men, and men refusing God or His word or His statutes or judgements.  jApodokimavzein, a common classical word, is a tolerable rendering, but is mostly used for rejection after trial, an idea which the Hebrew word does not contain. In the N.T., not reckoning quotations, it is used twice in the Synoptic Gospels of our Lord’s rejection (Mark 8:31 || Luke 9:22, uJpo; (ajpo;) tw'n presbutevrwn kai; (tw'n) ajrcierevwn k.t.l.: Luke 17:25, ajpo; th'" genea'" tauvth"), and in Heb. 12:17 of Esau. 


St Peter here passes over “the builders” spoken of in the Psalm, and substitutes ajnqrwvpwn, both a wider and here a fitter word, however we understand the builders. So expanded, the phrase is an echo of various O.T. passages, though without any close imitation. Perhaps we may cite the Hebrew words of II Isa. 53:3 “despised and abandoned by men” (such is the meaning, not “rejected of men”), though the LXX. goes altogether astray; perhaps also II Isa. 49:7, but the meaning is not certain so far as “man” is concerned (LXX. again astray); and again Ps. 21:7 (22:7) (o[neido" ajnqrwvpou kai; ejxouqevnhma laou'). By “men” St Peter doubtless means mankind in its two great classes, Jews and Gentiles. The rejection by the Jews was told in the Gospels: rejection by the Gentiles was a matter of current experience in the life of every day. Nothing was so repellent and absurd in the eyes of the ordinary heathen as the idea of faith in a crucified Jew and the acknowledgement of Him as a present Lord. Every recipient of this Epistle, by the very fact that he was a Christian, had turned his back on public opinion as an unsafe guide to the judgement of God. 


para; de; qew'/ ejklekto;n e[ntimon, yet with God chosen, precious] These two epithets come from Isa. 28:16, quoted formally, though, as we shall see, with modifications, in 1 Pet. 2:6. 


 jEklektovn stands in the place of ˆj'B;, H1043, “trial,” “proving,” rz<[&eh; ˆb,a&,, H75, “a stone of proving,” i.e. a stone tried and proved, the natural translation of which would have been l. dovkimon (dokimavzw, G1507, 14 times represents this Hebrew verb), and would thus have stood in formal opposition to ajpodedokimasmevnon. But doubtless ejklektov", G1723, was really meant as the translation of another word differing by the substitution of  rfor final n, viz.  rWjB;from rj'B;, H1047, “to choose,” many times rendered by ejklevgomai, ejklektov". The same substitution has occurred in the LXX. reading of Prov. 17:3, and the converse substitution in Prov. 8:10 (crusivon dedokimasmevnon, rj;b]nI). Indeed (for other Heb. words) we find livqou" ejklektouv" in II Isa. 54:12; and aujto;" (the house of God) oijkodomei'tai livqoi" ejklektoi'" in 2 Esdras 5:8. Cf. Henoch viii.1, p. 82f. Dillm., e[deixe de; aujtoi'" kai; to; stivlbein kai; to; kallwpivzein kai; tou;" ejklektou;" livqou" kai; ta; bafikav (so Cedren. Hist. Comp. 10 D). In sense however the difference is less than it appears. If dovkimon would have expressed positive worth, ejklektovn expresses the same, and something more, a preeminence of positive worth. The LXX. translators, starting from the sense “choice,” may very well have thought of the stone as not only “choice” but “chosen”: the one idea is only a modification of the other, and probably St Peter had both in view. He was the more likely to contemplate the literal participial sense “chosen,” (1) because Jehovah’s designation of His Servant as His Elect was an idea conspicuous in Messianic prophecy (II Isa. 42:1, where see Cheyne’s note); (2) because according to St Luke’s record (9:35) the voice from heaven at the Transfiguration had pronounced our Lord to be oJ uiJov" mou oJ ejklelegmevno" (true reading: cf. the Western reading in John 1:34, o{ti ou|tov" ejstin oJ ejklekto;" tou' qeou'); and (3) on account of the corresponding phrase gevno" ejklektovn which he was about to quote in 1 Pet. 2:9: the cornerstone and the other stones were alike chosen of God in His counsel before the worlds (proegnwsmevnou in 1:20 answering to kata; provgnwsin in 1:2). 


 [Entimon stands in Isa. 28:16 for rq;y:, H3701, the common word for “precious,” “costly,” chiefly in the literal material sense, and especially applied to stones, whether gems or choice buildingstones (Kings and Chron.: see esp. 1 Kings 7:9-11). Tivmio" (occurring some twenty-seven times) is a much commoner rendering than e[ntimo", G1952; but these words are not used indifferently. Tivmio" is used where a simple discriminative epithet is needed: once only (Ps. 116:15 = 115:6 LXX.) where preciousness in the estimation of God or men is spoken of (tivmio" ejnantivon Kurivou oJ qavnato" t. oJsivwn aujtou'). On the other hand this, so to speak, personal preciousness belongs obviously to three of the passages where e[ntimo", G1952, occurs (1 Sam. 26:21, e[ntimo" yuchv mou ejn ojfqalmoi'" sou: Ps. 71:14 (72:14), e[ntimon to; o[noma aujtw'n ejnwvpion aujtou': II Isa. 43:4, ajfj ou| e[ntimo" ejgevnou ejnantivon ejmou'). The fourth passage (Isa. 13:12) has virtually the same idea, highly prized and so rare [tivmio", G5508, it is true, also means “rare” in 1 Sam. 3:1]; and in the fifth (Job 28:10, pa'n de; e[ntimon i[den mou oJ ojfqalmov") the range is vague. [It is used in the narrower sense=tivmio", G5508, in Tobit 13:16, oijkodomhqhvsetai ... sapfeivrw/ kai; smaravgdw/ kai; livqw/ ejntivmw/ ta; teivch sou: as also in Dion Cass. liv.23, ejkpwvmata...h] kai; e{terav tina e[ntima kevkthsai: and virtually in Demosth. c. Dionysod. ix. p. 1285; Plat. Leg. v.742 A. But this sense is very rare.] Thus apparently the LXX. habitually uses e[ntimo", G1952, not as exactly “precious” (tivmio", G5508), but rather as “held precious” (ejn timh'/). This distinction may have been helped by the fact that in classical Greek e[ntimo", G1952, almost always means “held in honour,” i.e. “honoured” “honourable,” from the commoner sense of timhv, G5507, this sense being also found several times in the LXX. (including Isaiah3) and Apocrypha; and that which is “held precious” is also “held in honour.” The Hebrew substantive rq;y“, H3702, indeed came to mean “honour” in Esther and Daniel (as also various cognate words in rabbinical writers, see Levy-Fleischer W. B. i.70f.; ii.261f.), though there is no trace of this Aramaic modification till long after Isaiah’s time. The connexion between the two ideas is readily seen in our words “estimable,” “estimation,” which combine them. Accordingly in our passage it is probable enough that the LXX. translators would not have cared to distinguish between preciousness and honour, more especially as ejklektovn has a similar double grade of meaning, “choice” and “chosen.” This comprehensiveness of sense is still more likely to have been present to St Peter. In the three other places of the N.T. where e[ntimo", G1952, occurs (Luke 7:2; 14:8; Phil. 2:29) the sense is clearly “honoured” or “honourable.” Further, in interpreting the word here we have to bear in mind hJ timhv in 1 Pet. 2:7, which certainly refers back to it, and is not likely to be used with a wholly different conception of timhv, G5507. Now, as we shall see presently, though there is no reason to exclude the idea of price in vs. 7, this idea requires some extension to make it appropriate to the context. The words para; qew'/ inserted by St Peter set forth in the first instance the choiceness and preciousness of the cornerstone as referred to the unerring Divine judgement in opposition to its refusal by men. But, as we shall see in vs. 7, the whole phrase expresses a relation to God Himself over and above the appeal to the truth of His estimation. 


5. kai; aujtoi; wJ" livqoi zw'nte" oijkodomei'sqe, ye also, as living stones, are being builded] Some good authorities (Alexandrian) read ejpoikodomei'sqe, probably from a desire to bring out clearly the supposed connexion, building upon the one stone,—a wrong sense, as there is no suggestion of the stone as a foundation here: Eph. 2:20 was very likely to suggest the compound. (In Acts 20:32 oijkodomh'sai is similarly corrupted to ejpoikodomh'sai, but only in the Syrian text.) A more appropriate compound here than ejpoikodomh'sai would be sunoikodomh'sai, used in the very similar passage Eph. 2:22. Beyond the tacit reminiscence of the cornerstone in Isaiah and the Psalm, the latter quoted in 1 Pet. 2:7, there is nothing throughout these two verses to specify the relation of the many living stones to the one living stone, except the initial pro;" o}n prosercovmenoi: but doubtless these words are meant to rule the whole. Personal approach of the company of the living stones is the instrumentality by which they are built up into a spiritual house. This image of building, as the formation of a unity out of many parts, is in various forms common in St Paul, specially in Rom., 1, 2 Cor., Eph.; elsewhere it is found only in Acts 9:31; 20:32, Jude 20, and here. Sometimes (e.g. 1 Thess. 5:11) the building up is of individuals singly, sometimes (e.g. Eph. 2:21; 4:12) it is of the body or society as a whole, sometimes as here it is of the individual members of a society as making up the society. 


Some good commentators take oijkodomei'sqe as the imperative, but certainly wrongly. The strain from here to 1 Pet. 2:10 inclusive is continuous, assertive here as further on, being thus analogous to the indicatives of 1 Pet. 1:6, 8 bis, and to the sense of 1:21. It is remarkable that St Peter habitually uses the aorist for his imperatives, even when we might expect the present: the only exceptions (two or three) are preceded by words removing all ambiguity; (2:11, if ajpevcesqe is the right reading, with parakalw' preceding;) 2:17 ajgapa'te, fobei'sqe, tima'te, with timhvsate preceding; and 4:12 f. xenivzesqe and caivrete, with mhv, G3590, preceding. 


The voice is doubtless the passive, not the reflexive middle: so 1 Cor. 3:9, qeou' gavr ejsmen sunergoiv: qeou' gewvrgion, qeou' oijkodomhv ejste (cf. Col. 2:7); though there is a sense in which the building up could be described as an act of the Christian society itself, cf. Eph. 4:16, to; sw'ma... th;n au[xhsin tou' swvmato" poiei'tai eij" oijkodomh;n eJautou' ejn ajgavph/. 


The present doubtless is not that of mere fact but of continuous process, answering to the au[xei eij" nao;n a{gion ejn kurivw/ of Eph. 2:21, and again to the words just quoted from Eph. 4:16, th;n au[xhsin tou' swvmato" poiei'tai eij" oijkodomh;n eJautou', and their parallel in Col. 2:19, ejx ou| pa'n to; sw'ma ...au[xei th;n au[xhsin tou' qeou'. The present tense here stands in contrast to the aorist of Eph. 2:20 (ejpoikodomhqevnte" ejpi; tw'/ qemelivw/ tw'n ajpostovlwn kai; profhtw'n), which refers to the original foundation: so also in Col. 2:7 the original but also permanent “rooting” (ejrrizwmevnoi, on which see Lightfoot) is contrasted with ejpoikodomouvmenoi ejn aujtw'/ kai; bebaiouvmenoi th'/ pivstei: see also the process described in Acts 9:31. As the cornerstone and all the stones are living, so also the house is living, and its building is strictly not a fabrication but a growth. 


oi\ko" pneumatiko;" eij" iJeravteuma a{gion, a spiritual house for a holy act of priesthood] This is the true reading, eij", G1650, being omitted in the Syrian text so as to make the two phrases exactly symmetrical, and also in accordance with 1 Pet. 2:9, basivleion iJeravteuma. Conversely, some Fathers insert eij", G1650, (in) before “house” and read oi\kon or oi[kou". Some recent editors, accepting eij", G1650, place a comma after pneumatikov", G4461, and thus retain the two phrases as separate clauses, in apposition in sense though not in form, “a spiritual house, as a holy priesthood.” There is no intrinsic difficulty in so understanding eij", G1650, but the change of form without an apparent change of meaning cannot readily be explained, and a much better sense is given by taking the whole as one continuous clause (so mg. of R.V.) 


 JIeravteuma belongs to a peculiar late group of words, all connected with the idea of priesthood, not simply the sacredness or even the performance of sacred rites, but the function of an official priesthood. The first traces of any of them are Plat. Polit. 290 D. iJeratikhv (Egyptian); Arist. Pol. iii.14 (1285 B 10) iJeratikai; qusivai and vii.8 (1328 B 13) iJerateiva, G2632, (th;n peri; to; qei'on ejpimevleian h}n kalou'sin iJerateivan, explained further on [1329 A 27ff.] as the function of to; tw'n iJerevwn gevno"). The substantive iJerateuv" is known only from inscriptions; but the verb iJerateuvw, G2634, (-omai) is not very uncommon in late writers. The definite force of these words (derived from iJeravomai, to serve as a priest) is seen in iJeratikai; qusivai, which in Greek religion are sacrifices such as only priests might offer, as distinguished from those offered by fathers of families, state officials, or other lay persons (see K. F. Hermann, Gottesd. Alt. d. Gr. § 7, 2; § 33, 8). The derivative iJeravteuma, G2633, is confined to the Greek Bible and Christian writers; the fundamental passage being Exod. 19:6, whence it is repeated in a LXX. interpretation, Exod. 23:22, and borrowed in a passage to which we shall have to return, 2 Macc. 2:17. 


Without entering now into the details of Exod. 19:6, it is enough to observe here (1) that iJeravteuma, G2633, stands for the plural  µynIh}Kofrom ˆheKo, H3913, “priests,” expressed in Greek by iJerei'" in Apoc. 1:6; 5:10 (where the same passage is reproduced): and (2) that the translators must have meant iJeravteuma, G2633, as a collective substantive in the singular in place of iJerei'", preferring this form in order to make it harmonise with basivleion, which there is strong reason to think they meant as a substantive, a kingdom or race of kings (not as the adjective “royal”), just as the author of 2 Macc. 2:17 evidently understood them, and as the Apoc. in both places (Apoc. 1:6; 5:10) uses basileivan. (So Philo distinctly in De sobr. xiii. p. 402, though in the sense “palace”: his reference De Abr. xii. p. 9 is ambiguous.) Having elsewhere used iJerateiva, G2632, in the abstract sense of “priesthood,” the translators may well have adopted or even coined iJeravteuma, G2633, to express the concrete sense, after the analogy of stravteuma, G5128. In 1 Pet. 2 this sense of a collective concrete priesthood is manifestly retained in vs. 9. But in vs. 5 much force is gained by taking it in what is etymologically an equally legitimate sense, “act or office of priesthood.” (Lavtreuma, a rare word confined to the tragedians, has the two corresponding senses.) Then it fits well in with both the preceding and the following phrases. The house built of living stones is defined as a spiritual house destined for a holy act of priesthood (i.e. in which this holy act is to be performed), and this act of priesthood is next defined, viz. it is to offer up spiritual sacrifices & c. The added adjective pneumatikov", G4461, answers to pneumatikav" with qusiva", but has also its own force: cf. Eph. 2:22, eij" katoikhthvrion tou' qeou' ejn pneuvmati. The new dispensation of the Spirit introduces or gives effect to a new conception of the manner of God’s dwelling among men, not as in a material building among the other buildings of men, but in the inner self of each, and so in the whole society as united in heart and mind in His service. Cf. 1 Pet. 4:17; Heb. 3:6. God dwells no longer in a house made with hands, as He once did, or rather once seemed to do, but in a society of men, whose acts as true members of the society are priestly acts on behalf of each other towards God. 


 {Agion might in one sense be applied to any iJeravteuma, G2633, a priestly function having no meaning except in relation to some conception or other of holiness. But in this context, associated with the twice repeated pneumatikov", G4461, it must have a sense analogous to the ethical sense of a{gio", G41, in 1 Pet. 1:15, 16, and mean a priestly function worthy of the one Holy God, as distinguished from priestly functions which might with equal propriety be rendered towards unholy deities. How fitly this conception harmonises with pneumatikov", G4461, may be seen by comparing John 4:23, 24 (pneu'ma oJ qeov", kai; tou;" proskunou'nta" aujto;n ejn pneuvmati kai; ajlhqeiva/ dei' proskunei'n). The word was perhaps suggested, and is certainly illustrated, by St Paul’s parasth'sai ta; swvmata uJmw'n qusivan zw'san aJgivan (Rom. 12:1), the presentation of this sacrifice being further described as th;n logikh;n latreivan uJmw'n, latreivan there corresponding to iJeravteuma, G2633, here. 


ajnenevgkai pneumatika;" qusiva", to offer up spiritual sacrifices] This use of ajnafevrw, G429, in regard to sacrifices comes exclusively from the LXX. where it stands for the most part either for  hl;[‘h,from hl;[;, H6590, to cause to ascend, to lift up, or for  ryfiq]hifrom rf'q;, H7787, to cause to smoke (prevalently rendered by qumiavw, G2594), ajnav, G324, being evidently used in both cases to give something of the force of the Hebrew etymology: by a natural extension ajnafevrw, G429, stands, though very rarely and exceptionally, for three or four other Hebrew verbs of offering. Prosfevrw on the other hand is the prevalent rendering of verbs which express offering as a bringing, or a bringing near. This sense of ajnafevrw, G429, occurs in several books of the Apocrypha (Esd.2 Jud.1 Bar.1 1 Macc.1 2 Macc.6 including 2 Macc. 10:7 [Cod. Ven.; aliter Cod. A] u{mnou" ajnevferon tw'/ eujodwvsanti kaqarisqh'nai to;n eJautou' tovpon): in the N.T. it is confined to James 2:21 (Abraham offering Isaac, taken from Gen.); Heb. 7:27, first of the old high priests, and immediately afterwards (if ajnenevgka" not prosenevgka" be the right reading) of Christ offering Himself; Heb. 13:15, of Christians offering qusivan aijnevsew" (from Ps. 49:14 (50:14), where there is an express opposition to the flesh of bulls and blood of goats, but where the LXX. has qu'son), a passage which directly illustrates the present passage, the only remaining instance. The verb is probably chosen with special reference to the following words: acceptability to God on high, rather than any intrinsic quality of the sacrifices, is the characteristic of this offering. 


pneumatika;" qusiva". Taken in connexion with oi\ko" pneumatikov", this phrase implies that St Peter cannot be thinking of any ritual acts whatever, such as would be appropriately performed in a visible temple. It would have been natural to think of a new kind of ritual acts, if nothing more than a new kind of sacred house made with hands were in question. The sacrificial character of the acts contemplated must be closely akin to those characteristics of the Christian community which constituted it a Divine house built of living stones. 


Now each of the two Epistles of St Paul chiefly followed by St Peter contains a remarkable passage on the Christian sacrifice. First, the passage just referred to, Rom. 12:1. It is the first sentence in the last or hortatory part of the Epistle, and lays down the principle for all that follows. The other occurs incidentally in the corresponding hortatory part of Ephesians (Eph. 5:1, 2), a few verses after the passage 4:17-24, already so much used by St Peter. St Paul is speaking of the various duties which Christians owe to each other as members one of another. He comes at last to crhstoiv, eu[splagcnoi, carizovmenoi eJautoi'" kaqw;" kai; oJ qeo;" ejn Cristw'/ ejcarivsato uJmi'n, “shewing grace to each other, forgiving each other, even as God in Christ shewed grace to you, forgave you: be ye therefore imitators of God, as beloved children, children answering love with love, and walk in love even as Christ loved you and gave Himself up for your sake an offering and sacrifice to God for a sweet-smelling savour (prosfora;n kai; qusivan tw'/ qew'/ eij" ojsmh;n eujwdiva").” It cannot be reasonably doubted here that the whole contents of the sentence to the end are meant to be included in the imitation of God in Christ, that is, that the Ephesians are bidden to give up themselves for each other as an offering and sacrifice to God for a sweet-smelling savour, and that this offering is appealed to as the ruling principle of social duty (cf. Eph. 5:25; 1 John 3:16 ff.). Strikingly similar language recurs in Phil. 4:18 in reference to an offering thus made to God by the Philippians on St Paul’s own behalf, ta; parj uJmw'n, ojsmh;n eujwdiva", qusivan dekthvn, eujavreston tw'/ qew'/ (cf. 2:17 th'/ qusiva/ kai; leitourgiva/ th'" pivstew" uJmw'n). This passage in its turn reflects light on Rom. 12:1, which contains no explicit reference to the sacrifice of Christ, but which begins with an appeal “by the compassions of God (oijktirmw'n),” evidently referring back to the hjlehvqhte...ejlevei... ejlehqw'sin...ejlehvsh/ of Rom. 11:30 f., words which themselves rest on earlier passages relating to the death of Christ (3:23 ff., 29 f.; 5:1-11; 8:31-39: compare oJ path;r tw'n oijktirmw'n in 2 Cor. 1:3 in connexion with ta; paqhvmata tou' Cristou' two verses lower). Thus the two passages are complementary to each other, while both implicitly represent the Christian sacrifice, responsive to the sacrifice of Christ, as consisting in devotion of the life to social service, offered as to God in thanksgiving. 


Of the same nature doubtless are the “spiritual sacrifices” which St Peter contemplates as offered up in that “spiritual house” which is the Christian community. Acts of self-oblation to God for the service of the community are described as performed in the invisible House inasmuch as they take their meaning from its encompassing presence and are the manifestations of its reality, the acts which set forth its abiding state. The House as the dwelling-place of God is defined simply by the presence of His indwelling Spirit, and these acts of self-oblation for the community are signs that His inspiring and uniting and ordering Spirit is indeed present. In this sense they are (positively even more than negatively) emphatically “spiritual” sacrifices. Compare Phil. 3:3 (according to the only natural construction), oiJ pneuvmati qeou' latreuvonte" (opposed to the upholders of circumcision for Christians), answering by contrast to Heb. 8:5, oi{tine" [sc. iJerei'"º uJpodeivgmati kai; skia'/ latreuvousin tw'n ejpouranivwn, and 13:10, oiJ th'/ skhnh'/ latreuvonte": and the same idea of spiritual or living sacrifice, by Christ and therefore also by Christians in Him, is indicated in the Epistle to the Hebrews in other striking language, 9:14, eij" to; latreuvein qew'/ zw'nti preceded by o}" dia; pneuvmato" aijwnivou eJauto;n proshvnegken a[mwmon tw'/ qew'/ (cf. 7:15 f., iJereu;" e{tero", o}" ouj kata; novmon ejntolh'" sarkivnh" gevgonen, ajlla; kata; duvnamin zwh'" ajkataluvtou). It is worth notice that in the same Epistle (13:15 f.) the twofold reference of sacrificial service, towards God and towards men, is likewise expressed, but under the form of two kinds of sacrifice, not, as with St Paul and apparently St Peter, under the form of two aspects of the same sacrificial life. 


Qusiva" stands for sacrifices in the widest sense of the word. The verb quvw, G2604, from which it is derived, meant originally not “to slaughter” but “to smoke,” “to cause to smoke,” and so was applied to the typical ancient mode of, as it were, conveying a sacrificed object or offering of any kind to the gods, namely by converting it into smoke ascending towards the heavens. In the LXX. qusiva, G2602, retains this breadth of usage, being by far the commonest rendering not only of jb'z:, H2284, the most general term denoting the sacrifice of a living victim, but also of hj;n“mi, H4966, a tribute or gift, the most general word for sacrifices or offerings of a vegetable nature, though occasionally used in the same comprehensive sense as qusiva, G2602, itself. It thus includes every thing whatsoever that, having been a human possession, is solemnly surrendered to God. The other passages of the N.T. in which the qusivai of Christians are directly or indirectly referred to have all been already mentioned, Rom. 12:1; Eph. 5:1, 2 (indirect); Heb. 13:15 f.; and with reference to individual qusivai Phil. 2:17; 4:18. If we go on to ask what class of Jewish sacrifices were intended to supply the type of sacrifice here contemplated, the language of at least Romans and Hebrews is decisive for wholly retrospective sacrifices, sacrifices of thanksgiving, not of expiation. Heb. 13:15 distinctly speaks of qusivan aijnevsew", which carries us back to Ps. 49:14 (50:14) (hd:/T, H9343), the sacrifice of “praise” opposed to the sacrifice of bulls and goats; the phrase being repeated at the end of the Psalm (Ps. 50:23) and again Ps. 106:22 (107:22); 115:8 (116:17); having been originally used [Lev. 7:12 (2 LXX.), 13 (3), 15 (5) with  jb'z:prefixed] for a special form of the Levitical peace- or thankoffering (qusiva swthrivou) (cf. Knobel-Dillmann on Lev. 7:11 f.; Delitzsch on Heb. 13:15). Compare the rabbinical saying preserved in the Midrash Rabba on Leviticus 22:29 (Par. 27 fin.), “All sacrifices shall hereafter cease; but the thank-offering (br"q;, H7928, + hd:/T, H9343) shall never cease.” 


eujprosdevktou" qew'/, acceptable to God] St Paul four times uses eujprovsdekto", G2347, once (Rom. 15:16) for the Gentile collection on behalf of the Palestinian Jews considered as an oblation (prosforav, G4714). It is not used in the LXX. or Apocrypha (the simple dektov", G1283, being preferred in this sense, with devcomai, G1312, and prosdevcomai, G4657, for verbs); but it was known to Greek religion (Schol. on Aristoph. Pax 1054, shmeivoi" tisi; katanoei'n eij eujprovsdekto" hJ qusiva), and also to ordinary Greek language (Plut. Praec. Ger. Reip. 801 C). It represents here the eujavreston tw'/ qew'/ of Rom. 12:1, and the eij" ojsmh;n eujwdiva" of Eph. 5:2, an image derived from the ascending fragrance of sacrifices consumed by fire, often spoken of in the Pentateuch and Ezekiel; while all three modes of expression are united in Phil. 4:18, with dektov", G1283, substituted for eujprovsdekto", G2347. The order of the words pneumatika;" qusiva" eujprosdevktou" (not qusiva" pneumatika;" eujprosdevktou") indicates that the sense is not “spiritual and acceptable” but “spiritual and so acceptable.” Whatever might be the reflex and disciplinary value of external or ritual sacrifices, such as were offered by Gentiles and by Jews alike, they were not such as could be directly acceptable to God as worshipped in the light of the Gospel revelation, or even in the light of the prophetic revelation. The only sacrifices for the offering of which the spiritual House of God was constituted, and which God who is Spirit could receive with joy, were acts of self-surrender on the part of the living spirits of men. 


dia;  jIhsou' Cristou', through Jesus Christ] With this full name St Peter concludes the sentence, disregarding the fact that our Lord was already referred to throughout its earlier part (1 Pet. 2:4). It would have been ambiguous to say dij aujtou': and further St Peter may have wished to lay the greater emphasis on the medium whereby the spiritual sacrifices were acceptable to God, by keeping this office distinct from that of the Cornerstone. The preposition diav, G1328, expresses strictly intermediateness, the most definite form of which is what we call instrumentality. It is used in reference to our Lord in the N.T. in a great variety of relations, as between God and the universe and especially man, and again as between man and God, or between men as sharers in Divine gifts. It is absent from all the passages of St Paul which relate to sacrifice (in Eph. 5:1, 2 indeed unavoidably), but stands virtually as here in Heb. 13:15 (dij aujtou' ajnafevrwmen k.t.l.: cf. vs. 21). Compare however St Paul’s thanksgivings said to be “through Jesus Christ” (Rom. 1:8; 7:25; Col. 3:17); the Amen of men to God through Him answering to the Yea of God to men in Him in 2 Cor. 1:20; and the fruit of righteousness being to God’s glory and praise through Him in Phil. 1:11. But further, this use of diav, G1328, prefixed to our Lord’s name cannot be separated from the similar use of ejn, G1877, the force of which is indeed more fundamental, though less easy to seize. Taken by itself diav, G1328, suggests individuality or distinctness of being, ejn, G1877, suggests unity or community of being, while each idea is needed as a complement to the other. The mediation taught in the Bible is the mediation of a Head having many members: it is expressed in another form by St Paul in a single startling phrase (1 Cor. 3:23), uJmei'" de; Cristou' Cristo;" de; qeou'. This use of ejn, G1877, is specially characteristic of Ephesians, and is used in Eph. 3:12 in reference to access to the Father. Here, where the subject is sacrifice, mediation takes a special form. The fundamental fact of human existence is that it is a mediated existence, and all human action is true and right in so far as it is done in recognition of this mediation, that is, ultimately, “wrought in God” (John 3:21). Sacrifice, the test of the reality of love to God and to man, is then most true and right when it is, so to speak, merged in the sacrifice of Him who offered up Himself as our Head, His historical sacrifice being further the manifestation of His eternal relation to His Father and to man. It is “through Jesus Christ” that all things human are “acceptable to God,” but the sacrifices offered by men most of all, because it is in Christian sacrifice that the very meaning of faith in His mediation is most exactly expressed. 


6. diovti perievcei ejn grafh'/, Because it stands thus in writing] Diovti is the true reading, not dio; kaiv. For the latter no authority whatever is certainly known; it is probably a mere misprint of Erasmus, though perpetuated in the Received Text. On the use of diovti, G1484, see the note on 1 Pet. 1:16. 


Again, the true text is ejn grafh'/, not ejn th'/ grafh'/ (Syrian), nor hJ grafhv (an early and perhaps Alexandrian correction). 


perievcei ejn grafh'/, a singular construction, for which the only other example usually cited is in a supposititious letter of Darius Hystaspes in Jos. Antiq. xi.4, 7, bouvlomai givnesqai pavnta kaqw;" ejn aujth'/ (th'/ ejpistolh'/) perievcei. But it occurs also in Origen on Gen. 6:9 (2:30 fin.), perievcei ejn toi'" e[mprosqen o{ti  [Ezhse Lavmec k.t.l., and in Adamantius, De recta fide (Cent. iii.—iv.) i. (p. 16, ed. Wetst.), ou{tw" perievcei ejn th'/ grafh'/. Perievcw, originally to comprehend, include, contain, was naturally used of books as “containing” their subject matter (Diod. i.4; ii.1; iii.1 c Plut. 11.697 E; 717 A; 736 C): and the substantive periochv, G4343, was also sometimes used of the summary of the contents of a book (Schol. Thucyd. i.131; and in Latin, Ausonius and Sulpicius of Carthage). But periochv, G4343, occurs as clearly, without reference to the idea of contents, for a clause, a sentence, or even a short passage; so Cic. ad Att. xiii.25, 3 (of dictating by totas periocav" as opposed to syllabatim); Stob. Ecl. Eth. ii.6, 3 (p. 22, 3 Mein.), fravsw de; kai; tajkroteleuvtion th'" perioch'", e[cei dj ou{tw" k.t.l.; Did. Trin. iii.36 init., kai; th;n e[cousan parj  jIwavnnh/ periochvn Au{th dev [John 17:3]; Gregent. Disp. p. 606, tiv de; ejmfaivnei au{th hJ perioch; tou' stivcou [verse] Kai; plh'qo" eijrhvnh" (Ps. 71:7; but see below); Jo. Mosch. Prat. Spir. 32, katj oijkonomivan qeou' hjneginwvsketo to; eujaggevlion ejn w|/ uJph'rcen hJ perioch; hJ levgousa Metanoei'te k.t.l. The use in Acts 8:32, hJ de; perioch; th'" grafh'" h}n ajnegivnwsken h\n au{th  JW" provbaton k.t.l., is probably intermediate, “the words of the passage of Scripture which he was reading were these” (see Meyer, who however wrongly disputes the existence of the sense last mentioned); and the same may be the sense in the passage of Gregentius cited above. This secondary use of the substantive is probably derived from a transition in the meaning of the verb from the idea of contents as included matter to that of contents as actual words. Thus 1 Macc. (1 Macc. 15:2), 2 Macc. (2 Macc. 11:16), and Josephus (Antiq. xii.4, 11; xiii.4, 9; xiv.10, 11) speak of epistles which perievcousi to;n trovpon tou'ton (cf. Acts 23:25; 2 Macc. 1:24), and 2 Macc. (2 Macc. 9:18; 11:22) of epistles periecouvsa" ou{tw": so John Malal. Chronogr. (ix. p. 216), to; ou\n h[dikton proetevqh perievcon ou{tw"  jEn  jAntioceiva/ k.t.l., and (xviii. p. 449), ajnhvgagen ajpokrivsei"...periecouvsa" ou{tw" Kouavdh" basileu;" k.t.l.; Did. in Ps. 38:5,  JEtevra de; perievcei grafhv [i.e. reading: the reading palaistav" has been discussed]  jIdou; palaiav" k.t.l.: and thence it is an easy step to the impersonal sense “it stands thus,” “there are these words,” which we find here. It is to be remembered that e[cw, G2400, and at least most of its compounds, have intransitive senses which are quite as legitimate though not as common as their transitive senses; and further that we have examples of impersonal as well as intransitive uses in the common ou{tw" e[cei, eu\ e[cei, and the rare ajpevcei (Mark 14:41). 


ejn grafh'/ is an obscure phrase as to its precise sense, though there can be no doubt as to its substantial force. This is the only place in the N.T. where grafhv, G1210, stands strictly in the singular without the article (pa'sa grafh; qeovpneusto" in 2 Tim. 3:16 is virtually plural) except pa'sa profhteiva grafh'" in 2 Pet. 1:20. Now in at least some books of the N.T. grafhv, G1210, in the singular, in accordance with Jewish usage, means not Scripture as a whole, probably not even a single book or larger part of Scripture, but a single passage of Scripture (Mark 12:10; Luke 4:21; Acts 1:16 c James 2:8 & c.), Scripture itself being habitually denoted by the plural aiJ grafaiv (Matt Mark Luke John Acts (2 Peter) St Paul). The use of hJ grafhv in St John and St Paul is not improbably the same as with the other writers; but it is capable of being understood as approximating to the collective sense. Nothing however but a distinct and recognised use of this sort, such as we do not find, would render probable a corresponding use without the article, so that “in Scripture” is barely more than possible here. Nor again in the absence of tiniv or any similar adjunct is the sense “in a passage of Scripture” probable. The most natural rendering is simply “in writing,” as Sir. 39:32; 42:7; 44:5; also (LXX.) 2 Chr. 2:11 and apparently 21:12 (cf. Ps. 86:6 (87:6); Ezek. 13:9; 1 Chr. 28:19), commonly expressed in classical Greek by the corresponding adjective e[ggrafo". Thus perievcei ejn grafh'/ is equivalent to “it stands written”: compare St John’s resolved formula of quotation e[stin gegrammevnon (John 2:17; 6:31, 45; 10:34; 12:14). That the quotation was authoritative, though not expressed, was doubtless implied, in accordance with the familiar Jewish use of the words “said” “written” & c. (see Surenhusius, Bibl. Catall. 1-11). 


 jIdou; tivqhmi ejn Siw;n livqon ejklekto;n ajkrogwniai'on e[ntimon, Behold I lay in Zion a stone (that is) elect, a cornerstone (that is) held precious] In this quotation from Isa. 28:16 there is a variation of reading as to the order of ejklektovn and ajkrogwniai'on. There is a preponderance of ancient authority for placing ejklektovn first. Against this order is plausibly urged its agreement with the order in the LXX. but this consideration is weakened by the absence of other assimilations to the LXX. in our MSS. (such as would have been the insertion of polutelh'), and more than counterbalanced by the strong temptation to a Greek scribe to join ajkrogwniai'on closely to livqon and to keep the other two epithets together as they stand in 1 Pet. 2:4. Moreover, as we shall see, this order suits the Hebrew sense, which would be known to St Peter and would not be known to Greek scribes. 


The changes from the LXX. in the quotation are considerable.  jIdouv stands for  jIdou; ejgwv… tivqhmi ejn Siwvn for ejmbavllw, G1833, (so B Crypt; ejmbalw'  aAQ) eij" ta; qemevlia Seiwvn… polutelh' is omitted after livqon and eij" ta; qemevlia aujth'" after e[ntimon: the ejpj aujtw'/ after oJ pisteuvwn is absent from the original LXX. (so B Crypt) but found in most MSS. and was doubtless inserted before the Christian era. Now comparison of St Peter’s quotation of this passage with St Paul’s in Rom. 9:33 shews that the first differences from the LXX. and Hebrew in St Peter are found also in Rom., viz. the omission of ejgwv, G1609, and the substitution of the simple tivqhmi ejn for ejmbavllw, G1833, (or ejmbalw') eij" ta; qemevlia, not to speak of ejpj aujtw'/ in the last clause. On the other hand, whereas St Paul replaced the words describing the cornerstone by those of Isa. 8:14 about the stone of stumbling (cf. Orig.-Ruf. in Ep. Rom. iv.619), St Peter retains the cornerstone, and departs from the LXX. only by dropping the (for his purpose) superfluous polutelh' (which is merely the LXX. equivalent for the twice repeated “stone”) and the concluding words about “foundations,” in accordance with his silence as to foundations in the preceding context. It is morally certain that St Peter borrowed from St Paul those peculiarities in his mode of quoting the passage which he has in common with him; and hardly less so that St Paul was not 


following any antecedent version other than the LXX. but freely adapting the LXX. itself. Neither he nor St Peter had occasion to cite the reference, twice repeated in the Hebrew and the LXX. to the laying of foundations. Isaiah’s words include the sense of the quotation as given by St Peter, though they also contain other matter. Moreover tivqhmi, G5502, though too vague a word to represent adequately ds'y:, H3569 (most commonly rendered qemeliovw, G2530), may be a reminiscence of such passages as II Isa. 46:13, “I give (or place) in Zion salvation,” ˆt'n:, H5989, being often legitimately expressed by tivqhmi, G5502. 


St Peter has already employed in his own manner (vs. 4) some leading words of this verse of Isaiah: he now quotes the verse itself, doubtless not merely to fortify himself by its authority, but to indicate that the function of the stone of which he has been speaking had been pointed to by ancient prophecy, and prepared for by the yet more ancient counsel of God. In this thought lies the force of  jIdou; tivqhmi: it introduces emphatically a prophetic announcement of God’s purpose for Israel. 


“For Israel.” This is contained in ejn Siwvn. Not only was the prophetic preparation made within Israel, but its fulfilment also, our Lord Himself, came first to Israel: to Israel belongs His primary title of Christ or Messiah: this original relation to Israel is the starting point of His relation to mankind generally, and His universal Church does not supersede Israel, but is its expansion. 


The probable construction of the next words is to take ajkrogwniai'on, corresponding to hN:Pi, H7157 (“corner” for “cornerstone”) in the Hebrew, as virtually a substantive with e[ntimon for its adjective, just as livqon has ejklektovn for its adjective, “Behold I lay in Zion a stone that is elect, a cornerstone that is held precious.” 


On ejklektovn and e[ntimon see on 1 Pet. 2:4.  jAkrogwniai'o" is not found elsewhere except in Christian literature: but there is a little classical evidence for the simple form gwniai'o", which also occurs in the peculiar LXX. of Job 38:6 (livqo" gwniai'o"). It is impossible to say whether it was meant here to be masculine (sc. livqon) or neuter (as the plural ejpigwvnia from the adjective ejpigwvnio" in Aquila Ps. 143:12 (144:12)). 


By the stone Isaiah probably meant the Divine king or kingdom of Israel founded in David, the true strength and bond of the nation, resting securely on the promise of Jehovah and alone capable of holding together the elements of the people in opposition to the forces tending to draw them asunder. Thus in Ps. 2:6 Jehovah speaks, “Yet I have stablished my king on Zion my holy mountain” (cf. Ps. 110:2). The two adjectives, “proved” (as in the Hebrew) or “elect” (as in the LXX.), and then “held precious” express at once the pre-eminence of this element of national strength and security over any institution of neighbouring states and its essential connexion with its invisible founder, in whose eyes it was choice and precious. But the Apostles could attach to the sentence a more definite meaning, since they had come to know the true Son of David, and to see the beginnings of a larger Zion. 


kai; oJ pisteuvwn ejpj aujtw'/, And he that believeth on it] In the original (as in the earliest LXX. text) no object of faith is named; and the sense appears to be “he who, knowing this, is constant or faithful,” “he who, keeping the Divine establishment of this cornerstone in memory, refuses to be shaken in mind.” The insertion of ejpj aujtw'/ (referring to the stone) in the later forms of the LXX. was however natural enough, and it became entirely appropriate when our Lord Himself was revealed as the true King of Israel, and the true bond of unity among men. 


ouj mh; kataiscunqh'/, shall not be put to shame] If the Hebrew text vyjiy: alø, “shall not hasten,” is right, the meaning probably is “will not flee away in terror, but patiently abide” (cf. Isa. 30:7, 15 f.): but the text (see Cheyne) is not free from suspicion. The LXX. at all events, rightly or wrongly, seem to have read v/byE alø. The verb v/B, H1017 (in the LXX. nearly always aijscuvnomai, kataiscuvnomai) is common in the Psalms and Prophets to express a state of at once bewilderment and humiliation arising from the baffling of hopes or enterprises. It is repeatedly used with a negative particle (as here in the LXX.) for the result of hope or faith in God; so Ps. 21:6 (22:6); 24:3, 20 (25:3, 20); 30:2, 18 (31:2, 18) c Isa. 29:22; 45:16, 17; 49:23; 50:7; Joel 2:26; and (in the Apocrypha) Sir. 2:10; 15:4. No word could better express the collapse and frustration of a life not built up on faith in a Divine Cornerstone sustaining and unifying human existence and human society. 


7. uJmi'n ou\n hJ timh; toi'" pisteuvousin, For you therefore is the preciousness, (even for you) who believe] These apparently simple words are very difficult. The various interpretations fall under three heads: (1) Some take uJmi'n as “in your eyes,” the sense of price being retained. We are familiar with this interpretation from the A.V., “unto you that believe he is precious.” It came from a note of Erasmus, which was at once followed by both Luther and Tindale. In this form the translation is simply impossible, not merely difficult: it makes hJ timhv the predicate, while it can be only the subject. But even if this error be avoided, as it is in the first marginal reading of R.V., “In your sight...is the preciousness,” the interpretation remains inadmissible. Erasmus did good service by insisting that hJ timhv must refer back to e[ntimon, but he strangely assumed, in opposition to 1 Pet. 2:4, that e[ntimon must express the acceptance of the Stone by Christians after its rejection by the Jews; and the result is to make the sentence into a feeble and yet obscure explanation of vs. 6, in spite of its introduction by ou\n, G4036. 


(2) The next interpretation, the commonest in recent books, starting from the sense “honour” for hJ timhv (as vulg. honor), takes uJmi'n as “conferred upon you” (so second margin of R.V. “For you...is the honour”). It understands hJ timhv as the opposite of kataiscunqh'/, accordingly making this sentence a repetition in positive form of what was said negatively in the preceding line. Here too the result is a weak and superfluous statement, with a singular use of ou\n, G4036, and the connexion between timhv, G5507, and e[ntimo", G1952, is completely lost. 


(3) The alternative therefore remains to take uJmi'n in the easy sense “for you,” “in reference to you,” and hJ timhv as expressing the force of e[ntimon (and implicitly of the associated epithet ejklektovn): “For you therefore...is the preciousness” (so the text of R.V.). That is, It is you that are concerned in the preciousness of which Isaiah speaks: for you that stone is before God of great price; the benefit of its high prerogatives accrues to you. It is tempting to go a step further, and interpret uJmi'n as implying that the preciousness of the Stone was communicated to those who had faith therein (“to you belongs the preciousness”), so that, as living stones built up in union with that elect and precious Cornerstone, they shared Christ’s glory in God’s sight, and derived for themselves from Christ prerogatives of election and preciousness (cf. 1 Pet. 2:9, 10). But this is an idea which St Peter could hardly have failed to develop more clearly if he had had it distinctly in view; and moreover, the sense thus given to the dative is too far removed from any sense which can possibly be given to the corresponding dative ajpistou'sin. 


If we take the dative as simply a dative of reference, retaining the LXX. sense of e[ntimo", G1952, for hJ timhv, the sentence stands in close connexion not only with both clauses of the quotation in 1 Pet. 2:6 but with vv. 4, 5, and also with the verses that follow, for which it is a needed intermediate link. Its difficulty of course lies in the word timhv, G5507, which in strictness means either “price” or “honour,” but not “preciousness.” But it is difficult to see what word exactly expressing preciousness could have been fitly used in this place; and the concrete term for “price,” recalling to the reader e[ntimon (=ejn timh'/), would naturally, as we have seen, in such a context borrow enlargement of sense from the closely related meaning “honour.” 


Then follows toi'" pisteuvousin, and in this position it does not limit uJmi'n but justifies it.  JUmi'n is quite absolute, and analogous to eij" uJma'" in 1 Pet. 1:4, th'" eij" uJma'" cavrito" in 1:10, uJmi'n dev in 1:12, th;n feromevnhn uJmi'n cavrin in 1:13, and dij uJma'" in 1:20: it means “you Christians to whom I am writing.” The force of ou\n, G4036, is to appeal to the preceding line: “the preciousness belongs to you because you are they that believe, and he that believeth on the Cornerstone, saith the prophet, shall in no wise be confounded: faith is the condition for forming a part of the spiritual temple, and so being united to the Cornerstone.” For the appended toi'" pisteuvousin cf. John 1:12; 1 John 5:13. 


ajpistou'sin de; livqo"...gwniva", but for such as are disbelieving (the Psalmist’s word is true), The stone which the builders rejected, the same was made the head of the corner] This is the true reading, not ajpeiqou'sin, which probably comes from ajpeiqou'nte" in 1 Pet. 2:8, which in like manner is altered (B vg.) into ajpistou'nte" by assimilation to this verse.  jApistevw is to be a[pisto", G603, i.e. without pivsti", G4411; and accordingly its shade of meaning varies with the conception of pivsti", G4411. Absent from the LXX. it has in Wisdom and 2 Macc. (as also in [Mark] Mark 16:11; Luke 24:11, 41) the common classical sense “distrust,” which indeed underlies all the modifications of sense. In the four other places of the N.T. where it is used, it stands always in direct contrast to some word expressing some kind of faith occurring in the immediate context, Mark 16:16 to pisteuvw, G4409, (Acts 28:24 to peivqomai,) Rom. 3:3 (ajpistiva, G602) to pivsti", G4411, and 2 Tim. 2:12 to pistov", G4412, (cf. John 20:27). So here it is simply the negation of pisteuvw, G4409. The Cornerstone, originally proclaimed to the outward Israel, lost its value in respect of them, because they believed not: so St Paul says (Rom. 11:20) of the natural branches of God’s olive tree: th'/ ajpistiva/ ejxeklavsqhsan, su; de; th'/ pivstei e{sthka". 


The article is omitted (ajpistou'sin) probably because unbelievers were regarded as not forming a definite body like the sum of Christian congregations; they were simply a drifting and promiscuous residuum, Jewish and heathen alike. There may also be a subtle hint of the possibility of unbelief stealing in presently within the body of the faithful (cf. Heb. 3:19 — 4:3); see Wiesinger, whose treatment of this part of the verse is excellent. 


 jApistou'sin is often taken directly with ejgenhvqh, “the stone rejected by the builders became to the unbelieving as a head of the corner”; but this way of understanding it distinctly imports into the term “head of the corner” an unfavourable sense, which it bears neither in the Psalm nor in any quotation of it elsewhere, and which is intrinsically meaningless. The appeal which some make to Luke 20:17 (cf. Matt. 21:44), “Every one that falleth on that stone shall be broken,” is irrelevant, for to;n livqon ejkei'non (tou'ton) expressly carries the reader away from kefalh;n gwniva" to a different function of the Stone; and so the reference in the next clause is to Dan. 2:34, 35, 44 (the stone cut out without hands). This difficulty led some of the older critics to accept too readily from the Syriac Vulgate the omission of the whole of the quotation in 1 Pet. 2:7 from livqo" o{n to gwniva" kaiv. The true solution is apparently to take ajpistou'sin as simply a dative of reference, dependent not on the single verb ejgenhvqh, but on the quotation from livqo", G3345, to gwniva" taken as a whole, —“for such as are unbelieving [the Psalmist’s word is true], The stone which the builders rejected &c.”: that is, by an easily intelligible imperfection of the sentence the quotation itself takes the place of some such phrase as to; livqon...genhqh'nai eij" kefalh;n gwniva", which would have been cumbrous and lifeless. Thus the point of the application lies not in o}n ajpedokivmasan alone, much less in ejgenhvqh eij" kefalh;n gwniva" alone, but in o}n ajpedokivmasan as enhanced in force by combination with ejgenhvqh eij" kefalh;n gwniva". The N.T. has other examples of the application of written words by means of a dative of reference (Matt. 13:14; Luke 18:31; Jude 14). 


The first word of the quotation in the best MSS. is livqo", G3345, not livqon (by a common attraction) as in the LXX. and in apparently all MSS. of the three parallel quotations in the Gospels. With this trifling exception, probably made with a view to the subsequent kai; livqo" proskovmmato" k.t.l., the LXX. of Ps. 118:22 is exactly followed as far as gwniva", even to the insertion of ou|to", G4047, which in the LXX. had probably been meant to give clearness after the use of the accusative livqon. 


Psalm 118 is certainly of late date, probably composed for the consecration of the second temple (as described in Ezra 6). Ps. 118:22 is apparently a reminiscence of Isa. 28:16. It is at least conceivable that, as Dr Plumptre conjectures (Bibl. Stud. p. 275f.), the image of the rejected stone was suggested by some actual incident in the rebuilding, the finding at last, in consequence of some kind of Divine intimation, that a stone, which had been cast contemptuously aside by the architects, was in truth the best fitted for the head of the corner. But, whether there was some such external occasion as this or not, the fresh thought added to Isaiah’s image is explicable by the circumstances of the time. The original ideal of Davidean kingship had soon been grievously obscured. Both kings and people had contributed towards making the Jewish state like any heathen state in its neighbourhood, as though it had no special cornerstone. Then had come the Captivity, out of which a purified remnant had returned. For the moment there seemed to be at least a promise of a restoration of the primitive kingship in the hopes that gathered round the governor Zerubbabel, himself a descendant of David, as may be gathered from the prophecies of Haggai and Zechariah. The sense that the invisible rule of Jehovah was the true foundation of the state, by whomsoever ruled externally, was once more strong. Thus the stone which the mundane builders, kings and people, had been despising, was now in this resurrection of the nation recognised in its binding power as the true head of the corner. “From Jehovah,” men learned to say, “this cornerstone came, and it is marvellous in our eyes.” 


In the N.T. the verse is quoted on three occasions. First, according to the testimony of all three Synoptists, our Lord Himself made appeal to it in speaking to the priests, scribes, and elders in the temple, immediately after pronouncing His parable of the Wicked Husbandmen; the primary point of connexion being the Divine reversal of the contemptuous judgment of the men in authority, husbandmen of the vineyard and builders of the house: but there is no definite appropriation of the office of the Stone. St Peter on the other hand, in his defence of the healing of the lame man at the Beautiful gate of the temple, declares plainly to the rulers and all the people of Israel (Acts 4:8-11), “This man [Jesus Christ the Nazarene, whom ye crucified] is the stone that was set at nought (ejxouqenhmevno") of you the builders, which became the head of the corner”: and in this chapter (1 Pet. 2:4) he applies the words in the same manner. He, the true Son of David, the true King of Israel, was in His own person that Cornerstone of which till now there had been only indistinct anticipations, the Cornerstone of a larger Israel, destined to be coextensive with the human race. 


ajpedokivmasan] On the difference between this Greek word, implying rejection after trial, and the original Hebrew word see note on 1 Pet. 2:4. It is naturally retained here because Christ’s rejection by the Jews was the result of His ministry among them. So it is used in Mark 8:31 || Luke 9:22 “suffer and be rejected of the elders and high priests and scribes” (|| Matt. 16:21 having “suffer” only), and again in Luke 17:25 “suffer and be rejected of this generation” (the two passages together making up the “rulers” and “people” of Acts). 


oiJ oijkodomou'nte"] In 1 Pet. 2:4 St Peter had substituted the comprehensive word ajnqrwvpwn. Here, in quoting the Psalm itself, he doubtless felt that it had a special force with reference to the authorities of various kinds (compare the three classes in Mark and Luke, just cited, religious office, civil office, learning: also for the heathen rejection 1 Cor. 1:18-31), in whose eyes our Lord was worse than useless for the only kind of building up of institutions of which they had any conception. 


The phrase “head of the corner” occurs nowhere but in this Psalm. Some understand it of the highest stone of the building, citing Zech. 4:7 in illustration; but it seems to be only a poetical name for the cornerstone; and this sense further is much more appropriate for St Peter’s purpose. It is likewise perhaps not fanciful to surmise that he would associate it with St Paul’s language about Christ as the Head of the body (Eph. 1:22; 4:15; 5:23: cf. Col. 1:18; 2:10, 19), the connexion of sense being much more than verbal. 


8. kai; livqo" proskovmmato" kai; pevtra skandavlou, and (for them He is) a stone of stumbling, and a rock of offence] This double phrase comes originally from Isaiah 8:14, occurring in the prophecy of Emmanuel which belongs to the troubles of the reign of Ahaz, and in that particular part of it which is directed against the inclination of the people to lean on the power of Syria, on Rezin and Remaliah’s son. The warning not to fear what “this people” feared, or count holy what they counted holy, turns to a command to count Jehovah Sabaoth holy, and make Him the object of fear, and a declaration that He Himself should be for a sanctuary or holy place, but also for a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence to both kingdoms, for a gin and a snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, so that many should stumble and fall and be broken, and be snared and taken. The hortatory part of the passage is taken up by St Peter in 1 Pet. 3:14 f.; while here he incorporates the prophetic declaration. 


The LXX. translators apparently shrank from the plain sense, and boldly substituted a loose paraphrase containing a negative which inverts Isaiah’s drift, kai; oujc wJ" livqou proskovmmati sunanthvsesqe ªaujtw'/º oujde; wJ" pevtra" ptwvmati. St Paul (Rom. 9:33) substitutes a literal rendering of the Hebrew, and St Peter follows him (cf. Aq. eij" livqon proskovmmato" kai; eij" stereo;n skandavlou). The “stone of stumbling” (proskovmmato") is the loose stone lying in the way, against which the traveller “strikes” his foot, from 5g"n:, H5597, to “smite,” proskovptw, G4684, (so, Heb. and LXX. Jer. 13:16; Ps. 91:12; Prov. 3:23). The “rock of offence” (skandavlou) is the native rock rising up through the earth of the way, which trips up the traveller and almost makes him fall, from lv'K;, H4173 to “totter.” Isaiah probably adds the second phrase because the Rock (rWx, H7446) was much used in the O.T. as a designation of God as the God of Israel (Deut. 32:4, 15, 18, 30, 31 (cf. 37); 1 Sam. 2:2; 2 Sam. 23:3; Ps. 18:2, 31, 46 c Isa. 17:10): Rock of strength and security though He were to His people, He would also be found a Rock of stumbling beneath their path when they departed from the right way (cf. Isa. 28:13; Jer. 6:21; Hos. 14:9). The single word skandavlou, as used in this connexion by St Paul and St Peter, pointed back to characteristic language of our Lord Himself as well as of the Evangelists on His being a “stumblingblock” to the Jews who refused Him (Matt. 11:6 || Luke 7:23; Matt. 13:57 || Mark 6:3; Matt. 15:12; (17:27;) Matt. 26:31, 33 || Mark 14:27, 29; John 6:61 (; 16:1)); as St Paul elsewhere (1 Cor. 1:23; cf. Gal. 5:11) pronounced a crucified Christ to be to the Jews distinctly a stumblingblock. 


As regards the precise grammatical construction, we cannot naturally take livqo", G3345, and pevtra, G4376, with ejgenhvqh, because eij" kefalh;n gwniva" expresses what the stone became for the faithful. Rather the connexion is directly with ajpistou'sin: “for them that disbelieve this is true A stone which the builders c and [for them He is] a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence.” 


oi} proskovptousin tw'/ lovgw/ ajpeiqou'nte", who stumble at the word, rebelling (against it)] The reading ajpistou'nte", which has some good authority, may safely be rejected as derived from ajpistou'sin dev; see above p. 118, on 1 Pet. 2:7 (ajpistou'sin). 


 jApeiqevw, to be ajpeiqhv", G579, is literally to be disobedient; but it expresses in the first instance rather a state of mind and temper than a line of conduct. It is related in sense to ajpistevw, G601, nearly as peivqomai to pevpoiqa. In the LXX. it chiefly stands for rr"s;, H6253, “to be stubborn,” sa'm;, H4415, “to reject,” and hr:m;, H5286, “to rebel,” words of positive rather than negative sense; and on the whole in most places the biblical use is best expressed by “rebel” or “be rebellious.” It was probably suggested to St Peter by St Paul’s use of it in Rom. 10 and 11, the starting point of which is his quotation in 10:21 from II Isa. 65:1, pro;" de; to;n  jIsrah;l levgei  {Olhn th;n hJmevran ejxepevtasa ta;" cei'rav" mou pro;" lao;n ajpeiqou'nta kai; ajntilevgonta (cf. Isa. 30:9). It was specially appropriate for St Peter’s purpose, because at the close of the three chapters Rom. 9-11 St Paul had stretched its force to cover the Gentile godlessness, in order to “shut up” Jew and Gentile into a parity of destiny (11:30-32). But near the end of the epistle, 15:31, he evidently has only the stubborn Jews in view in i{na rJusqw' ajpo; tw'n ajpeiqouvntwn ejn th'/  jIoudaiva/: compare Acts 14:2; 19:9 (an instructive passage); Heb. 3:18; 4:6, 11. On the other hand, in Heb. 11:31 it is somewhat unexpectedly used of the men of Jericho as opposed to Rahab; and in Eph. 2:2; 5:6 oiJ uiJoi; th'" ajpeiqiva" are undoubtedly the heathen. St Peter himself repeats the word 1 Pet. 3:1, 20; 4:17. 


It is idly disputed whether tw'/ lovgw/ goes with proskovptousin or with ajpeiqou'nte". Either of these two words might doubtless easily stand absolutely; but the position rather suggests that it belongs to both, by a natural and common Greek usage too much ignored by commentators, i.e. “stumble at the word, being rebellious against it.” The order would be a strange one, if St Peter did not contemplate “the word” as itself the occasion of stumbling, while 1 Pet. 3:1 and 4:17 suggest it to be the authority rebelled against. Very possibly the idea was suggested by Isa. 28:13 (not LXX.), which stands only three verses earlier than the passage quoted in 1 Pet. 2:6. It is there said that the word of Jehovah shall be to the people “Precept upon precept, rule upon rule...that they may go, and stumble backward, and be broken and snared and taken” (a series of verbs similar to the series in Isa. 8:15); and the word of Jehovah is evidently represented as itself becoming the stumblingblock. 


The same idea occurs, though more obscurely, in the Gospels. In the interpretation of the Parable of the Sower we read (Matt. 13:21 || Mark 4:17), “when persecution or affliction has arisen dia; to;n lovgon eujqu;" skandalivzetai (-ontai).” Here “the word” has in St Mark no further definition, while St Matthew calls it “the word of the kingdom” and St Luke “the word of God.” Again note Matt. 15:12, Oi\da" o{ti oiJ Farisai'oi ajkouvsante" to;n lovgon ejskandalivsqhsan, apparently in reference to “Not that which entereth into the mouth” & c., and John 6:60 f. (on the living Bread), Sklhrov" ejstin oJ lovgo" ou|to": tiv" duvnatai aujtou' ajkouvein…...Tou'to uJma'" skandalivzei; Thus from the first the Apostles were familiar with the thought that a word or utterance coming direct from God is liable to become itself a stumblingblock to men through the demands which it makes, or the trenchant force with which it contradicts prejudices and conventions. 


Here (as again in 1 Pet. 3:1) the word spoken of is the definite Christian word so often spoken of in the Acts, called sometimes “the word of God,” sometimes “the word of the Lord,” sometimes absolutely, as here, “the word” (Acts 8:4; 10:36; 11:19; 14:25; 16:6; 17:11; 18:5, to take only unambiguous cases). A typical instance of such stumbling at this “word” on the part of the Jews of Antioch in Pisidia is described Acts 13:44-49. That which led especially to its power of making them stumble was the largeness of its message, its character as “the word of God’s grace” (Acts 14:3; 20:32; cf. 20:24). 


There is no real force in the difficulty which some have felt in the transition from stumbling at the Stone to stumbling at “the word.” The primary subject-matter of the word, the primary occasion of stumbling which it contained, was Christ as the Cornerstone. Each form of speech implies the other. 


ajpeiqou'nte", rebelling against it] The addition of this participle explains the reason of the stumbling. “The word” was felt to contain exacting claims over those who accepted it, which the unbelieving Jews refused to admit; in other words, they rebelled against it; as St Paul said to them at Antioch in Pisidia (Acts 13:46), they “thrust it away from them” (ajpwqei'sqe); and so it became to them a stumblingblock. Similarly St Peter (1 Pet. 4:17) speaks of tw'n ajpeiqouvntwn tw'/ tou' qeou' eujaggelivw/, which is the opposite of St Paul’s uJpakouvein tw'/ eujaggelivw/ (2 Thess. 1:8; Rom. 10:16).  jApeiqevw in Acts and Romans is probably derived from II Isa. 65:2, quoted in Rom. 10:21. 


eij" o} kai; ejtevqhsan, whereunto also they were appointed] The reference of eij" o{ is naturally to the principal verb of the preceding clause (proskovptousin), ajpeiqou'nte" being subordinate and practically adverbial.  jEtevqhsan, a somewhat vague word in itself, expresses simply the ordinance of God, perhaps with the idea of place added, that is place in a far reaching order of things. The coincidence with  jIdou; tivqhmi ejn Siw;n livqon in 1 Pet. 2:6 can hardly be accidental. The Cornerstone in Zion and the men who should stumble at it were both of God’s appointing. For this use of tivqhmi, G5502, cf. Acts 13:47, Tevqeikav se eij" fw'" ejqnw'n from II Isa. 49:6 (so  aAQ*); 1 Tim. 2:7; 2 Tim. 1:11, eij" o} ejtevqhn ejgw; kh'rux k.t.l. (perhaps suggested by Jer. 1:5, 18); John 15:16, e[qhka uJma'" i{na uJmei'" uJpavghte kai; karpo;n fevrhte; and less clearly Rom. 4:17 from Gen. 17:5; Heb. 1:2. All attempts to explain away the statement, as if e.g. it meant only that they were appointed to this by the just and natural consequences of their own acts, are futile. True as that would be, it is not the truth that St Peter wished to insist on here. When we try to think of both views together, they seem to contradict each other: but the same apparent contradiction lies in truth in all attempts to combine in thought Divine action and human or natural action. Throughout St Peter is maintaining the primal purpose of God as the true origin of the new or Christian order of things, and here he adds that even the rejection and the rejectors of that order had a place in that primal purpose. These four mysterious words become clearer when we carry them back to what is doubtless their real source those three central chapters of Romans (Rom. 9-10), of which the apostasy of Israel is the fundamental theme. What is there said (9:17) of Pharaoh, and (9:22) of the vessels of wrath is more explicitly awful than St Peter’s short phrase. But if we pursue St Paul’s argument to the end, we see that his purpose is to draw the utmost range of human perverseness within the mysterious folds of God’s will, so that nothing should be left outside, that God’s will may be seen at last in the far future accomplishing its purpose of good. The stumbling of the Jews was for the salvation of the Gentiles (11:11): to be the unconscious instruments of this expansion of God’s kingdom was the destiny appointed for them (eij" o} kai; ejtevqhsan). But they were not cast utterly away for ever. The mercy which their stumbling had brought nigh to the Gentiles would in the depths of God’s unsearchable judgements be for them too. If it was an overwhelming thought that God Himself had appointed them unto stumbling, it was at last the only satisfying thought, for so it was made sure that they were in His hands and His keeping for ever. 


9. St Peter has now ended what he has had parenthetically to say about them that stumbled, and he returns to complete his unfinished description of the privileges of the Christian converts, as believers in the Living Stone, uJmei'" dev catching up uJmi'n ou\n hJ timhv. 


uJmei'" de;...eij" peripoivhsin, But ye are a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people for God’s own possession] Most of the language of this verse is taken either from II Isa. 43:20 or from Exod. 19:5 f. Gevno" ejklektovn comes by a slight modification from II Isa. 43:20, “I have given...rivers in the waterless land, to afford drink to to; gevno" mou to; ejklektovn.” The LXX. here combines two separate phrases, apparently from having a text with no second suffix, the Hebrew being “my people, my chosen.” It is not easy to see why gevno", G1169, was adopted here for µ[', H6638 (twice only elsewhere in Isa., Isa. 22:4; 42:6) instead of the infinitely commoner laov", G3295: but it was convenient for St Peter as describing the people specially under the primary relation of common descent. So St Stephen speaks (Acts 7:19) of to; gevno" hJmw'n (practically from Exod. 1:9); St Paul at Antioch addresses Jews thus (Acts 13:26)  [Andre" ajdelfoiv, uiJoi; gevnou"  jAbraavm, and he talks of ejn tw'/ gevnei mou Gal. 1:14; ejk gevnou"  jIsrahvl Phil. 3:5, where he is referring with pride and affection to his own Jewish origin. The image, as applied to the new Israel, would remind the converts that as members of it they were bound together by a specially close and dear tie of brotherhood. The epithet “chosen” had several bearings: it reminded them that their position was due to the free choice of God; it called attention to their distinctness from the promiscuous throng of men out of whom they had been chosen; and it fixed their thoughts on the purpose of God’s choice, that is, on the work which He designed for them as a chosen race: of one aspect of this work he soon speaks. 


Next, however, come two or three phrases from Exod. 19:5 f., part of the words which God is described as speaking to the people by the mouth of Moses on the approach to Sinai: “and now if ye hearken to my voice and keep my covenant, ye shall be to me lao;" periouvsio" from all the nations, for mine is all the earth, and ye shall be to me basivleion iJeravteuma kai; e[qno" a{gion.” St Peter takes first the remarkable phrase of the LXX. basivleion iJeravteuma. The original has µynIh}Ko tk,l,m]m', “a kingdom of priests.” But the LXX. translators apparently had before them a text in which the final  tof the construct state was replaced by  h(hk;l;m]m'), with the sense “a kingdom, priests.” (This supposition is not necessary if Lagarde is right in saying (Anm. z. Griech. Uebers. d. Prov. p. 4) that “the three letters  hstat the end of a word were not themselves written, but expressed by a stroke at the upper end of the consonant preceding them,” and if this remark applies to the Pentateuch as well as Proverbs.) This is precisely the text which we find represented in the Apocalypse, which often borrows phrases of the O.T. directly from the Hebrew as well as from the LXX. Apoc. 1:6, kai; ejpoivhsen hJma'" (or hJmi'n) basileivan, iJerei'" tw'/ qew'/ kai; patri; aujtou': and again virtually 5:10, kai; ejpoivhsa" aujtou;" tw'/ qew'/ hJmw'n basileivan kai; iJerei'". The LXX. translators apparently meant basivleion as a substantive, “a kingdom, a priesthood”. So the author of 2 Macc. clearly understood the words, ajpodou;" th;n klhronomivan aujtou' pa'si kai; to; basivleion kai; to; iJeravteuma kai; to;n aJgiasmovn (2 Macc. 2:17); and again Philo, De sobr. 13 (i.402), though he takes the word basivleion in the sense of “palace” (his reference De Abr. 12 (ii.9) is ambiguous). None however of the known meanings of basivleion fit precisely into the context. Occasionally both in the LXX. (1 Kings 14:8; 1 Chr. 28:4; Dan. 7:22) and again in the Fathers (as also Plut. Agis 11; Or. Sib. iii.159) it denotes kingship, and twice (Ps.-Clem. Rom. 11.6, 9; Gaius ap. Eus. H.E. iii.28, 2) it is applied to the future kingdom of Christ or God, but it never means “kingdom” in a more concrete sense. Here however it seems to be intended to express the unusual conception of a body of kings (as presbutevrion, G4564, a body of elders), and in like manner iJeravteuma, G2633, denotes a priesthood in the sense “body of priests” (cf. stravteuma, G5128); on iJeravteuma, G2633, see the note on 1 Pet. 2:5. Thus also the Targums and the Syriac have the paraphrase “kings and priests.” But St Peter, if we may judge by the careful parallelism of his four clauses, is not likely to have used basivleion and iJeravteuma, G2633, as separate and independent designations: otherwise in combining and arranging phrases from different sources he could hardly have failed to write basivleion kai; iJeravteuma. This difficulty might be avoided without loss of the original substantival sense of basivleion, if we might translate the phrase “a kingdom [which is also] a priesthood”: but the apposition is too harsh and obscure to be probable. There remains the adjectival sense assumed in the Old (European and Italian) and Vulgate Latin regale sacerdotium, in both Syriac versions, as also by at least Clement of Alexandria (Coh. iv. p. 52), Origen (Cels. iv.32; v.10; Exh. Mart. 5), and Theophylact; while Didymus (Cramer, Catena, and Matthaei, Epist. Cath. p. 199, give the Greek, the authorship being fixed by the Latin, Migne, P.G. xxxix.1763) distinctly takes basivleion as a substantive. The resulting sense is virtually the converse of that of the Hebrew: a kingdom of priests or priestly kingdom (regnum sacerdotale Vulg.) becomes a royal priesthood. In Exodus “kingdom” is little more than a synonym of “people” or “nation” (cf. 1 Kings 18:10; 2 Chr. 32:15; Ps. 78:6 (79:6); 104:13 (105:13); cf. II Isa. 60:12, & c.) with the idea of government by the Divine King added: and Israel was a kingdom of priests because its relation to the other kingdoms or nations of the world was that of a priesthood within a nation to the rest of the nations, having a special consecration, a special nearness to God, a special service to be rendered to Him. Under the Exile the prophetic spirit (II Isa. 61:6) saw this function of Israel recognised by the nations of the earth, evidently as a function destined to be for the blessing of those who thus recognised it, “Ye shall be named the priests of Jehovah, men shall call you the ministers of our God” (for “ministers” see the same word in Joel 1:9, 13; 2:17): cf. II Isa. 60:3-14; 66:18-23; Zech. 8:22 f. This language answers exactly to a part of the office which the Christian Church, the new Israel, was to exercise towards mankind. St Peter doubtless meant by iJeravteuma, G2633, not a mere aggregate of individual priests but a priestly community. Such a priesthood is doubtless shared by each member of the community in due measure, but only in so far as he is virtually an organ of the whole body; and the universality of the function is compatible with variations of mode and degree as to its exercise. 


It is less easy to see in what sense St Peter termed the new Israel a royal priesthood. It would certainly be unsafe to attribute to him the idea of the kingship of Christians which in the Apocalypse (Apoc. 1:6; 5:10; 20:6: cf. 3:21; 20:4; 22:5) is associated with priesthood; this interpretation or adaptation of Exodus having been apparently suggested by Daniel 7:18, 22, 27. Far more probably the kingship of Him to whom the priesthood here spoken of is consecrated is intended and alone intended. It was to God speaking as King that the original saying was implicitly referred in Exodus; and an apostle, present with the Lord during His Ministry, could not but remember the emphasis and comprehensiveness with which He had respected God’s Kingship. Priesthood to Him was essentially priesthood to a King and service to a Kingdom. Thus in this one pair of words, in which alone the substantive stands in the place occupied by the emphatic adjectives in the other pairs, the emphasis is practically shared by both words. 


Compare Clem. Adumb., “Regale autem dixit quoniam ad regnum vocati sumus et sumus Christi” (doubtless cristoiv, not Cristou': cf. Strom. 2.4, p. 438, where cristoiv must be read for crhstoiv); Ecl. Proph. 44. Didymus (Cramer and Matthaei, as well as the Latin) explicitly deduces the double character of the ejklekto;n gevno" as basivleion and iJeravteuma, G2633, from Christ’s union of the two offices of King and Priest, distinct till then. He is partially followed by Theophylact and by Beda. 


 [Eqno" a{gion is the next phrase here as in Exodus, where it is joined on by kaiv, G2779. The people of God was also one of the nations: its “holiness” was its distinguishing feature. The holiness here spoken of is consecration, but consecration to a holy God, i.e. One perfectly spotless, perfectly flawless, and consecration involving the obligation to strive after likeness to this His character. See on 1 Pet. 1:15, 16. This combination e[qno" a{gion is unique; elsewhere, viz. in Deut. (Deut. 7:6; 14:2, 20; 26:19; 28:9); II Isa. 62:12; Dan. 12:7, we have lao;" a{gio".  [Eqno" for the most part represents µ[', H6639, a word rarely applied to the Jewish nation (the predictions of its greatness in the Pentateuch and the usage of the early chapters of Joshua are the most considerable exceptions), and commonly (especially in the plural) applied to heathen nations: such examples however as Ps. 33:12; Isa. 26:2; 58:; and still more Ps. 106:5; Zeph. 2:9, shew the danger of assuming, as is often done, that it was applied to the Jewish nation in its secular aspect only. In the Epistles of the N.T. and the Apocalypse, this one passage excepted, it is never used of Israel. In the historical books it is so used only in sentences spoken to, by, or of persons of another nation (Luke 7:5; 23:2; Acts 10:22; 24:3, 10, 17; 26:4; 28:9; John 11:48; 18:35) and that chiefly with personal pronouns in the genitive, except in John 11:50, where it seems to denote the population as distinguished from the community (cf. Isa. 9:2 Heb.; 26:15 Heb. and the Pentateuchal passages noticed above), and John 11:51 f., where the Evangelist repeats the word from the lips of Caiaphas in place of laov", G3295, with a significance derived from subsequent events. For St Peter’s purpose its use in Exodus was a sufficient justification: but it had further a propriety as thus addressed to the Christians of Asia Minor, who were like a foreign nation in the midst of their heathen neighbours (cf. 1 Pet. 1:1, parepidhvmoi" diaspora'"; 2:11, wJ" paroivkou" kai; parepidhvmou"). 


lao;" eij" peripoivhsin, “a people for God’s own possession” (R.V.), comes substantially but not literally from the same passage, the preceding verse, “then ye shall be a peculiar possession unto me above all peoples, for mine is all the earth” (Exod. 19:5). The word hL;gUs], H6035 (see Dillmann on Exod. 19:5), a special, personal, private, or exclusive possession, stands here alone: but in three similar passages of Deut. (Deut. 7:6; 14:2; 26:18) it is preceded by µ[', H6639, people, the LXX. rendering being lao;" periouvsio", and the same full phrase the LXX. have introduced here. This is the form employed by St Paul in writing to Titus (Titus 2:14). Another allied word, periousiasmov", is employed Ps. 134:4 (135:4); Eccl. 2:8; while in the two remaining passages recourse is had to o} peripepoivhmai (1 Chr. 29:3) and eij" peripoivhsin (Mal. 3:17 kai; e[sontaiv moi, levgei Kuvrio" Pantokravtwr, eij" hJmevran h}n ejgw; poiw' eij" peripoivhsin). This last passage was doubtless at least one source of St Peter’s phrase. Not only is it the single passage in which the LXX. render  hL;gUs]by eij" peripoivhsin, but its true sense is closely related to St Peter’s sense. Of those who feared Jehovah and regarded His name it is said, “And they shall be to me, saith Jehovah Sabaoth, in the day which I make, for a special possession,” i.e. “in my great appointed day they shall be to me for a special possession”; where the Greek like the Hebrew is ambiguous as to the reference of eij" peripoivhsin, but the construction is rightly understood by Jerome. But a second source, containing both laov", G3295, and the verb peripoievomai, was undoubtedly II Isa. 43:20 f., which furnished the first phrase gevno" ejklektovn. There, after potivsai to; gevno" mou to; ejklektovn, the next words are (vs. 21) laovn mou o}n periepoihsavmhn ta;" ajretav" mou dihgei'sqai. The last words, compared with St Peter’s o{pw" ta;" ajreta;" ejxaggeivlhte, leave no doubt that he has taken the exact phrase of the LXX. in Malachi to express the substance of the phrase of the LXX. in Isaiah. Strangely enough eij" peripoivhsin occurs likewise (but in other senses) in 1 Thess. 5:9; 2 Thess. 2:14; Heb. 10:39; cf. eij" ajpoluvtrwsin th'" peripoihvsew" in Eph. 1:14. A nearer connexion of sense may be found in Acts 20:28, th;n ejkklhsivan tou' qeou', h}n periepoihvsato (made a special possession for Himself) dia; tou' ai{mato" tou' ijdivou. In Isaiah periepoihsavmhn itself rests on some confusion of text (possibly of  ytrxywith ytvry), for the original means “I formed or fashioned for myself”: but practically the Greek sense is implied in the Hebrew, the people which God forms for Himself becomes His own possession. The sense of St Peter’s phrase at all events is plain, plainer than it would have been had the somewhat uncouth and ambiguous word periouvsio", G4342, been retained. He calls the Christians “a people for [God’s own] special possession”; literally perhaps rather “for gaining in special possession,” but the distinction was probably not contemplated, the phrase being analogous to e.g. eij" katavscesin (Gen. 17:8; Ezek. 33:24, & c.), eij" klhronomivan (1 Kings 8:53; Ps. 32:12 (33:12) & c.). He is anxious to claim afresh for Christian use the idea, which in various forms is so prominent in the O.T., of a community of men who do in a special sense belong to the Lord of the whole earth, who not only are holy to Him but are emphatically His own. 


No special stress lies here on laov", G3295. It is the usual representative of µ[', H6639, which is indeed rendered by e[qno", G1620, above a hundred times, but by laov", G3295, more than twelve times as often. Though often difficult to distinguish in sense from rWG, H1591, and employed freely in both singular and plural for foreign and heathen peoples,  µ['is the more dignified word of the two, and by usage is more suggestive of organisation and constitution. It thus naturally became (1) the word which in the mouth of Jews could be used without further definition than the article as the designation of their own people (“the people”); and (2) the word used in speaking of their relation to Jehovah as their God by covenant (“the people of Jehovah,” “My people”). In the Gospels, Acts, and Hebrews oJ laov" frequently denotes the Jewish people (so also 2 Pet. 2:1: cf. Jude 5). In the other books it naturally has this use only in quotations: but it is remarkable that, with the exception of two or three transitional instances in Hebrews (Heb. 4:9; 11:25; 13:12), its transference to the new Israel is likewise throughout the N.T. confined to quotations and (Titus 2:14; Apoc. 18:4) borrowed phrases. 


o{pw" ta;" ajreta;" ejxaggeivlhte, that ye may tell forth the excellencies] These words correspond to ta;" ajretav" mou dihgei'sqai in the LXX. rendering of II Isa. 43:21. Dihgou'mai is the commonest rendering of rp's;, H6218, to “rehearse,” “declare”; while ejxaggevllw, G1972, best rendered to “tell forth,” seven times represents the same verb in the Psalms, and occurs similarly three times in Ecclesiasticus, and that in parallelism to dihgevomai, G1455, or ejkdihgevomai, G1687. Both verbs frequently denote mere narration: but ejxaggevllw, G1972, is the more vivid word, and has often the accessory force of declaring things unknown. 


ta;" ajretav" stands in Isaiah for  ytiL;hiT]“my praise” (sing.). It stands thus for the same Hebrew word in three other places of Isaiah (Isa. 42:8, 12 for the singular; 63:7 for the plural), and ajrethv, G746, twice in the Minor Prophets for d/h, H2086, “glory” or rather “majesty.” These are all the instances for the O.T.; in the O.T. ajrethv, G746, is thus not used at all in the sense of “virtue.” In the Apocrypha it is freely used for “virtue”; but in one place (AddEsth. 14:10) it is used as in the LXX. ajnoi'xai stovma ejqnw'n eij" ajreta;" mataivwn, “to open the mouth of the Gentiles with the praises (to sing the praises) of vain [idols].” Moreover Sir. 36:19 has in the best MSS. (as Dr Field has pointed out) plh'son Siw;n ajretalogiva" sou, “Fill Zion with thy praise (|| “with thy glory thy people”). Similarly in Ps. 30:5 (29:5) Symmachus has ajretalogiva for hN:rI, H8262, the song of joy. (This curious word ajretalogiva is also found in Manetho, Apotel. iv.447, and in some MSS. of Strabo xvii.1.17, in a sense connected with the obscure term ajretalovgo", applied both in Greek and in Latin to wandering story-tellers (see reff. in Mayor on Juv. xv.16), perhaps originally as the encomiasts of great houses or great men: cf. Auson. Epist. 13,  JPwmaivwn u{pato" ajretalovgw/ hjde; poihth'/ Aujsovnio" Pauvlw/: speu'de fivlou" ijdevein.) 


This peculiar use of ajrethv, G746, ceases to be anomalous when the word is traced through its early history, as is admirably done by Leopold Schmidt, Ethik d. alten Griechen, i.295-301. He shews that originally it denoted “whatever procures for a person or a thing preeminent estimation, whether of a practical, a moral, an intellectual, or a material nature,” being thus applied by Homer (as was partly seen by Plutarch, De audiendis poetis 6, ii.24 C) to every kind of conspicuous advantage, beauty, swiftness, cleverness, martial or gymnastic prowess, and even success granted by the gods. Hence came the verb ajretavw, to prosper, and hence (as frequently used by Philo) to be fruitful. Schmidt points out, after Nitzsch, that in the early time the conception of an eminent quality or advantage is inseparably blended in ajrethv, G746, with that of the impression which it makes on others, that is, with praise, renown, or prestige, sometimes the one conception predominating, sometimes the other. The Homeric poems and hymns, Hesiod, Tyrtaeus, Theognis, Simonides, Pindar (with whom ajrethv, G746, is a favourite word) amply illustrate the twofold usage, which indeed is sometimes perceptible in the prose literature of the fifth and even the fourth century. The rise of ethical reflexion in the days of Socrates and the Sophists gradually caused the word to be exclusively applied to intrinsic eminence of various kinds, and especially moral eminence, i.e. virtue; and the Stoics gave fixity to the limitation found in their predecessors. Hence the term ajretalovgo" (-logiva) and the usage of ajrethv, G746, assumed by the translators of the Prophets and the author of the additions to Esther, may safely be regarded as local survivals, preserving exclusively one side of the comprehensive sense universal in early times, as the familiar usage belonging to the later literary language has exclusively preserved the other. 


But, as in the case of e[ntimo", G1952, the word may have been welcome here to St Peter because to most Greek ears it would suggest intrinsic excellencies, and both senses would be equally appropriate with ejxaggeivlhte: indeed here too the one sense involves the other, for all praises of God must be praises either of His excellencies or of His acts as manifestations of His excellencies. Although neither the apostle 


nor any other early Christian was likely to have chosen independently such a word as ajretaiv in its common Greek sense in speaking of God, its accidental consecration in the current version of the Prophets might easily seem to justify a secondary application in this sense. So understood, it is nearly equivalent to ta; megalei'a tou' qeou', the term employed by St Luke for the subject of the praises uttered on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2:11 after the LXX. and Ecclus.). The context suggests that Rom. 11:33-36, perhaps with 8:28-39, may have been present to St Peter’s mind as summed up in the one word. (Philo several times speaks of the ajrethv, G746, or ajretaiv of God in the sense “virtues” or “excellencies”: Quis rer. div. 22, p. 488; De nom. mut. 34, p. 606; De somn. i.16, p. 635; 43, p. 658;—all cited by Loesner in loco.) “Excellencies” (R.V.) is the best English rendering: to a certain extent it represents both senses. 


The manner in which the Asiatic Christians were to tell forth the excellencies of God is left undefined. Doubtless this office of theirs was meant to be as comprehensive as the command in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. 5:16), of which the image in the next clause reminds us. Every ajrethv, G746, which was seen shining in them would be the manifestation of a corresponding ajrethv, G746, in God. How much the evidence of the lives of Christians as seen by the heathen was in St Peter’s thoughts is shewn at once by the next passage (1 Pet. 2:12), as well as by others in the Epistle. 


The initial o{pw", G3968, must refer to all the preceding part of the verse. Its purpose is to shew that the various prerogatives there set forth, as expressed in ejklektovn, basivleion iJeravteuma, a{gion, and eij" peripoivhsin, had not been bestowed on the Christians for their own sake, but to enable them to discharge the office of telling forth the excellencies of God. 


tou' ejk skovtou" uJma'" kalevsanto" eij" to; qaumasto;n aujtou' fw'", who called you out of darkness into his marvellous light] No direct antecedent for these words can be found in either O.T. or N.T., though the transition from heathenism as a passage from light to darkness is much dwelt on in Eph. 5:8-14 (cf. Col. 1:12 f., where the reading kalevsanti for iJkanwvsanti is Western only). Yet the phrase was probably suggested by Eph. 1:17-19 (cf. Col. 1:26 f.). At all events a similar thought must be contained in qaumastovn, which cannot but mean much more than marvellously bright or marvellously pure. God’s marvellous light is not so much the object of vision as its medium (“in thy light shall we see light”). It is marvellous not only by its own glory or its quickening power, but by the marvels which it brings to view and the marvellous powers for beholding them which it calls forth and educates. Clement of Rome’s famous words (ch. 36) are therefore a just paraphrase as far as they go, “Through Him (Jesus Christ) let us gaze into the heights of the heavens; through Him we behold as in a mirror His spotless and supernal countenance; through Him the eyes of our heart were opened; through Him our dull and darkened mind burgeons anew into the light” (qaumasto;n aujtou' probably not original). The Divine calling spoken of in 1 Pet. 1:15 included in its scope various purposes (2:21; 3:9; 5:10). Here it is spoken of as a calling by God to a sharing of His marvellous light, an admission to some power of reading the mysteries of life aright by seeing them in a measure in the same light in which they are seen by Him who created them and disposes them. This calling into God’s light is thus analogous to the new life received through the word of the living and abiding God (1:23). It is thus fitly chosen as the characteristic act of Him whose excellencies the Christians were to tell forth, because it was on their use of the realm of vision thus opened to them that their power of exhibiting Him to men in grateful praise would depend. 


10. oi{ pote ouj lao;" nu'n de; lao;" qeou', oiJ oujk hjlehmevnoi nu'n de; ejlehqevnte", who aforetime were not a people, but now are a people, of God; who had not obtained mercy, but now have obtained mercy] All the salient words here come from Hosea 1, 2: ouj lao;" qeou' from ouj laov" mou in Hos. 1:9 bis and 2:23; lao;" qeou' from laov" mou in 2:1, 23; oujk hjlehmevnoi from oujk hjlehmevnh in 1:6, 8 (and 2:23 AQ); and ejlehqevnte" from hjlehmevnh in 2:1 (and ejlehvsw 2:23 AQ). In Rom. 9:25 f. St Paul makes up four lines, partially of direct quotation, from the same passage of Hosea, placing at their head kalevsw, perhaps derived from Hos. 1:4 & c., kavleson to; o[noma aujtou' (aujth'"), but in the same stronger sense in which St Peter used kalevsanto" in 1 Pet. 2:9. At all events there can be little doubt that St Paul’s quotation suggested St Peter’s allusion. In Hosea the subject is the return of rebellious Israel to allegiance to its true Lord: whereas St Paul appropriates the prophetic language as expressing the admission of the Gentiles. St Peter’s reference, taken by itself, is capable of either interpretation, but (apart from the probable dependence on Romans) it is more appropriate as addressed to former Gentiles than as addressed to former Jews. All the words selected for quotation suggest not a repentance but a transition from an evil state not preceded by an anterior allegiance. 


It is not obvious whether ouj laov" should be taken absolutely, or whether the final qeou' should be taken with both ouj laov" and laov", G3295. Both are free from difficulty as to the Greek. The former interpretation throws however a degree of stress on the supposed distinctive meaning of laov", G3295, which is not justified by evidence elsewhere, and involves a gratuitous departure from both Hosea and St Paul. It is at least safest to understand the words as meaning “which aforetime were not a people of God, but now are a people of God.” There is again nothing in the context to suggest that the omission of the article in the second place is insignificant. St Peter was more likely to treat the Christians of Asia Minor as a people of God than as the people of God: compare kai; aujtoi; laoi; aujtou' e[sontai (according to the more probable reading) in Apoc. 21:3. 


The contrast of tense between oujk hjlehmevnoi and ejlehqevnte", lost in the ruder LXX. is that between the long antecedent state and the single event of conversion which ended it. Here St Peter departs from St Paul’s th;n oujk hjgaphmevnhn hjgaphmevnhn (a modification of part of Hosea 2:23) in order to retain Hosea’s earlier language in 1:6, 8; 2:1: but in so doing he brings out the more clearly the force of St Paul’s own teaching at the conclusion of his argument (Rom. 11:30), w{sper ga;r uJmei'" pote; hjpeiqhvsate tw'/ qew'/, nu'n de; hjlehvqhte k.t.l. The mercy and the withholding of mercy are of course named only in reference to the signal mercy of the gift of the Gospel. That either heathen or unbelieving Jew was at any time unvisited by God’s mercy is a thought that could have found no access to the mind of either apostle. 


II. 1 Pet. 2:11-4:11 

2:11 f. Exhortation to purity of motive, and so to purity of life in the presence of the heathen (a kind of general heading to the section) 

11, 12. We now begin the moral teaching resting on the religious foundation of the previous verses, and frequently making appeal to the same. These first two verses deal with personal as distinguished from social morality; first (1 Pet. 2:11) in its purely personal aspect, as affecting the man himself, and secondly (vs. 12) in respect of its influence on others who behold it. This second aspect leads naturally to social morality proper. 


11.  jAgaphtoiv, Beloved] The word begins the second as it does also the third or remaining section of the Epistle (1 Pet. 4:12), occurring nowhere else in the Epistle. Not St Paul only, but all the other writers of Epistles in the N.T. make use of it. It refers back to our Lord’s test of discipleship to Himself, the mutual love of those who believe in Him (John 13:34 f.; 15:12, 17); and is thus combined emphatically with pistoiv, faithful, in 1 Tim. 6:2 (q.v.): cf. Col. 4:9. It is doubtless also meant to imply the antecedent love of God as shewn forth in Christ. 


The construction of what follows is not quite clear. Both readings ajpevcesqai and ajpevcesqe are well supported; and the great similarity of sound diminishes the relative weight of documentary authority. The infinitive is the more likely to be right, because St Peter shews a very strong preference for the aorist in imperatives (see p. 109). This on the whole outweighs the consideration that the imperative renders the omission of uJma'" slightly easier (“I speak words of exhortation as unto strangers &c.”: cf. 1 Cor. 10:15): e[conte" in 1 Pet. 2:12 goes best with ajpevcesqe, but the return to the nominative participle would be a quite natural irregularity after ajpevcesqai. The sense hardly differs. 


parakalw' wJ" paroivkou" kai; parepidhvmou", I beseech you as sojourners and pilgrims] The double phrase catches up the parepidhvmoi" of 1 Pet. 1:1, and the paroikiva" of 1:17. It comes from two passages of the O.T. The two Hebrew words of similar sense are bv;/T, literally “a dweller,” but by usage “a sojourner,” and rGE, H1731 (the stronger word), “a stranger.” The former is commonly rendered pavroiko", G4230, the latter proshvluto", G4670: but in three of the places in which both Hebrew words occur together pavroiko", G4230, replaces proshvluto", G4670, for rGE, making another rendering necessary for bv;/T, and in two of the three the word chosen is parepivdhmo", G4215. These two are Gen. 23:4, where Abraham uses the words in their first or literal sense, saying to the sons of Heth, “I am a stranger and a sojourner with you: give me a possession of a burying place with you”; and again Ps. 39:13 (= 38:13, LXX.), where the words are used figuratively of man’s life on earth, being probably in part suggested by the same two Hebrew words (LXX. proshvluto", pavroiko") in Lev. 25:23 (where they refer to the land as belonging to God in true ownership); and likewise suggested in part by Jacob’s words to Pharaoh in Gen. 47:9 (“The days of the years of my life a}" paroikw'”), which again are echoed in Ps. 118:19 (119:19), pavroikov" eijmi ejn th'/ gh'/. The two words have virtually the same sense, a sojourner in a land not his own. Parepivdhmo" is itself rare, but the verb and substantive (-iva) are not uncommon in late classical literature and in inscriptions, expressing rather more strongly the sense which ejpidhmevw, G2111, has likewise in late classical writers. Neither word would ever be used of a man dwelling in his own city or land. Both the O.T. applications of the two words are reflected in the Epistle. The Asiatic Christians were sojourners both as being scattered among a population of other beliefs and standards of life than their own; and also because, while living on earth, they belonged to a present Commonwealth in the heavens, of which they hoped to become visibly and completely citizens hereafter. The two applications coalesce here, the ways of the heathen society being essentially ways of the earth. Here the two words, as paroikiva, G4229, in 1 Pet. 1:17 f., are associated with ajnastrofhv, G419, i.e. behaviour among other men. The Christians had to live among Gentiles whose habitual instincts were rooted in that lower order of things above which St Peter was exhorting them to rise. It was only by thinking of themselves as mere sojourners, not citizens, in the midst of such a fleshly order of society, that they could escape being dragged down by its usages. Compare Heb. 11:13, oJmologhvsante" o{ti xevnoi kai; parepivdhmoiv eijsin ejpi; th'" gh'", followed in the next verses by mention of a heavenly patriv", G4258, and a city prepared by God. 


ajpevcesqai tw'n sarkikw'n ejpiqumiw'n, to abstain from the fleshly desires] The article must not be slurred over. Its force is to group the desires here called fleshly emphatically together, probably in contrast to other desires not having this character. From the nature of the case desires are spoken of in the N.T. from several points of view; and these different modes of speech must be taken as complementing and correcting each other. Sometimes desires as such, without any further justification, are implied to be evil; as in this Epistle, 1 Pet. 4:3 (ajselgeivai", ejpiqumivai", oijnoflugivai"; cf. 4:2; 1:14). Sometimes they are implied to be evil in so far as they are individual and so separate and ultimately selfish: so James 1:14, uJpo; th'" ijdiva" ejpiqumiva" ejxelkovmeno" kai; deleazovmeno": cf. 2 Pet. 3:3; Jude 16, 18 (eJautw'n); Rom. 1:24 (tw'n kardiw'n aujtw'n); 2 Tim. 4:3 (ijdiva") (cf. Num. 15:39). Sometimes a desire is called “evil” (ejpiqumivan kakhvn, Col. 3:5), implying that other desires might not be evil; and so, as here, we have Titus 2:12, ta;" kosmika;" ejpiqumiva", and again Eph. 2:3, ejn oi|" kai; hJmei'" pavnte" ajnestravfhmevn pote ejn tai'" ejpiqumivai" th'" sarko;" hJmw'n, this last being the probable source of our passage, as the context suggests. Other passages where desires and savrx, G4922, are associated are Rom. 13:14; Gal. 5:16, 17, 24; 1 John 2:16; and, more nearly resembling our passage in form, though in a totally different context, 2 Pet. 2:18, deleavzousin ejn ejpiqumivai" sarko;" ajselgeiva" tou;" k.t.l. 

This is the only place in the Epistle where St Peter uses savrx, G4922, or sarkikov", G4920, strictly in the Pauline or ethical sense. Two points specially need attention with respect to it. On the one hand “the flesh” according to St Paul includes much more than sensuality, as a glance at Gal. 5:19 ff. is enough to show; for there such things as hatreds, factiousnesses, and envyings are members of a list which begins with fornication and ends with drunkennesses and revellings. On the other hand the term “flesh” is not applied to any part of human nature absolutely and in itself, but as placed in a wrong relation, that being allowed to rule which was made and meant to serve. Except in implied antithesis to “spirit,” this sense of “flesh” has no meaning. 


The rather peculiar phrase ajpevcomai ejpiqumiw'n was already established in Greek. In a well-known passage of the Phaedo (82 C) Plato has it, oiJ ojrqw'" filosofou'nte" ajpevcontai tw'n kata; to; sw'ma ejpiqumiw'n aJpasw'n: also in Leg. viii.835 E, ajfevxontai tw'n pollou;" dh; kai; polla;" ejpiqumiw'n eij" e[scata ballousw'n; cf. Diod. xxxi. p. 587 (Wetst.). The more obvious ajpevcomai hJdonw'n (cf. tw'n hJdonw'n in James 4:1) occurs in combination with it just below in the Phaedo (83 B), hJ tou' wJ" ajlhqw'" filosovfou yuch; ou{tw" ajpevcetai tw'n hJdonw'n te kai; ejpiqumiw'n kai; lupw'n kai; fovbwn. Compare Schmidt, Synonymik iii.594f. 


ai{tine", the which] There are some places in the N.T. in which o{sti", G4015, cannot be distinguished from o{", G4005; ultimately the distinction quite broke down in usage. In most places however of the N.T. o{sti", G4015, apparently retains its strict classical force, either generic, “which, as other like things,” or essential, “which by its very nature”; and this last is doubtless the sense here: it is no accidental fact, but part of the present condition of human nature that the fleshly desires make war against the soul. 


strateuvontai kata; th'" yuch'", make war (take up war) against the soul] Two earlier passages of the Epistles contain the verb strateuvomai, G5129, and that in similar contexts: Rom. 7:22 f., “I consent with joy (sunhvdomai, G5310) to the law of God after the inward man, but I see a different law in my members taking up war against the law of my mind (ajntistrateuovmenon tw'/ novmw/ tou' noov" mou)”; James 4:1, “Whence come wars and whence come fightings among you? Come they not hence, even of your pleasures that take up war in your members (ejk tw'n hJdonw'n uJmw'n tw'n strateuomevnwn ejn toi'" mevlesin uJmw'n)?” In Romans the warfare spoken of is a rebellion of a lower law in the members against the true law of the mind, which is the law of God ratified by the inward man. In St James the image is more obscure: but apparently the pleasures are represented as in hostile occupation of the members, resisting a lawful authority which is not named. Here too the warfare is not waged by foreign invaders but by rebellious subjects, as the word itself was probably meant to indicate: the forces divinely ordained to serve under the soul rise up in mutiny against it to destroy it. Thus Josephus (B. J. iii.8.5) speaks of the hands of suicides as the instruments by which they took up war against themselves (ai|" ejstrateuvsanto kaqj eJautw'n); and conversely Plato (Rep. iv.429 B: cf. Leg. ix.878 C) speaking of a class in the state says, o} propolemei' te kai; strateuvetai uJpe;r aujth'". 


What then is meant by the “soul” against which the fleshly desires make insurrection? It is by this time sufficiently recognised that the modern religious sense of the term “soul,” as the highest element in man, is founded on a misunderstanding of the N.T. On the other hand there is considerable exaggeration in the supposition that the word has in the N.T. a definitely depreciatory sense. That sense is undoubtedly latent in the N.T. use of the adjective yucikov", G6035, but probably only through antithesis to pneumatikov", G4461. This whole class of words has in truth a variable force in accordance with the context; and it is dangerous to attempt to build an absolute psychology on such passages as 1 Thess. 5:23. Yuchv (= vp,n‡<, H5883) is in both Testaments first the individual being or his or its individual life (Gen. 1:20 c 2:7), and then by a natural transition whatever is felt to belong most essentially to man’s life when his bodily life has come to be recognised as a secondary thing. It answers very nearly to our modern word and conception “self”; and it is curious how often its force is well brought out by substituting “self” as a paraphrase. Neither in this Epistle nor elsewhere is there evidence that the “soul” was regarded as a ruling power (to; hJgemonikovn in the Greek phrase); so that we must not be tempted to force into St Peter’s language here St Paul’s meaning when he wrote (Gal. 5:17): hJ ga;r sa;rx ejpiqumei' kata; tou' pneuvmato", to; de; pneu'ma kata; th'" sarkov", though St Peter can hardly have forgotten the phrase. (The two passages are curiously mixed in Ep. Polyc. v.3, kalo;n ga;r to; ajnakovptesqai ajpo; tw'n ejpiqumiw'n ejn tw'/ kovsmw/, o{ti pa'sa ejpiqumiva kata; tou' pneuvmato" strateuvetai.) He has in view rather the nexus in which all powers find their unity, that which is at once most individual and most permanent in us. In so far as the mutinous desires have their way, destruction is wrought to the very self: their action is the undoing of that which is called in 1 Pet. 1:9 swthriva yucw'n. 


12. St Peter now passes from the inner purity to its visible fruits. 


th;n ajnastrofh;n...kalhvn, having your behaviour among the Gentiles fair to see]  jAnastrofhv, as before (1 Pet. 1:15, 18; ajnastravfhte 1:17) and later (3:1, 2, 16), is behaviour in converse with other men: ejn toi'" e[qnesin goes with ajnastrofhvn, not with kalhvn. It does not limit the behaviour to such things as concerned direct relations with the Gentiles, but denotes all behaviour which was in their midst, and so could not fail to be sooner or later known to them. The participle e[conte" in this context can hardly mean “as having” or “by having,” but rather “and so having”: that is, the fair behaviour is regarded as following naturally from the inward abstinence, though it is likewise part of the subject of exhortation. 


kalhvn is doubly marked as predicative, not only being without an article while ajnastrofhvn has thvn, but placed as far from its substantive as possible, at the end of the clause. 


Kalov", usually a hard word to translate, denotes that kind of goodness which is at once seen to be good, goodness as an object of direct contemplation, beauty being the obvious type of such goodness; while ajgaqov", G19, denotes what is good in virtue of its results. Hence in 1 Pet. 3:16 ajgaqhvn is the word used, because the goodness is there spoken of with reference to the present scorn which it provokes, not admiration. Compare James 3:13, deixavtw ejk th'" kalh'" ajnastrofh'" ta; e[rga aujtou' ejn prau?thti sofiva", and Heb. 13:18, ejn pa'sin kalw'" qevlonte" ajnastrevfesqai. 


i{na ejn w|/ katalalou'sin uJmw'n wJ" kakopoiw'n, that in the very matter in which they speak against you as evildoers]  jEn w|/, owing to the generality of its form, takes various senses in different contexts. The temporal sense, which is the commonest, while (Mark 2:19 || Luke 5:34; Luke 19:13; John 5:7), has little force here. It is simplest to take ejn w|/ as in the very matter in which, as in Rom. 2:1; (probably 8:15;) 14:21; 2 Cor. 11:12; the closest parallel however being a very similar passage of this Epistle, 3:16, i{na ejn w|/ katalalei'sqe kataiscunqw'sin oiJ ejphreavzonte" uJmw'n th;n ajgaqh;n ejn Cristw'/ ajnastrofhvn. The more difficult ejn w|/ of 1 Pet. 4:4 (ejn w|/ xenivzontai mh; suntrecovntwn uJmw'n eij" th;n aujth;n th'" ajswtiva" ajnavcusin) probably likewise means in which matter, i.e. in the matter of behaviour; but without an attraction. 


Katalalevw, in Aristophanes to blab, in the later historians (sparingly) and in the LXX. is to speak evil of; in the N.T. it is confined to this and the parallel passage just cited (1 Pet. 3:16) and James 4:11 (thrice); cf. katalaliav, G2896, 1 Pet. 2:1; 2 Cor. 12:20; katavlalo", G2897, Rom. 1:30. 


wJ" kakopoiw'n. Kakopoiov" and its derivatives are rare in classical literature, where they always (even in Xen. Oecon. iii.11) denote the doing of mischief or injury, either to a specified person or other object, or else absolutely. It is the same in the Apocrypha (Sir. 19:28 perhaps excepted). But in the LXX. this restricted sense passes sometimes into the wider sense of evil-doing from a moral point of view. In Mark 3:4 || Luke 6:9 the stricter interpretation is favoured by the context; but in 1 Peter (here; 1 Pet. 2:14; 3:17 [vs. 16 v. l.,]; 4:15) it cannot safely be maintained. In 3:17 kakopoiou'nta" (opposed to ajgaqopoiou'nta") is manifestly a repetition of poiou'nta" kakav (opposed to poihsavtw ajgaqovn) from Ps. 33:15, 17 (34:15, 17), as quoted in 1 Pet. 2:10-12; and this cardinal passage determines the usage throughout the Epistle. The same wider sense is required in 3 John 11, where the first clause of the verse is apparently founded on 1 Pet. 3:13. 


Attention has rightly been called by several critics to the coincidence of this word with the language of Suetonius (Ner. 16), “Afflicti suppliciis Christiani, genus hominum superstitionis novae ac maleficae”; and in 1 Pet. 4:15 maleficus (corrupted to maledicus in the Vulgate) is the rendering of kakopoiov", G2804, in Tertullian and Cyprian. The further inference, that we have here an allusion to accusations of seditious or otherwise illegal conduct on the part of the Christians, is not borne out by the usage of maleficus any more than by that of kakopoiov", G2804. Except as a popular nickname for wizards (see passages quoted by , Itala u. Vulgata p. 316f., and Goelzer,  de Saint  p. 133), maleficus was not more definite in sense than kakopoiov", G2804; nor is there any evidence of a restricted sense of the much rarer word malefactor, known only from the Latin versions of the N.T. and a single passage of Plautus. But St Peter’s four times repeated use of kakopoiov", G2804, does suggest the probability that he was accustomed to hear either this epithet or its Latin equivalent flung at the Christians at Rome. If he heard it only in Latin, the precise force must remain ambiguous; that is, it might consistently mean either wizards (in accordance with what in later times was certainly a popular charge against the Christians), or quite vaguely “mischievous,” “pestilent.” The latter sense alone is attested for the Greek kakopoiov", G2804. In either case St Peter, in repeating it for his own purpose, might easily intend it to be taken with the literal sense “evildoer,” which could hardly be otherwise than familiar to his readers from the LXX. and which at all events (as the relation of 1 Pet. 3:10 to 3:17 implies) was in accordance with etymology. 


It may however still be asked whether the abusive epithet, as popularly applied to the Christians, was meant to point to scandalous moral offences, such as were imputed to Christians in the second century. The supposition receives some plausibility from the phrase used by Tacitus (Ann. xv.44), “quos per flagitia invisos volgus Christianos appellabat,” for such offences would certainly be included under flagitia. But flagitium, more a term of contempt than of reprobation, is applied to things disgraceful from any point of view, not merely on moral grounds (as in a famous passage of Tacitus, Germ. 12, the flagitia of ignavi et imbelles are contrasted with the scelera of proditores et transfugae); and would naturally be applied without definite meaning to the ways of a despised and vaguely distrusted sect. That shameful immoralities were not intended may be gathered pretty certainly from the generality of St Peter’s language in all places, and especially by the collocation of kakopoiov", G2804, after wJ" foneu;" h] klevpth" and before wJ" ajllotriepivskopo" in 1 Pet. 4:15. 


ejk tw'n kalw'n e[rgwn ejpopteuvonte" doxavswsi to;n qeovn, by reason of your good works they beholding may glorify God] We here come at once on a manifest allusion to our Lord’s saying reported in Matt. 5:16: the coincidence between tw'n kalw'n e[rgwn ejpopteuvonte" doxavswsi and i[dwsin...ta; kala; e[rga...doxavswsin cannot be accidental. The details of interpretation however are difficult. 


 jEpopteuvonte" must certainly be read, not ejpopteuvsante" (the more obvious tense, likely also to be introduced from 1 Pet. 3:2).  jEpovpth" is in the first instance an eye-witness or an inspector, and ejpopteuvw, G2227, the corresponding verb. Neither word occurs in this sense in Attic prose. In poetry both are common, specially of the gods as keeping watch over this or that terrestrial object. In late Greek prose they were freely used, without limitation of reference, the verb being almost always transitive. St Peter’s use in 1 Pet. 3:2 is exactly normal. The heathen husbands are spoken of as to be won over by having been eye-witnesses of the pure behaviour of the Christian wives, ejpopteuvsante" th;n ajnastrofhvn. Here however the forms of language are very different. It would have been easy and obvious to say ta; kala; e[rga ejpopteuvsante", had St Peter meant no more than these words would convey. Both the peculiar construction with ejk, G1666, and the present participle have to be accounted for. The commonest interpretation (A.V. and R.V.) “that by your good works which they shall behold they &c.,” (literally “that they, by your good works, beholding them”) is very harsh and improbable, being in fact only a tortuous paraphrase of ta; kala; e[rga ejpopteuvsante". There can, I think, be no reasonable doubt that, while ejk tw'n kalw'n e[rgwn belongs to the present, ejpopteuvonte" no less that doxavswsi must belong to the future. The present seeing of the good works, not now recognised by the heathen as good (kalav), is not expressed but taken for granted; on the other hand it is taught that hereafter under the pressure of a day of visitation, the recollection of those works will open their eyes that they may be beholders indeed, and so come to glorify God. Thus ejk, G1666, receives full force: not the direct sight of the works, but its result (ejk, G1666). The memory of it was to be the agent in the future change of mind. This sense would not have forbidden the use of ejpopteuvsante": but the aorist participle might so easily be taken to refer to the time when the works were performed, that the easiest way to indicate briefly the true sense was to employ the present participle. 


It remains to consider how far the object of ejpopteuvonte" can be defined. One tempting construction is to take it with to;n qeovn, of course in combination with the verb. This idea would not be foreign to the passage, for God must be in some sense contemplated before He could be glorified; and Clement of Alexandria several times has the identical phrase ejpopteuvw to;n qeovn (Strom. iv.152, p. 633; vii.57, p. 865) or to; qei'on (Paed. i.28, p. 114; Strom. v.67, p. 686). But the context of the last cited passage suggests that the phrase came from Neo-Pythagorean literature. Its ultimate source is doubtless the special or technical sense of ejpovpth", G2228, in Greek religion, as applied to one who has reached the last stage of initiation in the Greek mysteries, probably as being then admitted to behold the sacred symbols, whatever they may have been.  jEpopteuvw, in the sense to be an ejpovpth", G2228, was then by a natural transition applied by Plato to initiation in Divine mysteries of philosophy; and it would need but another step to combine this use with the common late transitive use of the verb and so to apply the word to the beholding of God or of things Divine (see A. Jahn, Methodius Platonizans p. 39, n. 250). But it would be rash in the absence of corroborative evidence to suppose St Peter to have followed so peculiar a usage. It is simpler to take ejpopteuvonte" as a transitive absolute, “that beholding they may glorify God.” (So in the sense of “observing,” “watching,” Babrius lxxxviii.5, oJ de; th'" ajrouvrh" despovth" ejpopteuvwn wJ" xhro;n ei\de to; qevro".) If we are to ask what St Peter thought of them as beholding, no single answer will suffice; the memory of the good works would remove the veil which hid the Christians themselves; the good tree would be known by its good fruits; and the God whom the Christians served would then be known likewise, and homage be done to His true glory. It is not necessary to this interpretation to give (with Hofmann) ejpopteuvw, G2227, the sense “to recognise,” which undoubtedly it does not possess; all that the word denotes is actual vision, but in this context the vision spoken of is one that has been preceded by blindness. 


doxavswsi to;n qeovn, a phrase much used in both O.T. ( dbkPi., Hiph.) and N.T. for all forms of human recognition of God’s true character and work, rendered by word or by act. It probably here includes both praise to Him for the “good works” of His despised servants the Christians, and thankful acknowledgement of His merciful justice in now afflicting themselves. For the former cf. II Isa. 49:3; 2 Thess. 1:10; for the latter Apoc. 11:13; 14:7; 15:4; 16:9. 


ejn hJmevra/ ejpiskoph'", in a day of visitation] The absence of the article is not accidental: in this and other similar phrases the indefiniteness is essential to the meaning. 


Formally the whole phrase comes from Isa. 10:3 (cf. Hos. 9:7 Heb.) or from Jer. 27:22 (34:22) Heb. (omitted altogether in LXX.); but its force depends on a considerable stream of O.T. usage.  jEpiskevptomai usually represents dq'P;, H7212 (and ejpiskophv, G2175, hD:q¨P], H7213) with the fundamental sense “visit” or “inspect.” In the O.T. the “visiting” of man by God is the general expression of His ways of making His presence felt, especially after a period of seeming quiescence and indifference. Thus He “visits” His people to bring them out of their Egyptian bondage (Gen. 50:24 f.; Exod. 3:16; 4:31; 13:19; cf. Ruth 1:6), or their Babylonian exile (Jer. 27:22, referred to above; 29:10; 32:5; cf. Zeph. 2:7; Zech. 10:3; and 1 Esdras 6:5); or again individuals, as Hannah in her barrenness (1 Sam. 2:21). On the other hand He “visits” sinners and enemies with judgements in the midst of their fancied impunity (Exod. 32:34; Ps. 59:5; Isa. 10:3; Jer. 6:15; 8:12; 10:15 & c.). Both these senses recur in the Apocrypha, and the former in the N.T. likewise (Wisd. 4:15; Sir. 32:21; 46:14; Judith 8:33; Luke 1:68, 78; 7:16; and on the other hand Wisd. 14:11; 19:15; Sir. 16:18; 23:24); while a sense of the ambiguity is shewn in Judith by the insertion of eij" ajgaqovn, ejn ajgaqoi'" (Judith 4:15; 13:20). There is no clear case of the term “visitation” being applied to judgements as at once penal and corrective (the difficult passages Isa. 23:17; 24:22 can hardly be brought under this description): but on the other hand a “visiting” for the purpose of trial and probation is recognised in Ps. (Ps. 8:4;) 17:3; Job 7:18; 31:14; and this sense is rather common in the Apocrypha (Wisd. 3:7 [cf. 2:20], 13, e{xei karpo;n ejn ejpiskoph'/ yucw'n; Sir. 2:14; 18:20, ejn w{ra/ ejpiskoph'" euJrhvsei" ejxilasmovn; (cf. 31:6;) 3 Macc. 5:42). In our Lord’s words over Jerusalem (Luke 19:44) this sense appears to blend with that of visitation for blessing (7:16). Here the visitation must be one of judgement, but of judgement recognised as corrective, and so having the nature of trial or probation: that is, St Peter looked to a future opening of the eyes of men who were now despisers or persecutors, and to Divine judgements as the instruments of it, operating through the memory of the lives of Christians. Such an expectation implies his recognition of a conscience or voice of God within the heathen, enabling them at last to discern the moral truth which was contradicted by their habitual principles. 


2:13-3:12. Definite relative duties, in civic society, of servants and masters, of wives and husbands, the section concluding with the universal bond of the Christian mind, and the Divine promise respecting it 

13. St Peter now passes to the Christian doctrine of social relations. The warfare which he waged against heathen principles of living was easily capable of being represented as hostile to the necessary bonds of society; and it was by no means impossible that ill-instructed Christians might similarly misinterpret the Gospel, and become conscientious apostles of social disorder. In the Sermon on the Mount the Lord Himself, foreseeing how easily both opponents and disciples might misunderstand His attitude towards the sacred institutes of Jewish society and religion, had uttered the warning “Think not that I came to undo the law or the prophets; I came not to undo but to fulfil”; and then had proceeded to expound by a series of examples what He meant by fulfilment. In the same spirit His Apostle here expounds the chief social relations common to civilised mankind in the light of Christian faith and morality, and each exposition tends to shew that the Gospel was a power for their more perfect fulfilment, not for their undoing or dissolution. 


 JUpotavghte, be subject] The leading idea of the next few verses is here enunciated sharply without a conjunction or other verbal link to the preceding verses. The ou\n, G4036, of the Received Text is certainly spurious. In Romans (Rom. 13:1-6) subjection (uJpotavssesqai, vs. 5) is also prominent, in so far as it concerns political authorities, the subject of 1 Pet. 2:14-17 here; in Ephesians (Eph. 5:21-24; 6:1-3, 5-8) it is set forth only in so far as it concerns family and household relations, the subject of 1 Pet. 2:18-3:7 here, but apparently as founded on a general principle of subjection (uJpotassovmenoi ajllhvloi" ejn fovbw/ Cristou'), laid down at the outset in Eph. 5:21, which likewise corresponds in drift to 1 Pet. 5:5 as well as to this verse. In ancient society subjection was taken for granted as a necessary condition for the wellbeing of the community; but, as a universal principle of personal life, subjection is characteristically Christian. It consists not in the sacrifice of the individual to the community, the weakness of the ancient social life, but in the recognition that the individual attains his own true growth and freedom only through devotion to the community, and submission to the various forms of authority by which society is constituted. 


pavsh/ ajnqrwpivnh/ ktivsei, to every (divine) institution among men] A difficult phrase. Put briefly, the main question is this,—does ajnqrwpivnh ktivsi" mean here a ktivsi", G3232, by men or a ktivsi", G3232, by God among men? There is no doubt that in Classical Greek ktivsi", G3232, is ascribed to men far oftener than to God, and the most obvious sense of ajnqrwpivnh is “proceeding from men.” But the former of the two interpretations, though thus prima facie natural, cannot without straining be reconciled with the context. 


Wide as is the use of ktivsi", G3232, to speak of the supreme ruler or subordinate rulers, or their office or function, as a ktivsi", G3232, on the part of men is without example or analogy in Greek usage (the secondary sense of creo being unknown for ktivzw, G3231); and this strangeness of language is much increased if the other relations noticed in the next few verses are included. That they were meant to be included seems to follow naturally from the use of pavsh/: the purely political authorities could hardly be called (either as human or Divine) ktivsei" in any sense which would not be too wide of application to allow any force to pavsh/. Moreover, human authorship, put forward without qualification as here, and yet more emphasised by the addition of pavsh/, is not likely to have been laid down by an apostle as a sufficient reason for subjection: he could not but remember for how many evil customs human authorship was responsible. 


If however we take ktivsi", G3232, as implying Divine authorship, as in every other place where ktivzw, G3231, or any of its derivatives occurs in the O.T. or N.T. (or in the Apocrypha, 1 Esdras 4:53 excepted), all these difficulties vanish. The effect of ajnqrwpivnh/ is accordingly to limit the ktivsei" spoken of to such elements of God’s universal ktivsi", G3232, as are characteristically human. Compare (at a lower level) Sir. 10:18, oujk e[ktistai ajnqrwvpoi" uJperhfaniva; 40:1, ajscoliva megavlh e[ktistai panti; ajnqrwvpw/; also 7:15, mh; mishvsh/s...gewrgivan uJpo;  JUyivstou ejktismevnhn: indeed the general usage of ktivzw, G3231, by this writer illustrates indirectly St Peter’s use of ktivsi", G3232, both probably instinctively employing the Greek diction of Palestine. The force of the word ktivsi", G3232, itself as here used probably comes partly from Hebrew, partly from Greek associations. The Hebrew ar:B;, H1343, though the metaphysical notion of creation out of nothing is foreign to it, apparently carries with it some implication of newness (cf. Num. 16:30; and see Dillmann on Gen. 1:1), and at all events has in the O.T. no other subject than God. In Genesis always and sometimes in Isaiah it is rendered poievw, G4472, (i.e. it is not distinguished from hc;[;, H6913), but in Deut. (Deut. 4:32), the Psalms, the Prophets generally, and Ecclesiastes it becomes ktivzw, G3231. The most common Greek sense of ktivzw, G3231, (etymologically “to make habitable”) is “to found a city,” and thence generally “to found,” “institute.” This Greek force of the word is emphasised by Philo (De mundi opif. 4, i.4) who treats the Creation as the founding of a city (ejpeida;n povli" ti" ktivzhtai), and so involving a planning out of the several parts of the city. (It is in connexion with this idea that we find in Philo the first hint of ktivsi", G3232, as creation out of nothing, when in De Prov. ii.55 [Armen.] he compares it to the founding of Athens or Alexandria [de novo magnam istam urbem mundum creavit]: cf. De Somn. i.13 fin., 1. p. 632.) Here then we have an adequate explanation of St Peter’s meaning. Biblical associations defined the founding spoken of to be the founding of the commonwealth of mankind by God Himself, and the Greek usage suggested that the founding implied a plan on which mankind were to be organised. By an ajnqrwpivnh ktivsi" then St Peter means a fundamental institution of human society. Before Christ came into the world, mankind already possessed a social order of which the chief elements were the state, the household, and the family; and here St Peter declares that they were not to be slighted or rejected because they were found among heathen. On the contrary, they had a Divine origin, and they were distinctively human: without them man would sink into savagery. It was needful to say this after the previous verses, which might seem by contrast to condemn heathen society absolutely. 


dia; to;n kuvrion, for the Lord’s sake] By “the Lord” St Peter almost certainly means Christ. The phrase (oJ kuvrio") occurs independently but once elsewhere in the Epistle, 1 Pet. 2:3 (an adaptation from the Psalm), where Christ is meant: and in 3:15 the true reading is kuvrion de; to;n Cristo;n aJgiavsate ejn tai'" kardivai" uJmw'n. Nor is diav, G1328, with the accusative ever followed by to;n qeovn (or an equivalent) in similar phrases elsewhere (Rom. 8:20; [1 Cor. 8:6 v.l.;] Heb. 2:10 are manifestly irrelevant); while we have dia;  jIhsou'n 2 Cor. 4:5, 11; dia; Cristovn 1 Cor. 4:10; dia; to;n cristovn Phil. 3:7, followed (vs. 8) by Cristou'  jIhsou' tou' kurivou mou dij o{n. In all five passages the sentence refers to some kind of voluntary humiliation or suffering, and such is evidently the case here: subjection was to be “for the Lord’s sake,” as being rendered in loving imitation of Him, and willing participation of His ministries. St Peter doubtless did not forget such sayings of the Lord as are recorded in Matt. 22:21 (and parallels); 17:27, which have a direct application to the subject of the next verse: but here he seems to have in view the farther reaching principle unfolded by act and word in John 13:12-17; cf. Matt. 20:28 (and parallel); Luke 22:26 f.; the morfh; douvlou of Phil. 2:7. The passages of Luke and John illustrate the special force of to;n kuvrion. This interpretation, which harmonises with the strain running through the Epistle, is much more probable than a merely retrospective reference of dia; to;n kuvrion, in the sense “for the sake of Him” who ordained every human institution. 


St Peter now comes to the chief types of Divine institutions among mankind, and naturally speaks first of the state or civil government. Here he begins by summing up St Paul’s teaching in Rom. 13:1-6. 


ei[te basilei', whether it be to the king] St Peter doubtless had in mind the chief ruler of a country or wider region, whatever the precise nature of his office, but specially the ruler of the Roman Empire. In the Greek East for a long while before the Christian Era the successors of Alexander in their several lines were the typical basilei'", and from them the title was freely applied to the Roman emperors by Greek lips, notwithstanding the Roman hatred of the title rex. It is a striking thought that the emperor under whom St Peter wrote, and who was thus the living representative of kingship at the time when kingship, or the authority of the supreme magistrate, was thus consecrated in an apostolic Epistle, was Nero. If St Peter’s language was to be accepted as true, there could be few rulers indeed whose claims on loyalty would be sustained by less personal merit. 


wJ" uJperevconti, as supreme] The last word was probably suggested by ejxousivai" uJperecouvsai" in Rom. 13:1.  JUperevcw means nothing more than to be higher than, or in advance of, others in any respect, but is specially used of those in the highest authority in a state (cf. 1 Tim. 2:2, basilevwn kai; pavntwn tw'n ejn uJperoch'/ o[ntwn). Here it is probably used relatively to subordinate magistrates, not to ordinary subjects. The force of it, as brought out by the more elaborate language of the next clause, seems to lie in marking the true nature of the supreme ruler’s claim. Many would recognise him on account of some supposed peculiar sanctity attached to his office, while they would have no obedience or respect for subordinate offices which the popular imagination invested with no such incommunicable sacredness. St Peter on the other hand deduces the claim of both alike from the purpose which they serve in God’s order for the good of subjects, and rests the higher claim of the supreme magistrate solely on his higher and therefore more important function in the same work. 


14. ei[te hJgemovsin, or unto governors]  JHgemwvn is a word of very various application, but was specially applied about this time to governors of provinces, whether legati Augusti or proconsuls, or anything else. In Jer. 45:17 (38:17); 46:3 (39:3), where it stands for rc', H8569, we have the combination hJgemovne" basilevw" Babulw'no". In Matt. 10:18 (and parallels) hJgemovne" and basilei'" are coupled together without indication of their relation, and the basileuv", G995, and hJgemwvn, G2450, of Acts 26:30 have no such relation as is expressed here. 


wJ" dij aujtou' pempomevnoi", as sent through him] Diav has of course its proper meaning, expressing the instrument or agent. The king appears here not as the source of the governor’s authority, but as the channel by which Divine authority is conveyed to him. The Divine source is not mentioned here, any more than with ktivsei, but it is distinctly indicated by diav, G1328: cf. Matt. 11:2 (right reading), and (with ajpostevllw, G690) Apoc. 1:1. In Rom. 13 (13:1, 2, 4, 6) it is explicitly declared, as it was also by our Lord Himself (John 19:11). 


eij" ejkdivkhsin kakopoiw'n, for vengeance on evil-doers] In both LXX. and N.T. ejkdivkhsi", G1689, stands both for “avenging” or “vindication” and, as here, for “vengeance” “requital.” This sense is specially abundant in Ecclus. On kakopoiw'n enough has been said (p. 135f.). The whole phrase condenses St Paul’s qeou' ga;r diavkonov" ejstin, e[kdiko" eij" ojrgh;n tw'/ to; kako;n pravssonti (Rom. 13:4), which in its turn seems to be an echo of  jEmoi; ejkdivkhsi", ejgw; ajntapodwvsw, quoted from Deut. 32:35 Heb. (not LXX.) just above (12:19). With both apostles the retribution on crime inflicted by the magistrate is an instrument of the Divine retribution. Grammatically eij" ejkdivkhsin is dependent on pempomevnoi" only, not on uJperevconti: but the words dij aujtou' mark the king and his subordinates as sharers in a common function, so that practically both ranks of office are eij" ejkdivkhsin k.t.l. 

e[painon de; ajgaqopoiw'n, and for praise of well-doers] Here again we have an echo of Romans 13 (Rom. 13:3, 4), qevlei" de; mh; fobei'sqai th;n ejxousivan… to; ajgaqo;n poivei, kai; e{xei" e[painon ejx aujth'": qeou' ga;r diavkonov" ejstin soi; eij" to; ajgaqovn. St Paul does not define the sense in which the Christian would have praise from (ejk, G1666) the political authority. Obviously the bestowal of praise is not one of the usual functions of magistrates, though public spirit, especially as shewn in munificence, was often celebrated in laudatory inscriptions which might often have originated with magistrates. But this kind of praise suits St Paul’s tone very ill, and his last cited clause (qeou' gavr k.t.l.) points rather to such a praise as would at least not be discordant with the praise bestowed by God. Hence ejx aujth'" (th'" ejxousiva") must mean, as it may quite naturally mean, that the praise spoken of was a result of the civil government, not that it was in any sense pronounced by the civil government. The human justice administered by the magistrate and the holy life of the Christian, however far apart they might seem to be, had alike to; ajgaqovn as their goal. The sense of right and wrong, which the public administration of justice kept alive, was a powerful, though often overlooked, factor among the influences which promoted individual holiness, and the life and mind which were according to God’s will and received His praise. This interpretation gains in force when it is remembered that e[paino", ejpainevw (see on 1 Pet. 1:7) in the best Greek usage include moral approbation. It is equally applicable to St Peter’s more condensed language, since e[painon de; ajgaqopoiw'n comes after, not before, eij" ejkdivkhsin kakopoiw'n. The retribution, at once human and Divine, which is an immediate purpose of God’s sending of the magistrate, is itself designed by Him to call forth on the other hand (dev, G1254), as a positive result, a human approving recognition of well-doers, which again is an utterance of the approval pronounced by the Judge above. 


15. o{ti ou{tw" ejsti;n to; qevlhma tou' qeou', because after this manner is the will of God] It is not at first sight obvious to what o{ti, G4022, refers, to the primary words of the sentence (uJpotavghte pavsh/ ajnqrwpivnh/ ktivsei), or to wJ" dij aujtou' pempomevnoi" k.t.l. either with all that follows or specially with the last clause (e[painon de; ajgaqopoiw'n). The first of these interpretations is for several reasons improbable:—(1) it detracts from the appropriateness of the contents of 1 Pet. 2:15; (2) it adds a superfluous and subordinate motive to what has been already fully sustained by the comprehensive dia; to;n kuvrion; and (3) it brings harshness into the transition from the accusative ajgaqopoiou'nta" to the nom. ejleuvqeroi, by making them both to belong equally to the persons addressed. It is easier to take 1 Pet. 2:15 as a parenthetical statement, general not personal in form, intended to explain what has just been said about the praise of well-doers. 


Next ou{tw", G4048, requires consideration. Is it prospective, i.e. does it refer only to ajgaqopoiou'nta" fimoi'n k.t.l., or is it retrospective, and to be interpreted by the preceding verse or verses? In favour of the former reference 1 Thess. 4:3 has naturally been quoted (tou'to gavr ejstin qevlhma tou' qeou', oJ aJgiasmo;" uJmw'n, ajpevcesqai uJma'" ajpo; th'" porneiva"): but the substitution of ou{tw", G4048, for tou'to makes a serious difference, as well as the tov with qevlhma, G2525. The only other place in the N.T. where qevlhma, G2525, is combined with ou{tw", G4048, is Matt. 18:14, where ou{tw", G4048, is certainly retrospective: but in this case likewise the parallel fails, as St Peter has nothing answering to the preceding parable, which is the subject of comparison. As regards general usage, ou{tw", G4048, is habitually retrospective. The only exceptions are where it (a) is followed immediately or almost immediately by a correlative particle, wJ", G6055, ([John 7:46 v.l.;] James 2:12; 1 Cor. 3:15; 4:1; 9:26 bis; 2 Cor. 9:5; [? Eph. 5:28, 33]), kaqwv", G2777, (Phil. 3:17), w{ste, G6063, (John 3:16; Acts 14:1), [kaqjº o}n trovpon (Acts 1:11; 27:25),—but not with i{na, G2671, 1 Cor. 9:24 (see Meyer); or (b) introduces spoken or written words (Matt. 6:9; Luke 19:31; Acts 7:6; 13:34, 47; Rom. 10:6; 1 Cor. 15:45; Heb. 4:4); or (c) lastly introduces a complete narrative headed by a single descriptive phrase (Matt. 1:18; John 21:1). There is therefore a strong presumption against the direct reference of ou{tw", G4048, to the following fimoi'n k.t.l. The only real obstacle to taking it as retrospective is a misinterpretation of to; qevlhma tou' qeou', which is commonly assumed to mean here the will of God which has to be obeyed, His will considered as a law or commandment. This use of qevlhma, G2525, is of course common enough: but St Paul 

employs qevlhma, G2525, likewise for particular acts of God’s will, as parts of a providential scheme, in reference to his own selection for apostleship (1 Cor. 1:1; 2 Cor. 1:1; Eph. 1:1; Col. 1:1; 2 Tim. 1:1), his hope of reaching Rome (Rom. 1:10; 15:32), the coming of Apollos to Corinth (1 Cor. 16:12), and the special devotion of the Macedonian churches (2 Cor. 8:5). Similarly in two out of the three other places where St Peter has qevlhma, G2525, both of them places closely connected in subject with this verse, it expresses not a will to be obeyed but a will to be recognised, namely God’s permission of the sufferings of the righteous for the sake of high ends of His own; 1 Pet. 3:17, krei'tton ga;r ajgaqopoiou'nta", eij qevloi to; qevlhma tou' qeou', pavscein h] kakopoiou'nta"; and 4:19, w{ste kai; oiJ pavsconte" kata; to; qevlhma tou' qeou' pistw'/ ktivsth/ paratiqevsqwsan ta;" yuca;" ªaujtw'nº ejn ajgaqopoiiva/. In each of these places a derivative of ajgaqopoiov", G18, occurs, as here; and in the second the reference to God as a faithful Creator recalls ktivsei in 1 Pet. 2:13, the reference being in each case not merely to creation in the modern sense, but to creation with a purpose. So also here St Peter is not laying down a law of God for men to obey, but expounding one of the ways of God’s own working; “because,” he says, “after this manner is the will of God,” i.e. after the manner implied in His using civil magistrates for “the praise of welldoers.” 


Then comes the clause with the infinitive, best taken as in apposition to to; qevlhma tou' qeou', and explicative of these words. It is doubtless possible, without violence to grammar or sense, to omit the comma after qeou' and translate “because by well-doing after this manner it is the will of God that men put to silence” & c.: but the order of the words and the presence of the article (to; qevlhma) render the other construction more natural. 


ajgaqopoiou'nta", that men by well-doing] The word must not be narrowed down in sense so as to cover no more than subjection to civil authority: that sense goes with the wrong interpretation of the whole verse. Just as in 1 Pet. 2:20; 3:6, (vs. 11,) vs. 17; 4:19, St Peter here has in mind well-doing in the widest sense, subjection to civil authority being only that particular form of well-doing which most conspicuously exhibited the Christian life in harmony with the ordinary mechanism of human society, while the principle of Providence declared in this verse is of much wider application. The participle is quite general: the Alexandrian text supplies uJma'", which is also the interpretation of at least the Latin and Syriac versions, but by misunderstanding of to; qevlhma: the principle here declared is of universal truth. 


fimoi'n th;n tw'n ajfrovnwn ajnqrwvpwn ajgnwsivan, should silence the purblindness of the senseless sort of men] Fimoi'n (so a*, doubtless rightly; compare kataskhnoi'n and ajpodekatoi'n [see Intr. § 410; App. p. 166 b]). Tindale (ed. 1525 or 1526) and the Great Bible well render fimoi'n by “stop the mouths of,” but have to paraphrase ajgnwsivan by “ignorant men.” The Bishops’ Bible tries in vain to mend this flaw by translating “stop the ignorance.” Fimovw literally, “to muzzle” or “gag,” is figuratively “to restrain” or (much more commonly) “to silence.” So Matt. 22:34, besides passages where the passive occurs. 


 jAgnwsiva, from the ancient adjective ajgnwv", must not be confounded with a[gnoia, G53, though they cannot always be rendered differently. Here ajgnwsiva, G57, might be rendered “purblindness.” It is related to a[gnoia, G53, as ginwvskw, G1182, to e[gnwka. It expresses not ignorantia, the absence of knowledge, but ignoratio, the failure or inability to take knowledge. Its commonest (active) use is for failure or inability to recognise persons or places, whether from darkness or for any other reason: but it is also applied to any lack of perception, causing an object to be either totally ignored or seen in a wrong light. Thus St Paul says in 1 Cor. 15:34 (the only other instance in the N.T., but cf. Wisd. 13:1), ejknhvyate dikaivw" kai; mh; aJmartavnete, ajgnwsivan ga;r qeou' tine;" e[cousin, “some have no sense of God’s presence,” “do not perceive Him to be there.” So also here St Peter means to express by it an inability to recognise the true meaning and worth of the lives of Christians. 


tw'n ajfrovnwn ajnqrwvpwn. Again the article cannot be otiose. It must mean either “those senseless men,” i.e. the men spoken of in 1 Pet. 2:12; or “the senseless sort of men,” and this is the more probable meaning; i.e. “that ajgnwsiva, G57, which is characteristic of those men who may be best described as senseless.” Thus on the one hand the ajgnwsiva, G57, is marked as not confined to scattered individuals; it was a common property of an evil public opinion: and on the other hand it was not universal; there were heathens, be it few or many, who had too much sanity of mind to be thus blinded. Perhaps it was also meant to be distinguished from the darker and more hopeless ajgnwsiva, G57, due not to senselessness only but also to inveterate wickedness.  [Afrwn cannot be well rendered by any single English word. It expresses (Schmidt, Syn. iii. p. 647) want of mental sanity and sobriety, a reckless and inconsiderate habit of mind. The combination of fimoi'n with ajgnwsivan, “putting purblindness to silence,” shows that St Peter had in view such an ajgnwsiva, G57, as expressed itself in words rather than deeds. That is, he is not here speaking of persecution but of calumny. The manner in which he regarded well-doing as silencing purblind calumny is not explained. Probably he meant the restraint imposed by the perpetual presence of conduct manifestly governed by the sense of right and wrong. This restraint of course falls far short of the recognition and celebration of God’s glory spoken of in 1 Pet. 2:12, though in due time it might lead to that higher result, when the slanderer should himself join the ranks of the slandered. 


16. wJ" ejleuvqeroi, as free] This reappearance of a nominative after the accusative of the preceding verse has led some to place a comma only between 1 Pet. 2:16 and 17; “as free and not & c., but as servants of God, honour ye all men.” The verse belongs in sense however much more closely to vs. 13 than to vs. 17, and the return to the nominative presents no difficulty as soon as the strictly parenthetic character of vs. 15 is recognised.  jEleuvqero" (with its derivatives) in most places of the N.T. has either an expressed or an implied antithesis to some definite kind of bondage. In some of the most familiar places the bondage is that of the Jewish Law; but that has probably no place here. An analogous bondage however, that of inherited heathen custom, is indicated in the only previous passage of the Epistle which throws any light on the nature of the freedom here spoken of. In 1 Pet. 1:18 St Peter has implicitly referred to a freedom by speaking of a redemption; and that redemption was from their vain manner of behaviour received from their fathers. In submitting then to the institutions of heathen society, St Peter means to say, the Christians were not bowing their heads afresh to the old yoke, but were approaching them from a different point of view altogether, regarding them as ordinances of God’s own independent law, which it was their joy and pride to fulfil. It is possible that St Peter has also in mind the remarkable language twice used by St James (James 1:25; 2:12) respecting “a law of liberty,” by which he apparently condenses the teaching of the Sermon on the Mount as to the perfectness, the righteousness exceeding the righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees, by which the old law is at once set aside in the letter and fulfilled in the spirit: but there is no clear indication of that sense here. 


kai; mh; wJ" ejpikavlumma e[conte" th'" kakiva" th;n ejleuqerivan, and not as men that have their liberty as a cloke of their malice]  jEpikavlumma is a not uncommon word, nearly answering to our “pretext.” The articles before kakiva" and ejleuqerivan suggest that we must not supply uJmei'" with e[conte", but take the clause quite generally, “and not as men that have their liberty as a cloke of their kakiva, G2798, ” (compare 1 Pet. 5:3, mhdj wJ" katakurieuvonte" tw'n klhvrwn); the wJ", G6055, after mhv, G3590, belonging to e[conte", not to ejpikavlumma, G2127; their liberty is to some men actually a cloke of their kakiva, G2798. The clause is not in opposition to wJ" ejleuvqeroi, but guards it from possible misunderstanding. The ejleuqeriva, G1800, spoken of is not a wrong liberty, but a wrongly used liberty. 


th'" kakiva". In 1 Pet. 2:1 we have already had ajpoqevmenoi ou\n pa'san kakivan followed by kai; pavnta dovlon k.t.l. (see note). Here too the word seems to retain its usual N.T. limitation. There is no indication that St Peter is contemplating antinomian license in general, as St Paul does in a passage of Galatians (Gal. 5:13) which resembles this, but only such misuse of ejleuqeriva, G1800, (cf. 2 Pet. 2:19) as would interfere with subjection to the institutions of society; and the temper of mind which would lead to this might be described in general terms as kakiva, G2798, a bitter and scornful feeling towards heathen and towards everything found among them. In the same spirit in which St Peter writes here, St Paul proceeds in the place just quoted (Gal. 5:13), ajlla; dia; th'" ajgavph" douleuvete ajllhvloi". 


ajllj wJ" qeou' dou'loi, but as bondservants of God] This is the constantly recurring paradox. The true definition of an ejleuvqero", G1801, in the apostolic sense is one who is Cristou' dou'lo". Compare 1 Cor. 7:22. The key to the paradox lies in the fact that the freedom of self-will is not merely an evil freedom but an illusory freedom: it is only the entrance into a new slavery. 


17. pavnta" timhvsate...to;n basileva tima'te, Honour all men; love the brotherhood; fear God; honour the king] The change of tense after the first imperative is very remarkable here. The true explanation seems to be this. St Peter begins with the aorist imperative as the most forcible tense for the exhortation on which it was his special present purpose to insist. The other exhortations had to be added, to prevent misunderstanding, but the first two of them were more familiar, and might be taken more as a matter of course; and a return to the aorist in the final clause would have given it a false kind of emphasis. Pavnta" timhvsate stands in contrast to th'" kakiva". It expresses the opposite of the churlish and contemptuous feeling the indulgence of which would pervert all the relations of the Christians to the heathen. St Peter had spoken already of subjection to the king and the magistrates: but here the exhortation in extending more widely goes also deeper. Every heathen soul, by the mere title of humanity, had a right to be regarded with honour, and all that that word suggested. This exhortation is in the spirit of Rom. 13:7-10, which has no limitation to Christians only: but the definite form is St Peter’s own. 


St Peter doubtless had no intention of suggesting that heathen were to be objects of honour, not of love: but his present purpose is to mark that the duty to the heathen was compatible with a duty of yet closer relations to the Christian community. Here therefore he says ajgapa'te only with reference to the latter, and fobei'sqe only with reference to God, though St Paul had enlarged on the love of a neighbour as of universal obligation, and spoken of men (doubtless rulers) to whom fear was due (1 Pet. 2:7). 


Both here and in 1 Pet. 5:9 ajdelfovth", G82, has the concrete sense of a band of brothers. The word does not earlier occur in this sense (indeed it is rare even in the abstract sense), but was speedily taken up into Christian literature, Latin as well as Greek. The special ajgavph, G27, of the ajdelfovth", G82, is filadelfiva, G5789, which has occurred already in 1:22. 


Then comes to;n qeo;n fobei'sqe answering to the last clause of 1 Pet. 2:16, and at the same time supplying the sanction under which the previous duties had their meaning. It is quoted from Prov. 24:21, fobou' to;n qeovn, uiJev, kai; basileva: and the addition there made could not well be neglected by St Peter while he was still on the theme of civil government, and so he borrows to;n basileva from Proverbs, lest his readers should forget the ei[te basilei' wJ" uJperevconti with which he began. But as he had subordinated the honouring of all to the loving of the brotherhood, so to the fearing of God he subordinates the honouring of the king. The word, this time more directly borrowed from Rom. 13:7 fin., is the same that had been used at the beginning of the verse, but with a modified sense: cf. Plut. ii.816 A, iJero;n de; crh'ma kai; mevga pa'san ajrch;n ou\san kai; a[rconta dei' mavlista tima'/n. The honour due to all men is akin to love, the honour due to the king is akin to fear: yet both spring from a common root, even that reverence which is the spiritual basis of Christian subjection. On this word “Honour” the first part of St Peter’s social exhortations emphatically ends. 

ADDITIONAL NOTES 
I. The Names of St. Peter 

St Peter in the opening salutation uses only the name given him by Christ, the translation of Khfa'", G3064, (John 1:42; cf. Matt. 16:18). It is the prevalent name in Matt, Mark, Luke, while St John has usually Sivmwn Pevtro"; and it is the only name used in the Acts except in a few passages where the name Simon (Acts 10:5, 18, 32, 11:13) or Symeon (15:14) is put into the mouth of speakers. St Paul has it in Gal. 2:7, 8; elsewhere (1 Cor.4; Gal.4) he uses Khfa'", G3064, never Sivmwn, G4981. 


The facts as to the use of the names of St Peter in the N.T. are as follows: 


Sivmwn, G4981, used quite absolutely, is in narrative confined to Mark4 and Luke7 previous to the Mission of the Apostles, and is found nowhere afterwards [on Luke 24:34 see below]; in speeches it occurs Matt (Matt. 17:25: not reckoning 16:17), Mark (Mark 14:37), Luke (Luke 22:31; 24:34 [virtually a speech]): cf. Sivmwn Bariwna', Matt. 16:17; Sivmwn  jIwavnou, John 21:15, 16, 17; Sivmwn oJ uiJo;"  jIwavnou, John 1:43. 


Sivmwn, G4981, joined to Pevtro", G4377, by oJ legovmeno", oJ ejpikalouvmeno", o}" ejpikalei'tai, occurs Matt, Acts4; and the two names are brought into the same context in reference to the naming, Mark (Mark 3:16), Luke (Luke 6:14), John (John 1:40; vs. 42, to;n ajdelfo;n to;n i[dion Sivmwna). 


Sivmwn Pevtro" is confined to Matt1 (Matt. 16:16, where it introduces the confession), Luke (Luke 5:8, prosevpesen toi'" govnasin  jIhsou'), John17 (in which Gospel it on the whole predominates), and 2 Pet. 1:1 (where however many authorities read Sumew;n Pevtro"). 


Pevtro", G4377, is the greatly predominating name in Matt19, Mark18 (after Mark 3:16; including 14:37, levgei tw'/ Pevtrw/ Sivmwn), Luke16 (after Luke 6:14), Acts51; it occurs in John15 (John 13:8, 37; 18:11, 16 bis, 17, 18, 26, 27; 20:3, 4; 21:7, 17, 20, 21); also in Gal.2 (Gal. 2:7, 8), 1 Pet.1. In speeches (not counting Matt. 16:18 [John 1:43]) it occurs in Luke (Luke 22:34, warning of denial), Acts2 (Acts 10:13; 11:7). Probably among Christians in his later days St Peter bore no other name than that consecrated by our Lord. 


Khfa'", G3064, is confined to John1 (John 1:43), 1 Cor.4, Gal.4. 


Sumewvn, G5208, is confined to Acts1 (Acts 15:14); on 2 Pet. 1:1 see above. 


The name Khfa'", G3064, apparently is not elsewhere used (unless as Kaiavfa", see below) as a Jewish name, Aramaic or Greek (cf. Keim, Geschichte ii. p. 550). The Greek Pevtro", G4377, occurs in Joseph. Ant. xviii.6.31 for a freedman of Berenice, mother of Agrippa I., cited by Keim l.c. The substantive 5Ke, H4091 (µypiKe) appears only twice in the O.T. (Job 30:6; Jer. 4:29), both times in the plural. In the Targums (Buxtorf, Lexicon Chaldaicum 1032) it occurs as 5Ke, ap;Ke, for a rock, or a stone (e.g., gems, hailstones, thunderbolts), or a shore. The same senses recur in the Talmud and Midrashim (Levy-Fleischer, Neuhebr. u. Chald. . ii.321f.), where the word has also the meaning “ring”; apparently the sense “rock” is rare. The corresponding Syriac forms are . The derivation is uncertain (see Ges. Thes. 706). The Syriac Versions of the N.T. have as the representative of Khfa'", G3064. 


The name Kaiavfa" is on the whole probably a twin form of Khfa'", G3064, taken from  apykas Khfa'", G3064, from apak. The only difficulty is that the Syriac (including Syr. vt. in Luke 3:2, the only extant place) has (q) not (k). Keim’s (Gesch. iii. p. 238) derivation of the name from  5yEK;(part. of the verb 5WK) in Targ. Ps. 57:7 “bowing down” (trans.) or (?) hp;y“K', the subst., “humiliation,” in Targ. Prov. 16:26 (for both words see Buxtorf, Lex. Chald. 1024f.) is very improbable; and the supposition that  apykis a duplicate form of  apakexplains the Jod equally well. Jost’s derivation (Gesch. des Judenthums i. p. 332) from the town Chaipha (rather Haipha with j, cf. Reland Pal. pp. 667, 783) is still more improbable; though it is curious that a Joseph of Haipha occurs two centuries later (Jost, ib. i. p. 404, but without a ref.), Joseph being also the name of the high priest according to Josephus (Antiq. xviii.2). The Onomasticon explains Kaiavfa" by ijcneuthv" and perivergo", G4319, (De Lagarde, Onom. Sacr. pp. 175, 203; cf. pp. 60, 67). 

II. The Biblical Terms for Sojourning 

The sojourner in a land is distinguished in the Old Testament from the inhabitant, strictly so called, and also from the stranger, strictly so called. The term is applied chiefly to Gentiles sojourning in the midst of Israel; but also to Israelites sojourning in foreign lands, as Egypt; and again to Abraham and his descendants as sojourning in Canaan, the land which they were afterwards to “inherit” and inhabit (Gen. 17:8; 28:4; Exod. 6:4; Ps. 105:11 f.). 


In the original a sojourner is designated by two words, rGE, H1731 (with the verb rWz, H2319) and bv;/T, H9369. The former, which is much the commoner, expresses the idea of turning in as a guest. It is usually rendered in the LXX. by proshvluto", G4670, a word unknown in classical literature, but in what seems to be its original sense hardly distinguishable from the classical e[phlu", ejphluvth". The adoption of the Jewish faith by many sojourners in the land of Israel led ultimately to a natural extension of the term, so that  rGEand proshvluto", G4670, came to mean what we now call a proselyte. Through this modification of sense proshvluto", G4670, apparently superseded a curious word by which the LXX. renders  rGEin Exod. 12:19; Isa. 14:1 (Lev. 19:34:  [Alloi: geiwvrai, pavroikoi, Origen Hexapla), giwvra" or geiwvra", a mere transliteration of the Aramaic form (ar:/yNI) of the original word, doubtless devised as a new term for a new object. Not to dwell on solitary renderings by xevno", G3828, and geivtwn, G1150, in the exceptional LXX. of Job,  rGEis represented eleven times in various parts of the Old Testament by pavroiko", G4230, a classical word with an unclassical sense, being here almost equivalent to the classical mevtoiko". In like manner paroikevw, G4228, stands for the verb rWz, H2319, and that in a large majority of places; other Greek equivalents (besides katoikevw 9, ejnoikevw, oijkevw & c.) being provskeimai, prosgivnomai, prosporeuvomai, and prosevrcomai, G4665, all of which, but especially the last, are attempts to repeat the etymological force of proshvluto", G4670, , with which they are invariably joined. 


The other word for a sojourner is bv;/T, H9369, derived from the verb bv'y:, H3782, “to sit,” and thence “to dwell” or “to inhabit.” The limitation of the substantive to sojourning or temporary dwelling probably comes from the original sense “to sit”; it may be compared to “settler,” or still better perhaps to “squatter.” Apart from etymology, the precise force of  bv;/Tas compared with rGE, H1731, apparently a more generic word, is difficult to determine. It occurs but thirteen times, not being used in Deuteronomy or the prophetic books; and is invariably coupled either (eight times) with  rGE(rWz, H2319) or (three times) with rykic;, H8502, “hired servant,” or (twice) with both words. In the LXX. (and in the later Greek versions, so far as they are known) the rendering of  bv;/Tis always pavroiko", G4230, except in three places, in which pavroiko", G4230, is transferred to the associated rGE: in two of these (Gen. 23:4; Ps. 39:13 (38:13)) it is rendered by parepivdhmo", G4215, and in the third (1 Chr. 29:15) by katoikou'nte" (B) or more probably paroikou'nte" (A). The form parepivdhmo", G4215, is very rare; but parepidhmevw and parepidhmiva are not uncommon in late Greek literature and inscriptions, and are mere synonyms of ejpidhmevw, G2111, and the (in this sense) rarer ejpidhmiva (ejpivdhmo" in this sense is rarer still), by which from the fourth century B.C. onwards the sojourning in foreign cities or countries is often expressed. 


The belief in a present heavenly povli", G4484, supplied the positive background which neutralised the negative character of the old (heathen as well as Jewish) thought of life as a sojourning; and also effectually replaced the distant earthly povli", G4484, for dispersed Jews. 

III. The Provinces of Asia Minor Included in St. Peter’s Address 

The dispersed Christians to whom St Peter wrote his Epistle were sojourners in certain specified regions of the land now called Asia Minor. These regions are designated as “Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia.” The list of names deserves careful study, both as to its contents and as to its order. 


Each of the names in the list admits of different interpretations, according to variations of political or other usage and to successive changes of geographical limits. But the five names coincide precisely with the five names that make up the titles of the four provinces of the Roman empire into which Asia Minor, the southern littoral eventually excepted, was divided in and after the reign of Tiberius; and it would need strong positive evidence to refute the consequent presumption that the territory denoted by the list in the Epistle was the territory of these four Roman provinces. This presumption is strengthened by the change from compactness to inexplicable dispersion which takes place when the names in the list are interpreted by their national or popular instead of their Roman sense. No stress indeed can be laid on the absence of the names Mysia, Caria, and Lydia, the three regions which made up the Roman province of Asia according to its original constitution of B.C. 129: the Acts of the Apostles, which habitually uses the national names in Asia Minor, twelve times designates this long established province by its Roman name Asia, though it also speaks of Mysia in a single passage where it was necessary to distinguish the northern part of Asia. But this explanation will not account for the absence of Paphlagonia between Bithynia and Pontus, the very district which was more likely to contain Christian converts than any other on the northern coast, or of Phrygia between Galatia and Asia, or of Lycaonia and Pisidia between Cappadocia and partly Phrygia, partly Asia, these three regions being known scenes of St Paul’s missionary activity. 


The three southern regions of Asia Minor, Cilicia, Pamphylia, and Lycia, require separate consideration. The true or eastern Cilicia, Cilicia Campestris, St Paul’s native land, has a somewhat obscure history after the close of the civil war in B.C. 29. In the distribution of provinces made B.C. 27 Cilicia fell to the emperor. Cyprus is supposed to have been then, as formerly, combined with it, and to have so remained for five years, after which the island is known to have been transferred to the Senate: but the other regions formerly combined with Cilicia Campestris were at this time otherwise assigned. How the little district thus left was administered between B.C. 22 and some time in Hadrian’s reign (A.D. 117-138), is as yet but imperfectly known. For at least a considerable part of this period it was governed by the imperial legate of Syria, as was undoubtedly the case in B.C. 3-2, A.D. 17-21, 36, 52, and 72. In A.D. 74 Cilicia Campestris was reunited by Vespasian to the various mountainous districts of Cilicia (see below, p. 160), which had been detached from it in Augustus’s reign or yet earlier and Cilicia as a whole was apparently formed into a separate province: under Hadrian and his successors this was certainly its condition. 


Cilicia Trachea, the wild home of the pirates who gave Rome so much trouble, was under the early emperors assigned to one or other of the “client” kings whom it was at that time found convenient to uphold near the eastern frontier of the empire. Throughout Nero’s reign, and till 74, it belonged to Antiochus of Commagene. United in 74 to Cilicia Campestris, it shared the fortunes of the more civilised district till the time of Diocletian. Two similar wild but smaller districts within the limits of eastern Cilicia had a similar history. Mount Amanus was apparently committed to the king of Commagene at the same time as Cilicia Trachea, and was included in Vespasian’s settlement of 74. Olbe, entrusted in like manner to the king of Pontus from a yet earlier time, made the fourth constituent part of the reunited province in the same year. 


It follows that till at least the year 74, with the possible exception of a short interval about 57, no part of Cilicia, so far as we know, belonged in the apostolic age to any Roman province but Syria, such districts as were not subject to the legate of Syria having been outside the empire; and that after 74, or possibly a later date, the whole of Cilicia was an independent Roman province. The political connexion of Cilicia with Syria under the early emperors gives special force to the association of the two names in the Epistle to the Galatians and in the Acts. “Then I came,” says St Paul, “into the regions of Syria and Cilicia.” The circumstantial account in Acts 9:30; 11:25 renders it morally certain that St Paul went straight to Tarsus. But this visit to Cilicia, whatever may have been its length, and howsoever it may have been interrupted, was followed by a year of important work at Antioch (Acts 11:25 f.), the primary capital of the whole province of Syria, including both Cilicia and (till after A.D. 66) Judea. St Paul therefore, describing in a summary manner the regions in which he had spent a considerable time, at a distance from Jerusalem and the earlier apostles, naturally places first the central portion of the province, and then the less important district of it to which he himself belonged by birth, and in which he had apparently laboured independently until he was invited to Antioch. So again, when the infant church of Antioch deputed Paul and Barnabas to visit Jerusalem on account of the question which had arisen about circumcision, the answer of the church of Jerusalem is addressed “to the brethren in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia,” that is, to the capital and to the two northern districts of the province which looked to it as their capital. Once more, after the separation from Barnabas, St Paul with Silas “goes through Syria and Cilicia, confirming the churches”; and the manner in which this portion of the journey is spoken of suggests that the two districts had some closer bond of association than the accident that both had to be traversed before Lycaonia could be reached from Antioch by land. 


Two other small maritime districts remain to be accounted for, Pamphylia and Lycia. In A.D. 43 the Lycians, hitherto allowed to remain independent, were brought into subjection by Claudius and joined to Pamphylia. Whether Pamphylia, or rather the part of it retained by the Romans, had hitherto since B.C. 36 been independently governed, or appended to a more important province, which would probably be Syria, is immaterial for our purpose. Now at all events a province was formed called Lycia, including both Lycia proper and the whole of Pamphylia. The names of two legates of “Lycia” are recorded, the first for about the years A.D. 54-56, and the other apparently for the immediately following years. The new arrangement cannot however have lasted long, for we find Galba (A.D. 68) entrusting the government of Galatia and Pamphylia to the same legate. This arrangement was probably due to an unrecorded restoration of Lycia proper to independence, and the smallness of the remaining territory of the province. Lycia again became Roman under Vespasian, who once more combined the two districts into a province under the name Lycia [et] Pamphylia. This settlement remained unchanged for some sixty years; and, as regards the territorial arrangement, till the time of Diocletian. 


It follows that at the beginning of Nero’s reign the two districts together formed a Roman province entitled Lycia; that in the latter years of his reign either the same arrangement continued, or Pamphylia was governed with Galatia and Lycia was independent of Roman rule; and that in and after Domitian’s reign the two districts again constituted a Roman province, but under a title which included both names. 


This sketch will supply materials for considering the question how to interpret the absence of the three southern names, Cilicia, Pamphylia, Lycia, from the list in the Epistle. During the whole of St Peter’s later life, a short time about A.D. 57 possibly excepted, Cilicia belonged to Syria, and would not naturally be associated in men’s minds with the provinces to the north and north-west. On the hypothesis of a later origin for the Epistle this reason for the absence of Cilicia from the list is less decisive, but still sufficient: the association with Syria would doubtless more or less continue. The omission of Lycia proper is in any case unimportant, for there is no evidence that it contained Christian converts till a much later time. In Pamphylia on the other hand, a yet smaller region, St Paul and St Barnabas unquestionably preached. On their way from Cyprus to the Pisidian Antioch and Lycaonia, on their “first” missionary journey, they crossed Pamphylia, making a halt at Perge; and on their return they lingered there again, Perge being specially named as a place where they “spake the word”. If the Epistle was written in the latter years of Nero’s reign, and if the arrangement by which Lycia was set free from Roman rule and Pamphylia placed under the same government as Galatia had already come into force, no further reason for their absence from the list need be sought: the list we have seen to be a list of Roman provinces, and nothing would be more natural than that Pamphylia should be thought of as an insignificant margin of Pisidia, if the authority of the legate of Galatia extended over both. If on the other hand this arrangement was first introduced by Galba, or if the Epistle belongs to either the first or the third of the times here taken into account, the exclusion of at least Pamphylia from the list needs to be explained. 


A simple and adequate explanation is easily found. The country which we call “Asia Minor” had for the ancients a much less distinct individuality than it now conventionally enjoys. To a scientific geographer, describing the configuration of land in the midst of water, it was simply a great “chersonese” or peninsula without a name; and from this point of view the Gulf of Issus was almost of necessity the starting point of the “isthmus” which divided it from the countries to the east; so that even Cilicia would be included. In common usage however regard was had to natural features of greater practical moment. Herodotus speaks merely of “those who dwelt within the river Halys.” In the days of the Greek kingdoms and under the early Roman empire we find in use the descriptive designation “Asia within the Taurus,” suggested by the great mountain barrier on the south-east. Any more or less level tracts that might occur between Taurus and the sea, together with the southern slopes and spurs of the mountain range itself, would thus be reckoned as part of “Asia without the Taurus,” that is, of the southern Asia to which Syria and Arabia belonged. Accordingly Strabo always speaks of Pamphylia as well as of Cilicia as “without the Taurus.” About Lycia his language wavers: at first he more or less distinctly places it “within the Taurus”; afterwards he describes “the littoral without the Taurus” as “occupied by Lycians and Pamphylians and Cilicians”; and again, on finally leaving Europe and Asia Minor, he identifies “the remaining countries of Asia” with “the countries without the Taurus except Cilicia and Pamphylia and Lycia”: but the inconsistency is explained by intervening remarks to the effect that the range of Taurus does in fact extend westward, though at a lower elevation and with much complexity of form, even to the promontory opposite Rhodes; and that a mountain ridge of Taurus shuts off the whole of Lycia from the district to the north. It would accordingly be only natural that, when Lycia and Pamphylia were united as one province, the entire province should be regarded as “without the Taurus.” Hence the provincial names in the list in the Epistle make a complete whole; and the addition of Cilicia, Pamphylia, or probably even Lycia, except in case of temporary political connexion with a province north of the Taurus, would have been as likely to introduce an incongruity as to give greater completeness. The list as it stands may to all appearance be truly said to include the whole of Roman Asia Minor, if we may apply the later name to the corresponding but not identical territory marked out by the limits best known to the first or second century. 


The order of names in the list has long attracted attention, being supposed by many to supply an argument in favour of Babylon as against Rome, as the place where the Epistle was written. Starting from the fact that Rome is in the west, Babylon in the east, it is easy to elicit evidence from the order of names, provided that no account is taken of any other geographical fact relating to the two cities. The first name is that of Pontus, which lies to the east, and the last names are those of Asia and Bithynia, the westernmost of all the regions named. This collocation, so far as it has force at all, is obviously adverse to the claims of Rome. But similar geographical considerations are no less adverse to the claims of Babylon. Babylon lies to the south as well as to the east of Asia Minor, and the northernmost region of Asia Minor is Pontus. The next two names in the list add to the incongruity: the order Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia is an exact inversion of the order which would present itself to a writer looking mentally towards Asia Minor from Babylon. The appeal to geography therefore in this elementary form, that is, the appeal to mere position on the map, condemns Rome and Babylon alike: in other words, the arrangement of the list must be either accidental or dependent on some different principle. 


An absolutely fortuitous collocation, such as would be produced by shaking up the names in a bag and drawing them out at random, may be dismissed at once as impossible: in the absence of a principle consciously followed, the arrangement would obey unconscious promptings of association, and in such a matter association itself would be mainly the product of antecedent arrangements of some intelligible kind. Now it is at once obvious that a writer not following an order determined by some special intention would be in the highest degree unlikely to set down the province of Asia where it stands in the Epistle, neither first nor last. Whether from an external or a purely Christian point of view, Asia would under such conditions assuredly demand a more dignified place, alike in its own name and in that of Ephesus. A second difficulty arising out of the position of Pontus and of Bithynia in the list will come before us presently in another shape. There is therefore a presumption that the very peculiar order of the list must have been dictated by some definite motive or occasion. 


What this occasion must have been, as regards its essential point, has been divined by Ewald. For some reason or other the Epistle itself was to enter Asia Minor by a seaport of Pontus, and thence to make a circuit till it reached the neighbourhood of the Euxine once more. Nor can there be much doubt what the reason was. Silvanus, “the faithful brother,” “through whom” the Epistle was written, was charged, we may naturally infer, with the duty of conveying it to its several destinations. We cannot tell why he proposed to land 

in Pontus. For all we know it may have been his native land, or he may on other private grounds have had occasion to go there, for his own affairs or those of others. Such an immediate cause of his voyage would be quite compatible with his undertaking a long subsequent journey to visit the principal congregations of Asia Minor, for the sake of placing in their hands the circular epistle from St Peter, and of cheering them under their trials by his own presence as a representative of the apostle. 


This explanation of the order of the list is remarkably confirmed by a circumstance which has strangely escaped attention. Pontus and Bithynia stand at opposite ends of the list, although they together formed but a single province, the title of which combined both names; and a separation of the two names in an enumeration of provinces would have been highly improbable, unless it were actually prescribed by some adequate external cause; while an associated journey beginning with the one region and ending with the other would exactly fulfil this condition. 


What then was the port by which Silvanus was to enter Asia Minor with the Epistle? In order to answer this question we must trace the chief variations of territorial arrangement in the regions bordering on the Euxine to the east of Bithynia during the time with which we are concerned. This is the more necessary, because the “Pontus” of the early Empire, as it appears in most books and maps, is a pure anachronism. 


The Bithynian kingdom became a Roman province in B.C. 75 or 74 by bequest of Nicomedes III. This province received a small but important augmentation by conquest in B.C. 65, when the retreat of Mithradates left the greater part of the kingdom of Pontus in the hands of Pompey and his army. It was thought prudent to make over the regions east of the Halys, and also the inland part of Paphlagonia, to various friendly local chieftains. But the maritime part of Paphlagonia was annexed to the Roman dominions, and under the name Pontus was added as a second department to the recently formed province of Bithynia. In the designations of Roman provinces it is always to this Paphlagonian littoral, slightly lengthened to the east, or else to a part of it, that the name Pontus exclusively belongs. 


Other portions of the old kingdom of Pontus did indeed eventually carry the name incorporated in their designations: but these were not provincial designations, and the districts themselves had nothing to do with the province “Pontus and Bithynia.” The first of these districts consisted of a short piece of seacoast in and about the delta of the Iris, immediately to the east of the provincial Pontus, together with a great extent of country in the interior to the south and south-west, with two important inland towns, Amasia and Comana. In B.C. 7 it was annexed to the Empire under the name Pontus Galaticus, being joined to the province of Galatia, not to provincial Pontus: in the same year inland Paphlagonia, that is the whole tract to the south of provincial Pontus, was likewise annexed to the Empire and joined to Galatia under the name Paphlagonia. Meanwhile all the remaining or eastern part of ancient Pontus was left outside the Empire as a vassal kingdom under Polemon and his family till A.D. 63, when Nero took possession of it, and made it an additional district of Galatia under the name Pontus Polemoniacus: its most important towns were Trapezus (Trebisond) on the coast and Neocaesarea in the interior. The reason why these two districts were joined to Galatia rather than to Cappadocia, which had been annexed and formed into a province in A.D. 17, was doubtless that Cappadocia was for military purposes dependent on the legate of Syria. Frontier troubles however induced Vespasian in or about A.D. 70 to provide Cappadocia with legions of its own, and to place it under a consular legate instead of a procurator. Either at this time or soon afterwards it became the custom to entrust to the same legate the government of both Galatia and Cappadocia; and this practice lasted, though not without at least one interruption, till about the end of the century, or perhaps later. Early in the second century the two provinces were again separated; and a rearrangement was made, probably at the same time, by which Pontus Polemoniacus and Pontus Galaticus were transferred to Cappadocia from Galatia, which, as will presently appear, received some compensation on the seacoast to the west. 


This sketch will suffice to show the relations of the tract of country familiarly associated with the name “Pontus” to the Roman provinces of Asia Minor, at the three principal dates to which the Epistle has been referred. At the beginning of Nero’s reign Pontus Galaticus formed part of the province of Galatia; while the region to the east was not yet Roman soil. In the latter years of Nero’s reign, from 63 onwards, both regions were alike within the Empire, and alike included in Galatia. At some early year of the second century, perhaps not later than the third supposed date of the Epistle, they were shifted to Cappadocia, another province named in the list. Throughout they are treated as appendages to more important regions. It may be added that they contain no towns that can be named with the towns of provincial Pontus as likely places to contain Christian communities even as late as Trajan’s reign, still less as likely ports for Silvanus to land at. 


We must now return to the province “Pontus and Bithynia.” Its eastern department called “Pontus,” as constituted in B.C. 65, extended from Heraclea inclusive on the west to the Halys on the east. A generation later, apparently in B.C. 33, it was lengthened to the east, or rather south-east, to include the important town of Amisus. No further change of boundaries, so far as is known, took place for about a century and a half. At some time between Pliny’s administration in A.D. 111-113 and A.D. 150 or 160, probably in connexion with the transfer of Pontus Galaticus and Polemoniacus to Cappadocia, about three quarters of the Paphlagonian littoral, including such towns as Amisus, Sinope, and Abonoteichus, were taken from “Pontus” and added to Galatia. The remaining or western fourth, extending from a point a little eastward of Amastris to Heraclea, continued to form with Bithynia the province “Bithynia and Pontus.” This arrangement appears to have subsisted till late in the fourth century. 


Provincial Pontus had an importance altogether disproportionate to its area. It consisted virtually of a chain of Greek towns along the coast, the most considerable of which were Heraclea, Amastris, Abonoteichus, Sinope, and Amisus. Some of them, Sinope above all, had taken a leading part in the commercial enterprise which had been vigorously carried on in the Euxine from very early times; and their names are of frequent occurrence in the confused history of the centuries immediately preceding the Roman occupation. 


After successfully resisting the designs of Mithradates IV. in B.C. 220, Sinope was taken by his son Pharnaces I. in 183, and thus became a valuable accession to the Pontic kingdom. The next king, Mithradates V. or Euergetes, was assassinated there about 120. Apparently he had made Sinope the royal residence; for his son, Mithradates VI. or Eupator, the best known of the name, was born and bred in it, and himself “treated it with special honour, and esteemed it a metropolis of the kingdom.” Amisus, which stood next to Sinope in importance, received from him a similar distinction. He adorned it with temples, and built an additional royal quarter, named after himself Eupatoria. Heraclea, after a long and energetic independence, during which it had more than once been the ally of Rome, came into his power by treachery, apparently in 73. The two or three following years saw all three cities besieged and at length taken by the Romans. They all suffered severely, notwithstanding the efforts of Lucullus to spare Sinope and Amisus: Heraclea found in Cotta a less merciful conqueror. But prosperity soon returned. Sinope doubtless shared in the benefits of the restorative policy by which Pompey strove to heal the devastations of the war. When Mithradates died in 63 at Panticapaeum in his Bosporene kingdom and his son Pharnaces sent the body to Pompey, he received it at Amisus and gave it a stately funeral at Sinope. In 47 Sinope was captured by Pharnaces in the attempt to recover the Pontic kingdom: but his defeat by Julius Caesar was soon followed by its cession to Rome; and after two years Caesar made it a Roman colony. Strabo, writing under Tiberius in A.D. 18 or 19, dwells much on the advantages which nature and art had conferred upon it, its two harbours, its dockyards and “marvellous” equipment for the fisheries, its excellent walls, and its adornment with gymnasium, agora, and porticoes. About a century later we find Pliny corresponding with Trajan about supplying it with an aqueduct sixteen miles long. To all appearance it continued under the Empire to be the greatest emporium for the vast trade of the Euxine. Though much of the commerce with farther Asia which had once flowed through Sinope was now diverted into other courses, the loss must have been far more than compensated by the increased commercial needs and activities of the Empire. 


Amisus must likewise have been a place of considerable wealth and importance, if we may judge from some incidents connected with its long siege by Lucullus about B.C. 73. His soldiers complained at one time that he did not press the siege with greater vigour, so that they might have the sacking of so “prosperous and rich a city.” When at last it was taken by stratagem, and the governor set it on fire before seeking refuge in flight, and the torches of the Roman plunderers caused fresh conflagrations, Lucullus exclaimed with tears that many times that day he had counted Sylla happy for his success in saving Athens, while he was now himself condemned by a cruel fate to bear the reputation of a Mummius. A city that could thus be named with Athens and Corinth by Lucullus must have been of no common dignity. The conqueror did his best to repair the ravages of his army, restoring most of the ruined buildings, welcoming back the fugitive inhabitants, inviting other Greeks to settle in the city, and attaching to it a considerable territory. He likewise bestowed on it the privileges of a “free city,” doubtless regarding this as the most effectual mode of securing its fidelity to Rome. During the next forty years it underwent various changes of fortune, succumbing to the rule of several local potentates, and twice restored to liberty, by Julius Caesar and by Antony or Augustus. But the Empire brought lasting peace, and by Strabo’s time Amisus had recovered prosperity. The reality of the freedom enjoyed by the city is curiously illustrated in the younger Pliny’s correspondence. When a petition on behalf of its benefit clubs was forwarded by him to Trajan, the emperor acknowledged the binding force of the terms of alliance, notwithstanding his jealous hostility to associations in general. 


A third town requiring consideration is Heraclea, in earlier centuries a place of great importance, ruling over a large tract of country. Little is known of its condition under the Empire: one writer however calls it “a very great city”; and its harbour secured for it a large share in the extensive trade in cured fish which had sprung up on the shores of the Euxine. Three other seaports, lying between Heraclea and Sinope, are specially named with Heraclea in connexion with this trade, Tium, Abonoteichus, and Amastris, the last-named being a handsome and well-built town with two harbours, and “metropolis” of Pontus. 


Any one of these six towns may possibly have been the gate through which Silvanus was expected to enter Asia Minor: but, if a choice is to be made, there can be little doubt that Sinope stands out before the rest. It was probably the most important in all respects, certainly in commercial activity. Its merchant vessels carried not only fish and various vegetable products of the rich slopes bordering on the Euxine, but iron, Sinopic earth, and not least timber for shipbuilding; and ships were built in its own docks. As a Roman colony it would naturally have a specially free intercourse with Rome. 


Jews from Pontus are included in the enumeration of those who were present at Jerusalem at the first Christian Pentecost. With this exception nothing is certainly known of them except as regards two men, bearing the same name. They are the Aquila of the New Testament, “a Jew, a man of Pontus by birth,” to whom we must return presently; and Aquila the translator, a proselyte who lived in Hadrian’s reign and in some accounts appears as the emperor’s kinsman, likewise called a man of Pontus, and by one writer said to come from Sinope. The presence of Jewish colonies in this region may also be reasonably inferred from the manner in which the epistle of Agrippa, as quoted by Philo, describes them as sent forth even “to the remote Pamphylia, Cilicia, the chief parts of Asia as far as Bithynia and as the recesses of the Pontus.” Although “the Pontus” of the last phrase is doubtless not a region of land but the Euxine, and its “recesses” must be the eastern end of the Euxine, with the Cimmerian Bosporus and other inlets and bays on its northern side, it is most unlikely that the intervening seaports would have no Jewish population, even if “Bithynia” was not meant to include, as often, the whole double province. 


To Pontus probably belongs the most important notice of early Christianity which comes to us from an external source. Those of Pliny’s letters to Trajan which are concerned with the local affairs of Pontus, as distinguished from Bithynia, stand near together towards the end of the correspondence; and among them stands the letter consulting the emperor about the treatment of the “many” Christians “of every age, every rank, and both sexes,” not in “the towns only but in the villages and the country,” through whom the temples had come to be “well-nigh deserted,” and “the sacred rites” to be “long suspended.” No certain determination of the locality seems however to be possible. A letter referring to Sinope, and apparently written there, is followed by a letter referring to Amisus; and this in its turn, after the interposition of a letter on a private matter, is followed by the long letter on the Christians. Then comes a letter apparently written at Amastris. Among the remaining eleven letters the only one in which a local reference can be recognised is about an application made to Pliny, apparently a little time before, by a public official of Amisus. This order of the letters suggests that Pliny traversed the Pontic department of his province from West to East, and that his letter about the Christians was written either from Amisus, at its eastern extremity, or from Amastris, almost at its western extremity, or from some intermediate point of his return journey to Bithynia, Sinope being by far the most probable of such intermediate stations. 


The next glimpse which we obtain of Christianity in Pontus is distinctly connected with Sinope. It was the birthplace of Marcion, whose father was a bishop. The harbour and commerce of Sinope supplied him with the wealth which enabled him in his youth to make an offering of 200,000 sesterces to the Roman church, for he was by occupation a ship-owner and ship-master. 


One more notice meets us in the latter part of the second century. Among the letters which Eusebius describes as addressed by Dionysius of Corinth to foreign churches was one which he sent “to the church sojourning at Amastris, together with the [churches] in Pontus,” partly on marriage and continence, partly on the duty of receiving back penitents after lapse and misconduct or even heresy. It was written at the request of two persons who were named: the bishop was not one of them, and his name, Palmas, was mentioned only incidentally. These circumstances are sufficient to explain the prominence given to Amastris. The letter was a reply to an appeal from individual Amastrians, though Dionysius seized the opportunity to signify his opinion to the neighbouring churches, in which similar questions of discipline were doubtless agitated. 


These scanty testimonies respecting Jews or Christians in Pontus at an early time contain nothing at variance with the presumptions suggested by what is independently known respecting the towns of provincial Pontus and their inhabitants. Any one of several seaports might without any improbability be the place where Silvanus proposed to land; while the name of Sinope is that which offers itself most readily if we wish to think of one rather than another. 


It may reasonably be assumed that the charge from St Peter was not the sole occasion of Silvanus’s voyage to Asia Minor: otherwise the choice of port would be hard to explain. The precise nature of the purpose which took him into the Euxine cannot be known: but indications of personal relations with which it may naturally have been connected are not wanting in the apostolic writings. The Aquila of the New Testament, a Jew before his conversion to the Gospel, was by birth a native of Pontus. Rome however apparently became his second home. When St Luke describes him circumstantially as “having recently come from Italy” at the time when he was first found by St Paul at Corinth, and proceeds to give the reason, namely, “that Claudius had decreed that all the Jews should depart from Rome,” we may be sure that he meant to mark him as having become in a strict sense a Jew of Rome. If Aquila had been a mere visitor at Rome, a writer so little given to superfluous detail as St Luke would not have wasted words in accounting for his being at one place of sojourning rather than another. On the other hand, on the probable supposition that many of his readers were already well acquainted with Aquila’s name, there were good reasons why his early settlement at Rome should interest them. Having once left Rome, Aquila and his wife apparently remained some years in the East. At all events they spent a year and a half at Corinth, during which time St Paul worked with Aquila at his handicraft; they accompanied St Paul to Ephesus; they were left by him there on his departure for Jerusalem; and they were either still there or again there between two and three years later, when he wrote the First Epistle to the Corinthians. About a year afterwards however we find them again at Rome; for assuredly to Rome, not to Ephesus, the last chapter of the Epistle to the Romans is addressed no less than the rest of the Epistle. In the Second Epistle to Timothy they are found once more at Ephesus; but the manner in which they are saluted contains nothing at variance with the supposition that they were paying a temporary visit to a city where they must have left many friends. 


This latest reference then does not interpose any difficulty in the way of supposing not merely that Aquila and his wife returned to Rome after their long stay in the East, but that Rome became once more their habitual home. If they were settled residents in the great city when they were driven forth by Claudius’s decree, it was natural that they should return when the danger had blown over; not necessarily at the first moment of security, but when the private circumstances of their calling and the needs of the churches left them free to return. Nay, private and still more public considerations of these kinds might well suffice to lead them to choose Rome as their place of future habitual residence, even if they had made it no more than a halting-place before. Enough is recorded of their relations with St Paul to show how welcome to him would be their presence in the great capital and their influence in the church which interested him so warmly, but which he had hitherto been unable to visit. 


In the long list of his salutations to Christians at Rome the names of Prisca and Aquila stand first, with accessory language from which their position in the Roman church can to a certain extent be safely inferred. Not merely were they “fellow-workers” of St Paul; not merely had they risked their lives for his; but “all the churches of the Gentiles” gave them thanks as he did, evidently for similar acts of devotion; and they had a congregation in their house. The thanks thus emphatically conveyed must have been earned by services in which all the churches of the Gentiles had some special interest; and this is just what could be rightly said of services rendered to the church of the central city of the Empire, the mother and queen of “the Nations”. It is easy to imagine how many perils the little Christian community might escape through the devotedness of leading members having social influence in the city, and how often such devotedness could not be exercised without the gravest personal risks. The position of Aquila and Prisca in the Roman church is further marked by the fact that there was a congregation in their house, no similar statement being made as to any other of the many persons saluted in the following verses; they had in like manner had a congregation in their house at Ephesus. 


The inland route intended to be taken by Silvanus can within moderate limits be conjectured with tolerable certainty. Of the vast province of Galatia the part to be visited between Pontus and Cappadocia could be only Galatia proper, the Galatia of St Paul’s Epistles. Ancyra its capital would be a convenient centre for communication with the other Galatian congregations; and it would be reached without difficulty from any of the Pontic seaports by one or other of the routes which traversed the Paphlagonian hills. From Ancyra more than one road would lead to the Cappadocian Caesarea, either directly, or through Tavium, another mercantile town of Galatia proper. Jews in Cappadocia are mentioned several times in rabbinical literature (comp. Acts 2:9); and it is morally certain that Caesarea would be their chief place of resort: it was almost the only town of any magnitude in Cappadocia, and it was the great emporium for the products of the interior of eastern Asia Minor. The proximity of Lycaonia on the S.W. and Galatia proper on the N.W. would ensure the speedy formation of a Christian community in such a place. Having once reached Caesarea, Silvanus would find himself on the great road which ran westward to Ephesus through Apamea (Celaenae). Reentering the province of Galatia he would pass through the midst of the Lycaonian and Phrygian churches, and so reach Provincial “Asia” and the shores of the Aegean. He would then only have to pass northward through a region known to contain many Christians till at length he reached Bithynia, and either took ship at some Bithynian port or reembarked where he had landed; and so the circuit would be complete. In thus following by natural and simple routes the order of provinces which stands in the first sentence of the Epistle, Silvanus would be brought into contact with every considerable district north of the Taurus in which there is reason to suppose that Christian communities would be found.

