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THE ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN MINISTRY.

I. RECENT THEORIES.

THE systematic investigation of the origin of the Christian
Ministry, which has received a fresh impulse, and has been
carried on with renewed activity in recent years, connects
itself more particularly with three names: those of Bp.
Lightfoot, Dr. Hatch, and Dr. A. Harnack. Each of these
names seems to mark a distinct stage in the inquiry. And
as a preliminary to attempting something of an estimate of
the position in which the question now stands, we cannot
do better than look back over the course by which it has
proceeded. The present paper will contain such a retro-
spect ; it will be followed by a second, the object of which
will be more directly critical.

I. Bp. Lightfoot’s views are developed in the Com.
mentary on Philippians, partly in an additional note, On
the Synonymes, ‘“ bishop "’ and * presbyter" (pp. 93-97, ed.
1), and partly in the elaborate essay On the Christian
Ministry. The note and the essay must be taken closely
together. The note supplies the scientific foundation on
which the main positions of the essay are built. It is
for want of seeing this, that some of the criticisms on the
essay, notably that by the Bishop of St. Andrews (Remarks
on Dr. Lightfoot's Essay, etc.: Oxford and London, 1879),
are really wide of the mark. They fail to go to the root
of the position, and are aimed at detached points here and
there, without observing how they mutually hang together
and are related to each other in logical connexion.
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2 THE ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN AMINISTRY.

I do not propose to follow Dr. Lightfoot into all the
side issues and subordinate sections of his subject. It will
be enough if we keep to those main points which lie
most in the track of controversy. If we single out four
such points, three of them will consist in a marshalling
of the facts ; the fourth only is a matter of theory.

(1) Bp. Lightfoot starts from the position, which is no
new one, but only a restatement of what+had been observed
by the ancient commentators on St. Paul's Epistles, that
in these Epistles, and, as Dr. Lightfoot shows, in other
parts of the New Testament and in the Epistle of Clement
of Rome to the Corinthians—the two names  bishop” and
¢ presbyter,” are given indifferently to the same persons.
It will not. be necessary to enlarge upon this, as it has
become a commonplace, admitted equally by all schools
except from the single point of view of Dr. Harnack, which
will be discussed fully in the next paper. Dr. Lightfoot
sets forth the biblical evidence at length, and also gives
summary references to the patristic (pp. 94-97). It may
not be superfluous to note that the commentators of
the fourth century, Jerome, Chrysostom, Theodore of Mop-
suestia, etc. are not guided by a tradition on the subject
(for the recollection of the facts seems to have been lost
by the end of the second century), but are simply drawing
a critical inference, as we might do now.

(2) The next point is, that the identity of the two
offices, which is so distinct in the writings of the first
century, no longer exists in the Epistles of Ignatins. At
the time when his Commentary on Philippians was written,
Bp. Lightfoot had doubts as to the full edition of seven
letters ; but even the shortest form, the three letters pre-
served in Syriac, made it clear that Ignatius regards the
bishop as standing out from among the presbyters and
holding a supremacy over them.

(8) There was, however, another series of facts which
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showed ' that the process by which this supremacy was
acquired, proceeded at different rates in different Churches.
This Dr. Lightfoot traces very carefully by citing a
number of witnesses from different parts of the Christian
world. Ignatius himself is witness for Antioch, and for the
Churches of the province of Asia. He gives us the names
at least of two bishops in those parts: Onesimus of
Ephesus, and Polycarp of Smyrna. And the fragmentary
literature of the end of the second century ascribes the
title freely to others. But when we pass over to Mace-
donia and Greece, the traces of monarchical episcopacy are
far more uncertain. The Epistles of Clement to Corinth,
and of Polycarp to Philippi, refer only to presbyters and
deacons: there are no allusions to the bishop, though,
if there had been a bishop, such allusions could hardly
have been wanting. At Corinth the rise of monarchical
episcopacy falls somewhere between the letter of Clement
of Rome and the letter of Dionysius, ¢. 170 A.D. The
latter writer speaks of Quadratus as ‘‘ bishop " of Athens,
probably in the time of Hadrian. In regard to Rome,
the data are somewhat complicated. Towards the latter
part of the second century we begin to hear of lists of
the ‘ bishops of Rome.”” Such lists are open to suspicion,
because the framers of them do not seem to have realized
the difference between Apostolic times and their own, and
the relations with which they were themselves familiar are
antedated. When we go back to the really contemporary
literature, the Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians gives
no indication of an episcopate in the monarchical sense.
In regard to Hermeas, Bp. Lightfoot speaks hesitatingly.
He thinks that the allusions are too vague to lead to any
definite result. If he had had the recently discovered
Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles before him, I doubt if
Dr. Lightfoot would have described the word ‘* bishop” in
the enumeration, * aposles, bishops, teachers, and deacons,’’
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a8 probably used in its later sense. Elsewhere the con-
stitution of the Church seems to be ‘ presbyteral ”* (Light-
foot, p. 217,n.1). And the frequent rebukes of those ‘‘who
would fain have the first seat,” who ‘“‘are at emulation
one with another for the first place or for some honour,”
seem to give a certain amount of colour to Ritschl's view,
that the treatise of Hermas marks the point at which the
presbyterian form of government is passing into the episco-
pal. In Gaul, the first bishop of whom we read is Pothinus,
who died in the persecution of 177. Of Africa, before
Tertullian, we know practically nothing. At Alexandria,
we have the remarkable evidence adduced by Bp. Light-
foot (p. 229), that up to the middle of the third century
the bishop was not only nominated by the presbyters from
their own number, but also consecrated by them.

It appears then, that though in the early years of the
second century the monarchical episcopate was setting in
with full sail, it was not yet by any means the universal
rule in Christian Churches, and the rate of progress was
more rapid in some localities than in others.

(4) So far Bp. Lightfoot’s essay is simply a statement
of facts, which are in themselves fixed and unalterable,
though it may be possible to give a greater or less amount
of significance to one here or to another there. The more
original portion of the essay consisted in the contribu-
tion of a theory.

The problem was how to bridge over the gap between
the Pastoral Epistles (not to say Clement of Rome) and
Ignatius. In the Pastoral Epistles, “ bishop” and ‘‘ pres-
byter,” are still identical ; in the Ignatian Epistles they are
certainly distinct. How did this distinction arise? To
account for it, Bp. Lightfoot had recourse to a modification
of a theory of Rothe’s. Rothe brought together. certain
notices in Eusebius, in a fragment attributed to Irenseus,
and in the letter of Clement of Rome; and arguing jat
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once from these and from the critical position of things
in the Church at large, he felt justified in concluding that,
after the fall of Jerusalem, a council was held of the sur-
" viving apostles and of the first teachers of the gospel, at
which a constitution was framed for the Church, the key-
stone of which was episcopacy.

Rothe however, as Bp. Lightfoot pointed out, pressed his
evidence too far. The conclusions which he drew from
it were more definite than the evidence itself would really
warrant. The council, with its wide-reaching deliberations,
was the figment of his imagination. The gradualness
with which episcopacy was introduced showed that it could
not be due to any single authoritative edict, promulgated at
once over the whole Church.

But Rothe was right in the epoch to which he assigned
the establishment of the episcopate—the last thirty years
of the first century. He was right in the causes to which
he referred it—the necessity for greater union among the
different Churches, and for some more systematic and
concerted action in face of growing dissension, and heresies
such as Gnosticism. He was right, lastly, in attributing
the change to the agency of the surviving Apostles, espe-
cially perhaps S8t. John. While St. John, in the Churches
of Asia Minor, was the prime mover in the formation of
the episcopate, the type of which had already been sup-
plied by the presidency of St. James over the college of pres-
byters at Jerusalem, Ignatius was the great champion of
the new order; and it was he who launched it upon that
career of increasing strength and importance, which the
conflicts with Gnosticism and Montanism conspired to help,
and which was finally consummated by the commanding
personality and organizing genius of Cyprian.

II. Such was the point at which the question was left
by Bp. Lightfoot. Now the history of it as a whole is
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instructive as showing how, when & thesis is in the hands
of really accomplished scholars, it admits of development
which does not imply disturbance of what has gone before.
A rash or a slovenly writer makes his statements and his
inferences in such a way that they are always needing
correction ; while accurate statement and circumspect in-
ference leave room for accessions of new knowledge, which
fit in and harmonize naturally with the old. Any one may
see that the researches of Bp. Lightfoot and Dr. Hatch
are quite unconnected with each other. The latter writer
is indeed conspicuous amongst the scholars of our time for
the independence and originality of his work. He goes
back straight to the sources, and rears his whole structure
on them. And yet there is a continuity in science which
appears sometimes with, but sometimes also without, the
consciousness of the individual worker.

Dr. Lightfoot made his starting-point the identity of
‘““bishop” and ‘ presbyter.” As to the origin of these two
titles, and their relation to contemporary non-Christian
institutions, he speaks with great caution. The name
¢ presbyter ’ indeed was clearly borrowed from the con-
stitution of the Jewish synagogue (p. 190); and if the
evidence had been sufficient which went to show that the
name émioxomos was given to the directors of the religious
and social clubs or guilds which were 80 common in Gentile
communities, he would have been disposed to trace the
title to that source (p. 192).

This is the side from which the subject was approached
by Dr. Hatch, in the Bampton Lectures for 1880. It is
not that he added very much to the direct evidence for
the use of the word éwiocromos in connexion with the
Gentile associations, but he accumulated a vast amount
of evidence, bearing indirectly on the nature of those as-
sociations, and drawing out the analogies which they pre-

anted to the Christian societies. He turns to us the dark
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reverse of the seemingly brilliant civilization of the Roman
Empire in the first two centuries. By the side of great
display and lavish expenditure, on the part both of muni-
cipalities and individuals, there were financial unsoundness,
oppressive public debt, grinding taxation, and great distress
and suffering among the poor! (Bampton Lectures, pp. 32-
85). Emperors like Trajan sought to alleviate this by
founding charitable institutions; but more sustained and
more effectual than the efforts of even the best of the em-
perors was the zealous beneficence of the Christian Church,
penetrating into all the chinks and crannies of society,
and working on no mechanical and wholesale methods,
but with the touch of living and personal sympathy. Of
all this Dr. Hatch gives a very graphic picture. We seem
to see the Church, like that figure of womanly charity, which
painters from Giotto downwards have been 8o fond of pour-
traying, stoop with tender hand to raise the sick and afflicted,
minister to the needs and sorrows of the poor, the widow,
and the orphan, and hasten to provide food and shelter
for the persecuted or wandering brethren. 4

Out of these societies, Dr. Hatch thinks, grew the use
of the term émisxomos as a designation of the chief officer
in the Church. As it was his duty to distribute, so also
was it his duty to receive, the alms and offerings of the
people. We learn from Justin Martyr, that these offer-
ings were solemnly made to the presiding officer at the
eucharistic service. It was therefore natural and usual,
though—as it would appear from the Didaché, which speaks
of the service as sqmetimes conducted by the prophets
(c. 10 ad fin.)—not absolutely necessary that the bishop
should preside at these services. This gave him & most

1 I8 there not a slight shiade of pessimism in the colouring here? I imagine
that Friedlinder, Schiller, and Mommsen strike the balance rather differently:
see Friedlinder, Sittengeschichte Roms, ii. p. 8 fI., iii. pp. 98-100 (especially the

conoluding remarks); Schiller, Gesch. d. rom. Kaiserzeit, i. p. 404 f1., 419 1.,
674, ete.
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important footing in the central rite of Christian worship,
and soon caused it to be assigned definitely to him or to
his representative! (Tgnat. ad Smym. 8, i.).

In all his functions there was & close connexion between
the bishop and the deacons. The common grouping is,
bishop and deacons on the one hand, presbyters on the
other. The position of the deacons was not so subordi-
nate as it afterwards became. But throughout the changes
which have taken place in the functions and status of the
three orders, the primitive tradition of the intimate asso-
ciation of bishop and deacon still survived. And it was
by virtue of his place as head of the college of deacons
that the ‘‘arch-deacon’ became, what he is to this day,
the oculus episcopi.

If the term émloxomos was of Gentile, the term pesSu-
Tepos, on the other hand, was of Jewish origin. In this
general statement Dr. Lightfoot and Dr. Hatch would be
agreed ; but Dr. Hatch at once traces the roots of the insti-
tution farther back, and insists upon a distinction which
is apt to be overlooked. The mpeaBirepo: were not, strictly
speaking, officers of the synagogue, but of the agurédpiov, or
local court, the constitution of which was parallel to that
of the synagogue. This distinction is brought out with
great clearness and precision: It may be gathered from
the Talmud that out of the elders or chief men of every
community a certain number had come to be officially
recogmsed, and that definite rules were laid down for their
action. Side by side with the synagogue of a town, but
distinct from it, was the owwédpeov, or local court. The
former was the general assembly or ‘ congregation’ of the
people ; the latter was the ‘seat’ of the elders. The two
institutions were 8o far in harmony with one another that

1 T have made use of the Didaché to add slightly to what Dr. Hatch has said
on this subject (see esp. pp. 89 f., 116). I shall have occasion to return to it
ter.
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the meetings of the local court were held in the synagogue,
and that in the meetings of the synagogue for its own
proper purposes the elders of the local courts had seats of
honour,—the mpwroxadedpias which our Lord describes the
Pharisees as coveting; and hence the word synagogue is
sometimes used where the word synedrion would be more
exact” (B. L. p. 561.).

The chief duty which fell to the wpesBirepor was the
exercise of discipline. The Romans allowed great liberty
to the Jewish communities in this respect, of which they
took full advantage. They had indeed all the privileges of
self-government. The committee of presbyters formed a
point of contact with the Gentile associations, which were
also managed by committees. This was the case both with .
the municipalities and also with the clubs or guilds. And
among the Gentiles, as well as among the Jews, the com-
mittee bore a name derived from the idea of seniority—
fyepovaia, and its members were called mpeaBirepos.

It has been seen that the functions of the éwiokomros in
receiving and distributing alms, or rather in the exercise
of charity in the widest sense, had a special importance,
and formed a distinctive feature in the primitive Christian
societies ; and the same was true of the wpesBirepos. The
early generations of Christians were truly an élite. They
set themselves a standard of morality higher than that of
the world around them ; and it was essential to their very
existence that they should live up to this standard. A
vigilant watch was kept upon the members of the Church
by its officers; and discipline was strictly enforced. After
a time, as the Church increased in numbers, as infant
baptism became more general, and many were born Christ-
ians instead of embracing Christianity by a deliberate act,
the primitive standard was relaxed ; and the question how
far it was to be relaxed forms one of the great battle-grounds
of the third century. At the end of the first and beginning
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of the second century, discipline was administered in all
its rigour. And the officers by whom it was administered
naturally took a foremost place.

As to the process by which the chief power gradually
became concentrated in the hands of the single émigxomos,
Dr. Hatch takes practically the same view as Bp. Lightfoot.
First, there was the tendency which existed throughout
the associations of the ancient world for the committee of
management to have its president, and to take for presi-
dent its principal officer, with the corresponding tendency,
which is the same at all times, for the powers of the com-
mittee to gravitate towards its head. And then, specially in
the case of the Christian Church, the controversies of the
second century showed that it was necessary to have some
one depositary of doctrine. Jerome had long ago pointed
out this: * Before factions were introduced into religion by
the prompting of the devil,” the Churches were governed
by a council of elders; ‘“but as soon as each man began
to consider those whom he had baptized to belong to
himself, and not to Christ, it was decided throughout the
world, that one elected from among the elders should be
placed over the rest, so that the care of the Church should
devolve on him, and the seeds of schism be removed”;
and again: “The well-being of the Church depends upon
the dignity of the bishop; for if some extraordinary power
were not conceded to him by general consent, there would
be as many schisms in the Churches as there were priests
(See Lightfoot, p. 204 ; Hatch, p. 98).

III. Dr. Hatch’s Bampton Lectures at once made a
marked impression both in England and on the Continent.
In England they called forth some hostile criticism?!; in

1 Notably in an able, but hasty and, it must be said, distinctly unfair, review
in The Church Quarterly, vol. xii. p. 409 (July, 1881). It is perhaps worth

while, by way of caution, to notice some of the confusions into which the
roviewer has fallen. (1) The Bampton lecturer is accused of maintaining the
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Germany they met with a more general current of appro-
val. Among the most eminent of those who gave assent
to their conclusions was Dr. Harnack, Professor of Ecclesias-
tical History at Giessen (now Marburg), happily not a
stranger to the readers of the ExXrosITOR.

Dr. Harnack was so much struck by the lectures that
he himself undertook to translate them and present them
to German scholars in a German dress. At the same time
he added valuable excursuses. This translation was pub-
lished at Giessen in 1883.

It may have been observed that,in the summary just
given, the relation of the érioxomwos and wpeoBirepos is not
exactly defined ; neither is the process quite made clear by
which the éwigxomos came to appear as president of the
Church committee. Dr. Harnack passed this criticism ;
and he proceeded to supply the want.

In doing so he struck at the root of the assumption
made by Bp. Lightfoot, of the practical identity of
“bishop’’ and *“presbyter,” and the gradual emergence of

**non-essentialness of the Church.” He is quoted as appealing to certain
well-known passages of Ignatius to prove that ‘“all Christians did not regard
membership of the Church as essential ”” (p. 414). Substitate * a Church ” for
¢ the Church,” and the result will be a harmless proposition which will far
more truly represent the lecturer’s meaning and argument. It was inevitable
that in the first beginnings of such a scattered society there should be indi-
vidual Christians who were, 80 to speak, * unattached,” or members of the
Church at large without having joined themselves to any particular local
community. (2) The statement that the ¢ alms and oblations” were received
by the bishop in the Eucharistic service, is interpreted as if it meant that the
Eucharist itself * was a means of charitable relief” (p. 421). 8o it is to this
day, in a certain sense. The real question is as to the relation of the Agape
to the Eucharist ; and of this the reviewer is very far from having disposed in
the few sentences that he has given to it. (3) A string of passages is quoted
(p. 417) as bearing upon * the functions of the Christian episcopus or pres-
byter ” in the Pastoral Epistles, every one of which tums out to have reference
neither to episcopus nor to presbyter, but to Timothy and Titus. This is the
more sirange as the question as to the ‘“episcopal "’ character of these apostolic
delegates had a moment before been expressly set aside. Equally irrelevant
are the surrounding pages which dilate on the funotions of the Apostles. Of
the very mistaken conception of Montanism I shall bave occasion to speak
1ater.
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the bishop from the presbyteral college. Dr. Hatch had
already shown that the two offices were distinct in their
origin. Dr. Harnack insists strongly upon this, and denies
that at any point in their history they could rightly be
identified. He observes that while bishops and deacons are
constantly associated together, where these are mentioned
presbyters are not mentioned, and vice versd. So in Phil.
i. 1, 8t. Paul gives greeting to the Philippian Church,
“with the bishops and deacons.” 8o again in 1 Clem.
ad Cor. c. 42, the Apostles are represented as appointing
bishops and deacons in every city. In the Shepherd of
Hermas bishops and deacons on the one hand are kept
distinct from presbyters on the other. In 1 Tim. iii. 1-13
there are detailed instructions about bishops and deacons,
but presbyters are introduced in a different context (v.
17-19). [This is not an exhaustive enumeration of the
passages from the New Testament: we will point out
the omissions in the evidence when we come to speak
as critics.]

Dr. Harnack accordingly contends that bishop and pres-
byter represent two distinct forms of organization: the
bishop being concerned primarily with the administration
of the offerings, therefore also with their reception, and
through their reception with public worship; and the
presbyter having in the first instance nothing to do with
worship, but being responsible for discipline and exer-
cising among Christians a sort of consensual jurisdiction.
Dr. Hatch had already laid down this in principle, but
Dr. Harnack carries it out with more uncompromising
logic,! and attempts to trace the distinction in the Apostolic
and sub-Apostolic literature.

On another side Dr. Hatch’s conclusions had been
challenged. It was urged that he did not sufficiently

1 There was something that looked a little like & concession to the older view
in Bamp. Lect., p. 88.




RECENT THEORIES. 13

account for the prominent part assigned to the bishop
in acts of public worship. Dr. Harnack tried to lay
somewhat more stress upon this. But it was felt that
there was a real gap here in the circle of proof. The
materials were insufficient.

Shortly after the appearance of the Hatch-Harnack
volume, by a strange piece of good fortune, the missing
link seemed to be supplied.

The Didaché, or Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles, first
published by Bryennios at Constantinople towards the end
of 1883, seems destined to throw a flood of light on
the institutions of the primitive Christianity, and on none
more than on the ministry.! The first thing that strikes
the reader of it will be the prominence that is given to
two offices not otherwise largely represented in early
literature, those of the apostle (not in the sense in which
that term was limited to the Twelve, but as applied to a
larger body) and the prophet, while bishop and presbyter,
of whom more is usually heard, retreat into the back-
ground. In this the Didaché links on directly to St.
Paul's Epistles. In an additional note to his edition of
The Epistle to the Galatians, Bp. Lightfoot had done
for the name ‘apostle” what he did in his edition of
The Epistle to the Philippians for * presbyter’ and
““ bishop.” He vindicated for it the wider sense which it
already bore besides its traditional limitation to the Twelve,
and he restored to their true meaning places like Rom.
xvi. 7, where interpreters had been led astray by the

! The value of the Didaché a8 a witness to facts is a distinct question from
its value as a religious treatise. It seems to me to be more easy to exaggerate
the latter than the former, though in this respect too, we must, no doubt, beware
of assuming that every usage which it describes was of universal application,
From a religious point of view it appears to represent the average common
sense of an honestly Christian but not very advanced community with Jewish
antecedents or affinities. Into the very interesting investigations of Prof.
‘Warfield and others, as to the history of the text of the Didaché and its allied
documents this is not the place to enter.



1+ THE ORIGIN OF THE OHRISTIAN MINISTRY.

usage with which they were most familiar. The name
“ prophet”’ was less equivocal. Besides repeated allusions
in the Acts, the striking descriptions in 1 Cor. xii., xiv.,
could leave no doubt as to the part played by the prophets
in the primitive Church. In two marked passages, apostles
and prophets are placed at the head of the list in an
enumeration of ministerial agencies: 1 Cor. xii. 28, “And
God hath set some in the Church, first apostles, secondly
prophets, thirdly teachers, then miracles, then gifts of
healing. . . . Are all apostles? are all prophets? are
all teachers?”” And again, Eph. iv. 11: ‘ And He gave
some to be apostles; and some, prophets; and some, evan-
gelists ; and some, pastors and teachers.”

It was clear that at the time when the Didaché was
written these special forms of Christian activity were still
in operation. The apostle and the prophet still hold the
foremost place, and next to the prophet comes the teacher.
Now it is remarkable that the functions which we should
call “spiritual "’ belong in the first instance to this triad ;
not only, as it would appear, the preaching of the Word,
but the administration of the sacraments. The sacerdotal
character belongs to the prophets: ‘‘they are your high
priests” (c. 13). It is not assumed that the prophet will
always lead the Eucharistic prayer, but there is an express
provision that, if he does so, he is not to be confined to
any set form, but is to be allowed to give thanks as he
will (c. 10 ad fin.). In comparison with the prophets and
teachers, bishops and deacons occupy a secondary place;
they are in danger of being overlooked, and enjoy a lower
grade of honour. And yet they too have a share in the
services of the Church, and particularly in the Eucharist.
For the regulations in regard to these are immediately
followed by instructions as to the appointment of bishops
and deacons: ‘‘ Appoint therefore for yourselves bishops
and deacons worthy of the Lord, men that are meek and
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not covetous, and truthful and approved; for they too
perform for you the service of the prophets and teachers.
Therefore neglect them not ; for they are your honoured ones
together with the prophets and teachers’ (c. 15).

Dr. Harnack was not slow to grasp the significance of
this weighty passage. In his edition of the Didaché he
works it out with his usual boldness and penetration.
There were originally two forms or classes of ministry in
the Church. The apostles, prophets, and teachers belonged
to the one; the bishops, deacons, and presbyters to the
other. The work of teaching, exhorting, preaching the
word of God, leading in public worship, fell at least pri-
marily to the first; administration, in all its branches, fell
to the second.

Corresponding to this difference of function is a difference
of status. Apostles, prophets, and teachers received the
gift which they exercised by direct supernatural endow-
ment. They were appointed by God, not by man (1 Cor.
xii. 28; Eph. iv. 11). They were not nominated to any
one locality, but wandered to and fro, as they would, in
the Church at large. Words signifying * election” or
‘“ appointment ”’ (xeiporoveiv,! kabiordvew) are not used of
them. On the other hand, bishops, deacons, and pres-
byters are appointed to some particular Church. They
belong specially to that Church. They are stationary : they

1 xewporoveir originally meant te “ elest by show of hands,” hence simply to
st elect ”’ or ‘ appoint.” In the fourth century it had -come to be equivalent to
xerpodereiv, and the two words are frequently confused in the MSS. The question
as to the * laying on of hands ™ is not one into which we need enter at present,
as the theories that we are discussing are not affected by it either way. The
exact nature and intention of this rite is a distinet question from that as to the
origin and affinities of the offices to which it was applied. Most of the passages
from the New Testament that are quoted in connexion with it have reference
to the bestowal of extraordinary gifts or extraordinary commissions, but that
does not prevent it from being associated with the regular and more formal
ministry. The subjeot is one of deep interest, to which I shall probably return
at o later stage.
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do not move about from place to place: they have not the
duties of missionaries.

But though there is this clear distinction between the
two classes, they are not separated from each other by any
impassable barrier. In the apostolic age the condition o1
things is still fluid. There would frequently be cross-
divisions between the different offices. There was nothing
to prevent a bishop, or a presbyter, or a deacon from pos-
sessing the gift of prophecy, or teaching. The Pastoral
Epistles clearly imply, both that some might possess it,
and that others did not. ‘‘Let the elders (presbyters) that
rule well be counted worthy of double honour, especially
those who labour in the word and in teaching’ (1 Tim.
v. 17). Evidently there were some who taught as well as
ruled, and others who ruled only. It is well that a bishop
should be “apt to teach’ (1 Tim. iii. 2), and * to exhort
in sound doctrine.”

Besides this, the first supernatural impulse would be
gradually withdrawn. The enthusiastic age of the Church
must come to an end. And it would not be possible to
draw a sharp line where it ended. Ordinary gifts would,
after a time, take the place of extraordinary. The Didaché
distinctly contemplates the case that & Church would have
no prophet in its midst. In that case the offerings that
would have been given to him are to go to the poor (c. 13).
But the absence of a prophet did not necessarily suspend
all the services of the Church. In default of & prophet the
bishops and deacons were to take them. That seems to
be the meaning of the phrase, * for they too perform for
you the service (Aecrovpyiav) of the prophets and teachers.”

Here we have the key to the whole position. It was
inevitable that by degrees the standing officers of the com-
munity would attract to themselves the powers and preroga-
tives which the extraordinary ministry vacated. The visits
of the prophet would become few and far between; and
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insensibly bishop, deacons, and presbyters would step into
his place. 'What was at first the exception would pass
into the rule. The services of the Church would be con-
ducted by the bishop and his coadjutors, not only when
there was no prophet or teacher present to conduct them,
but as a regular thing.

The peculiar value of the Didaché consists in this, that
it reveals to us the process in the moment of transition.
It brings down the bird, as it were, upon the wing. The
sentence which I italicized & page or two back explains why
the permanent officials of the Christian Churches did not
possess at first all the functions which they possessed later,
and how they came to acquire them. They did not possess
them, because the more prosaic duties which they them-
selves discharged were supplemented by that extraordinary
wave of spiritual exaltation which swept over the whole of
the primitive Church. In that age the wish of Moses was
well-nigh fulfilled, that ‘“all the Lord’s people were pro-
phets.”” The difficulty was not to incite to the attainment
of such gifts, but to regulate and control them. One by
one they became rarer, and disappeared. The apostolate
was the first to go. Prophecy lasted until it was finally
discredited by Montanism. The class of teachers survived
still longer into the third century; indeed, it would hardly
be wrong to regard the Catechetical School of Alexandria
as a systematizing of this office, with learning and philo-
sophy substituted for the primitive enthusiasm.

I must not make Dr. Harnack responsible for the exact
form in which I have stated his theory. I imagine that in
accounting for the gradual transference of powers from the
wandering possessors of extraordinary inspiration to the
regular officers of the local Churches, I have laid a little
more stress than he has done on the stationary and perma-
nent character of the latter. Instead of this, he speaks of
it a8 “ lying in the nature of the administrative and patri-

VOL. V. C
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archal office, that it should draw away from others, and
draw to itself the ministry of the Word " ; a sequitur that
I am not sure that I quite understand. However this may
be, the main position is certainly his. He emphasizes
forcibly the fact that bishops and deacons did discharge the
duties of teachers and prophets; and he rightly seizes on
this as the turning-point in the development of the Chris-
tian ministry to its later forms. If, in reproducing his
argument, I-have slightly altered any of its proportions,
it is entirely from data which Dr. Harnack has himself
supplied.

I have before referred to the way in which new matter
fits in with old, where the old has been carefully sifted and
digested, and it is only fair to point out that many of the
elements of the theory elaborated by Dr. Harnack with the
help of the Didaché, are already to be found in the works
of his predecessors. Bp. Lightfoot defines with great clear-
ness the difference between the functions of the apostle
and the bishop. ‘The apostle,” he says, ‘‘like the pro-
phet or the evangelist, held no local office. He was essen-
tially, as his name denotes, a missionary, moving about
from place to place, founding and confirming new brother-
hoods ”’ (Philippians, p. 194). Again, in reference to the
presbyters or bishops, he says: ¢ Though government was
probably the first conception of the office, yet the work of
teaching must have fallen to the presbyters from the very
first, and have assumed greater prominence as time went
on. With the growth of the Church, the visits of the apostles
and evangelists to any individual community must have be-
come less and less frequent, so that the burden of instruc-
tion would be gradually transferred from these missionary
preachers to the local officers of the comgregation. Hence,
St. Paul in two passages, where he gives directions relating
to bishops or presbyters, insists specially on the faculty of
teaching as a qualification for the position. Yet even here
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this work seems to be regarded rather as incidental to, than
as inherent in the office. . . . There is no ground for
supposing that the work of teaching and the work of govern-
ing pertained to separate members of the presbyteral col-
lege. As each had his special gift, so would he devote
himself more or less exclusively to one or the other of these
sacred functions " (Ibid. pp. 192, 193). Putting the Didaché
for a moment out of sight, is it not remarkable how nearly
the conclusions which it suggests are anticipated? Dr.
Hatch is even more explicit in the way in which he insists
on the separability of teaching from administration. ¢ It
is clear that the presbyters of the primitive Churches did
not necessarily teach. They were not debarred from teach-
ing, but if they taught as well as ruled they combined two
offices. In the numerous references to presbyters in sub-
apostolic literature there is not one to their being teachers,
even where a reference might have been expected; as for
example in the enumeration of the duty of presbyters which
is given by Polycarp in the form of an exhortation to fulfil
them” (B. L., p. 76). Dr. Hatch adds to this, that the
presbyters, as such, took no part in the Eucharistic service.
‘“ They probably had no more than the place which the
Jewish presbyters had in the synagogue—seats of honour
and dignity, but no official part in the service’ (p. 78).
The bishops, it is true, kad such a part; they received the
offerings which were distributed by the deacons. Hence
there was the more reason why, in the absence of the pro-
phet, they should take the lead throughout. It is easy to
understand how both these scholars must have felt that
the Didaché put into their hands the very clue for which
they were seeking.

In the case of Dr. Harnack the Didaché supplied some-
thing more than a temporary stimulus. As I am writing,
there comes into my hands & new part of the valuable
Texte und Untersuchungen, edited by Dr. Harnack jointly
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with O. von Gebhardt, in which so many of the problems
of early Christian literature are receiving a critical examin-
ation. In this latest part (Band II. Heft 5) Dr. Harnack
continues an investigation which he had begun of the com-
position and contents of the Apostolic Ordinances (Ai da-
rayal ai Sta K\ijpevros xal ravives éxx\naiactinol Tdv dylov
dmrooréhewy, sometimes called the Apostolic Canons, to be
carefully distinguished from the Apostolic Constitutions).
This work is analysed into its component parts, one of
them consisting of & considerable portion of the Didaché.
Two more of these parts are now subjected to a close
examination. They are both dated about 140-180 A.D., and
they are found to contain some impaortant statements.

(1) The order in which the several offices are mentioned
is unusual and remarkable: bishop, presbyters, reader,
deacons. This appears to be the only instance in which
the reader is placed above the deacons, in the ranks of the
higher clergy; he is usually numbered among the lower

orders—subdeacons, acolytes, exorcists, doorkeepers.
"~ (2) The bishop appears in the character of wocusv, *shep-
herd” of his flock; it is a necessary qualification that he
must be ¢pdérrayos, “a friend of the poor,” which points
to his administration of the alms; he represents the com-
munity to the outside world; and he takes the lead in
the services of the Church, which begin to be described
in language taken from the ‘“mysteries.”” There are some
important statements as to the election of bishops, with
which however we need not at present be concerned.

(3) The presbyters are two in number (the Apostolic
Ordinances in its present form has three, but Dr. Harnack
shows that the number in the original document must have
been two ; I quite agree with his reasoning on this point).
They must be advanced in age; they form the council of
the bishop, with especial charge of discipline; they also
take part with him as his ovppverai, in the Eucharistic
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service, in regard to which some interesting particulars are
given.

(4) The number of the deacons has dropped out, but
appears to have been originally three. They are to mix
with the congregation, and must be persons of tact and
temper, not regarding the rich more than the poor, with
skill in inciting to secret deeds of charity, privately ad-
monishing those who are inclined to be disorderly.

(5) The reader (avayvwarys, lector) has a peculiar impor-
tance in this document. Besides the natural qualifications
of a reader, he must be dunynrixds,  apt in exposition,” for
which the reason is assigned that he ‘ does the business
of an evangelist ’ (eldds 6Tt edayyehiarod Témwov épydleras).
‘We are reminded at once of the passage in the Didaché,
where bishops and deacons are described as ‘‘ performing
the service of the prophets and teachers.” Dr. Harnack
sees in this another trace of the process by which the extra-
ordinary “ gifts of the Spirit” gradually gave place to the
formal appointment of regular officials. The * evangelist "’
had belonged to the class of ‘“gifted "’ persons; and the
reader had originally belonged to the same class. In fur-
ther confirmation of this, Dr. Harnack adduces an ancient
prayer of consecration, preserved in the Apostolic Consti-
tutions (viii. 22), which invokes upon him ‘‘ the Holy Spirit,
the Spirit of prophecy.” As the bishop, presbyters, and dea-
cons rose in the scale, the possessors of the extraordinary
gifts sank lower in it. The reader's is now being consti-
tuted into a permanent office : he may still be called upon
to “ preach” or “expound " (Sipynricds) ; and Dr. Harnack
finds an example of & sermon delivered by a reader in what
is commonly called the Second Epistle of Clement of Rome
(c. 19, 1). By the third century these higher functions
were lost, and the readership was reduced to the merely
mechanical office of reading the lessons.

These are a few of the points in Dr. Harnack's latest
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eontribution to the subject, which add some finishing
touches to the theory which I have been describing. I
must now take leave of it for the present. In the next
paper I hope to offer something in the way of criticism,
and to speak more directly in my own person.

W. SaNDAY.

.CANON WESICOTT.

Tre Church of England has witnessed, within the last four
or five years, an almost total subsidence of the vehement
internal controversies which, forty, five and twenty, or even
fifteen years ago, divided large portions of it into two or
three bitterly hostile parties. And while this change of
feeling has been felt to modify the methods of the Church’s
practical work—while its social, pastoral, and missionary
activity has gained whatever it can gain from more united
action—the change has affected the field of purely theo-
logical study too. The greatest Anglican theologian of the
former generation was popularly made the eponymus of a
party, and as such was denounced by many who knew
nothing, and defended by many who knew hardly any-
thing, of the real greatness of his writings, character, and
influence ; friends and enemies staked his reputation upon
‘his disputed orthodoxy, not on his unquestioned learning.
The greatest theologians of the present generation have a
reputation and an influence based upon their learning in
the first instance. Their orthodoxy has no doubt con-
tributed to their popularity among the orthodox, but it is
their intellectual eminence that has won respect for them,
not their personal charm nor their advocacy of certain
opinions ; and it is when the strife of opinion is quieted,
that the respect felt for them is most fully realized.
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In Canon Westcott’'s case, this extra-controversial tone
and position is more noticeable, because the subject-matter
of many of his works is in one sense controversial. From
the internal controversies of Christians he stands aside, or
refers to them, if at all, in the tone of a moderator rather
than of a partisan; but with all the sober and dispassion-
ate tone of his books on Scripture, one feels that he is
never far from the attitude of an apologist—that he cannot
write about the history of the Bible, and can hardly write
about the central doctrines of the Christian faith, without
remembering that the Bible and the Faith are liable to
attack from without, for which he and his readers have
to be prepared beforehand.

Something is lost, no doubt, by this constant apologetic
attitude: but more is gained by what makes it unavoid-
able. When George III. said that ‘ the Bible needed no
Apology,” his protest perhaps came from a sound devo-
tional instinct, as much as from ignorance of the history
of the word; buf in our days a man who treats the truth of
the Gospel as unquestionable has to live in a world of his
own, which, however much better than the great world
of intellectual movement, is smaller and quite different
from it. If a man lives in that great world, it is quite
possible for him to hold the Christian faith. To ignore
it as refuted, and to pass it by, is almost as narrowing
and much less strengthening to the mind than to assume it
a8 axiomatic: but the man who lives in the main stream
of thought can do neither. Whethex he be & believer or
not, he cannot but remember that some competent thinkers
differ from him ; and therefore he cannot afford to leave out
of memory the grounds which justify his differing from
them.

Now Dr. Westcott's great merit as a theologian is this:
that he has lived and does live in the great world and not
in a little one, in the main stream of intellectual life, not in
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a back-water or a side eddy. In theology, as in other
sciences, there is in our time a danger (first perhaps pointed
out by Dr. Arnold) of specialism and excessive division of
labour; a man who is nothing but a biblical critic, an
ecclesiastical historian, or a dogmatic theologian, cannot
treat even his own subject as satisfactorily as the man
who is all three. 8till more, it is a fatal disadvantage for
a preacher or Church administrator to be behind the age
in information—to take things for granted that his hearers
will not grant, to ignore questions that they are asking,
and to treat as of self-evident importance objects to which
they are indifferent. And from these evils a many-sided
man like Dr. Westcott is secure. Perhaps an extreme
instance, and not the least admirable, of this many-sided-
ness, is shown by his publication of the Paragraph Psalter
—an edition of the Psalms pointed for use in Peterborough
Cathedral. Englishmen are accustomed to recognise that
Cathedrals ought to have good musical services; they are
beginning to recognise also that Cathedral endowments
are not useless, if given to good theologians. But we
usually treat it as inevitable, that there shall be & hard and
fast line between the Canons who preach and write on
theology and the Minor Canons who chant the services;
we are taken by surprise, but we ought to be only the
more grateful, when the pointing of the Psalter for chant-
ing is regulated not by a mere musician, but by a man
who reads the Psalter as a scholar and divine. One asks
whether it be not possible to return to the days when a
member of a religious and learned body might be expected
to be in pleno cantu mediocriter doctus—when some know-
ledge of music formed part of a liberal, still more of a
clerical, education—and when the Precentor of a Cathedral
was almost the highest in rank of its members. Peter-
borough Cathedral, like others of the New Foundation,
does not make this claim upon one of its dignitaries; it
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is the more honour to one of them to have done the work
which was not demanded by the title of his office.

But while the Paragraph Psalter stands somewhat apart
from the rest of Dr. Westcott’s works, it is difficult to
classify these, for the reason already given—that few or
none of them belong to one branch of theological study
to the exclusion of others. Of course the edition of St.
John’s Gospel, originally issued as part of the Speaker’s
Commentary, and that of St. John's Epistles, may be
ranked as purely exegetical, and so form a class by them-
selves; 80 do the works which, within the last five years,
have brought Dr. Westcott’s name most into public notice
among those who are not students—his share in the edition
of a critical text of the New Testament, and his conse-
quent influence in the Revised English Version of it. But
among his other works, though we may draw a line between
on the one hand the Introduction to the Study of the
Gospels, the History of the Canon, and The Bible in the
Churoh, and perhaps the History of the English Bible; and
on the other the Gospel of the Resurrection, the Revelation
of the Risen Lord, and such series of sermons as The
Christian Life, manifold and one, Steps in Christian Life,
The Revelation of the Father, and the recent Christus Con-
summator, the line is anything but a sharp one. There
are works like the Characteristics of the Gospel Miracles,
and The Historic Faith, which might almost with equal
propriety be assigned to either of the two last groups; and
it would be hard to give a description of either which
would not include, for instance, Christus Consummator.

I. The first of Westcott’s publications was Elements of
Gospel Harmony, the Norrisian Essay in 1851. This was
recast in 1860 as an Introduction to the Study of the
Gospels, but despite the change of title, the numbering
of the editions of this book recognises the work of 1851
as the first edition; though in that of 1860, as is said in
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the Preface, ‘‘ everything is changed in detail, nothing
in principle.” And the continuity of the author's mental
life is well illustrated by the history of this book—by the
fact that he had no change “in principle” to make or
record in the eventful thirty years between 1851 and 1881,
but that changes in detail, sufficient to bring the work up
to date in view of successive discoveries or theories, were
compatible with maintenance of the original thesis or point
of view. Indeed, the original thesis of this early work is
one lying at the base of several of the later ones. It
is namely, that though the Gospels are not—even when all
four are combined—adequate materials for what is called a
Harmony, for a biography in chronological order, they yet
are not only adequate for their actual purpose as a Reve-
lation, but are trustworthy, though incomplete, as historical
documents. Now what is here stated of the Gospels as
wholes is just what, in 1881, is made to explain the view
of the * Revelation of the Risen Liord,” in which the Gospels
culminate : ¢ That which is incomplete as a history is com-
plete as a Gospel "’ (Revelation, etc., p. 6).

And if we regard the Elements of Gospel Harmony as
being, in its original form, a comparatively immature work;
the History of the New Testament Canon, which dates only
four years later, is even more striking an instance of all
that we have said—of the author’s ability to recognise
beforehand what it has taken the world thirty years to
learn, so that he is not le® by the lessons of these years
to change the position that he took up thirty years ago.
I have compared in detail throughout the first and the
latest edition of this book; and here more than anywhere
one feels, on the one hand the soundness of the insight
which on & partial view of the evidence came to the judg-
ment which a completer view verifies, and on the other the
merit of the patient industry, which has noticed and even
recorded, not only the new evidence, but the new argu-
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ments which have been brought to bear on the matter, and
which yet have not materially modified the view originally
taken.

Nor is this less illustrative of what we said at the out-
set—thdt Dr. Westcott at once is an apologist, and is not
a controversialist. In the edition of 1875 there were in-
troduced, and in the later one there still stand, replies
to the strictures of the author of Supernatural Religion—
a writer who can hardly be said to be forgotten now, but
who is felt to have deserved a good deal less than the
reputation which he got when his book first appeared.
Now it is noticeable how very much more respectfully this
writer is treated by Canon Westcott than by Bishop Light-
foot or Professor Salmon. Partly this may be ascribed
to the fact that he had pointed his charges against * apo-
logists ” by some criticisms on Dr. Westcott’s own book,
which the latter felt bound not to seem to resent per-
gonally ; but it is a sign of an habitual temper disinclined
to critical severity, when a man forced into controversy
with such an author treats him with such respect. Almost
the only point for which he is blamed is the extraordinary
inaccuracy, which survived even after the corrections of the
second edition.

The History of the Canon, good and solid as it is within
its limits, had this defect in its original form, that it scarcely
dealt with any periods except those which fell within the
range of common study. Ecclesiastical history means, to
the average English ecclesiastical student, the history of the
first five centuries and of the Reformation: they vaguely
suspect that, in the thousand years between those limits,
the Church was not in the blessed state of having no his-
tory, and they know that, in the three hundred years since,
their own Church at least has had a varied and eventful
one; but they never realize that medisval or modern
Church history may be as theologically significant as primi-
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tive. Now for the special subject of the History of the
Canon, it is comparatively harmless to confine the view to
the first four centuries and the sixteenth, because there was
no other time, till the present century, when Christian
thought was actively concerned with the question. 8till it
is an improvement when, in The Bible in the Church,
and in later editions of the History of the Canon, the
age of the Reformation is treated fully, and the ages before
and after it are not ignored. It is a more doubtful gain
when, in The Bible in the Church, the scope of the work
is extended so as to take in -the history of the Old Testa-
ment Canon as well as the New. Of course a theological
scholar like Dr. Westcott may be trusted to know what is
known on subjects which, like Rabbinical literature, are not
specially his own; but such secondary knowledge is not
sufficient to enable one to close questions that are in any
way open. One would need extensive knowledge of Rabbi-
nical literature at first hand, to judge whether Palestinian or
Eastern Jews never treated the work of the Son of Sirach
as canonical ; while if the question be thrown farther back,
and we ask when and how the notion of a Canon of Scrip-
ture first arose, we have really no adequate materials for a
scientific answer at all. 'What scanty evidence we have is
ambiguous, unless a rare degree of knowledge could throw
an altogether fresh light upon it. For instance, the story
in 2 Maccabees about Nehemiah *founding & library,” is
at least as easily to be understood as a description of the
compilation of the Book of Chronicles (including Ezra) as
of the collection or ‘‘canonization” of the Hagiographa.
In order to tell us authoritatively which is likely to be
meant, & writer must know more than is generally known ;
if he knows nothing to decide the point, it is scarcely
worth while to repeat the common conjectural interpreta-
tion.

The History of the English Bible, first published in 1868,
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is perbaps the least interesting and most disappointing of
the author’s works. It is well done, but a weaker man
could have done it as well ; and it may be doubted whether
the precise thing which it does was worth doing. To any
one who wishes really to study the successive modifications
of the text, it does not supersede the English Hexapla ;
and to any one who does not, the subject seems a minute
one, and the book not worth reading. Tyndale’s own life is
an interesting one: his character and opinions, and Cover-
dale’s too, are of importance as illustrating the real moral
influences at work in the history of the Reformation; but
here these are only treated allusively and incidentally; and
we do not feel either that the author's estimate of their
work as translators is all we need to know, or that the
specimens given of their work are enough to enable us to
verify or criticise his estimate.

II. In Dr. Westcott’s contributions to dogmatic or (if we
may use the term) speculative theology, there are two main
tendencies of thought, the predominance of one or other
of which makes them fall into two groups. In the Gospel
of the Resurrection (1866), the Revelation of the Risen Lord
(1881), and the Historic Faith (1883), the prominent
thought is the historical Christ, Christ as revealed on
earth; while in the Revelation of the Father (1884), and
Christus Consummator (1886), it is rather the Eternal Word,
by Whom and for Whom all things were created, Whose
Incarnation, or the knowledge of God which it makes
possible, is regarded as the key to all the problems of the
universe.

It seems irreverent, or at least impertinent, to criticise
books like these, which are not only devoutly written, but
are suggestive and stimulative of devout thought, so that
they ought to be read rather in a devotional than a critical
temper. Perhaps the one that most challenges criticism is
the Gospel of the Resurrection. We may say that this is
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because it is the earliest of the author’s works of this class:
not meaning that it is less mature or well considered than
the later, but that it deals with a state of mind which,
though common twenty years ago, has not proved perma-
nent, and probably did not deserve to be so. In matters of
scholarship, biblical or otherwise, Dr. Westcott has always
stood ahead of his readers, and an advance in the general
standard of knowledge has done nothing to discredit him;
but it is less certain that in psychology or metaphysics his
judgment is more than that of an average educated man of
his time. Now, such a man twenty years ago was apt to
think the eternity of matter inconceivable, and the existence
of a personal God a necessity of thought; but people whose
minds are active, and who know what the movement of
men’s mind is and has been, now know that materialism,
pantheism, and atheism are things which, right or wrong, it
is at least possible for serious thinkers to believe. And the
incapacity here shown to do justice to the materialist point
of view is the more surprising, because it is recognised how
arbitrary is the line popularly drawn between *soul” and
“body.” He who feels how hard it is to draw this line
should have felt how rash it is to assume that we feel some-
thing intuitively, because we believe it undoubtingly. To
say that we have intuitive knowledge of the existence of our
own souls, or the freedom of our own will, may be a true or
a misleading description of the facts of consciousness; but
it is at least certain that the facts so described are given in
consciousness, and can be denied by no one. It is further
a tenable though not an incontestable view, that we are
directly conscious, as of the power to choose either & right
or wrong course of action, so of responsibility for choosing
the right—i.e. that the individual subject is intuitively
conscious of its subordination to the universal order—to
the Power, whatever it be, that is supreme in the universe.
But it is not a part of this consciousness, even if it be a
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legitimate inference from it or from other data, that the
universal or supreme Power is itself a conscious Subject, in
‘Whose image the human consciousness is made. That it
is so is the postulate of Christian theology—perhaps of
anything to be called a theology as distinct from mere
metaphysics; and a Christian theologian may be excused
in taking it for granted, when dealing only with fellow-
Christians. But bhe weakens instead of strengthening his
theological system, when he rests this postulate of theology
not on what may be true reasonings, but on a false appeal
to consciousness. And accordingly we find that in this
group of Dr. Westcott’'s works the best are those which,
being actually series of sermons, or at least framed in the
form of sermons, are addressed to Christians—not neces-
sarily to perfectly convinced Christians, but to men who
may be presumed to be willing to hear what is said from
the Christian point of view, without challenging that point
of view as untenable. The Revelation of the Risen Lord and
Christus Consummator are in this way far more satisfactory
. works than the Gospel of the Resurrection. In the former of
these the scantiness of the purely historical evidence is in
some sort admitted and accounted for, while in the Gospel
of the Resurrection the statement of the evidence is less
satisfactory than the working out of the significance of the
doctrine. These later works do not treat the postulate of
Christianity as a theorem to be proved; but perhaps they
do something more than assume it—they show that the
assumption can be verified, and that it is a guide to other
truths that would be unknown without it.

III. Perhaps the works in which one feels Dr. West-
cott’s strength most fully shown are the exegetical ones—
the commentary on St. John’s Gospel and the edition of his
Epistles. Here we feel especially the advantage of a man
being at once a reverent theologian and a critical scholar,
not a mere specialist in either abstract theology or verbal
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criticism. And the Essays appended to the Epistles have
all the merits of Dr. Westcott’s theology—except to some
extent that of practical application. In that on the “Two
Empires—the Church and the World,” it is something to
have the situation in St. John’s day stated candidly, and not
to find Nero or Domitian treated as an average specimen
of pagan morals or pagan power; but we are disappointed
when nothing is said of *“the world in the Church’—of
the opposition that still exists, unavowed and perhaps less
intense, but not less real, between the nominally Christian
world and the really Christian Church.

The Essay on “The Gospel of Creation,” like Christus
Consummator, deals with the important principle, that primi-
tive and catholic theology does not regard the doctrine of
Atonement as the whole of the Gospel, but regards the
knowledge of the Son of God, and of the Father through
Him, as an end in itself, distinct from the redemption from
sin which the Father has sent the Son to effect. But it is
one thing to recognise that redemption was not the only
purpose, or the only effect, of the Incarnation, and another
thing to say that the Son of God would have been incarnate
if there had been no Fall, and so no need of a Redemption.
If the matter be put this way, we feel there is some pre-
sumption in saying what God would have done if things had
been different from what they are. It is an inadequate
conception of His action to regard it as contingent or
modified by circumstances; and as this forbids us to say
that if man had acted differently, God would not have done
what Hé has, so it hardly allows us to say that if man had
acted differently, God still would have done the same. God
has done what He has; and He did it in fulfilment of an
eternal purpose—a purpose formed in His eternal know-
ledge of what man would do and now has done ; we cannot
say that the purpose depended on the kmowledge, but it
never existed without it.
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And one deduction must be made from Dr. Westcott’s
almost perfect qualifications as an expositor of Scripture,
The man who reads it both critically and theologically has
a temptation not identical with that of the merely verbal
critic, but like it ; being accustomed to bring knowledge of
one study to throw light upon another, he learns to over-
value the light so thrown. Dr. Westcott seldom or never,.
indeed, attempts to settle a critical question by theological
considerations ; but he is less free from a tendency to draw
theological or at least exegetical inferences from gram-
matical minutis, which we may be sure were not present
to the minds of the New Testament writers. Thus in
8t. John, Ep. I.i. 5, oxoria odx éotw év alry oddeula, he
says, ‘“The form of the negative sentence is remarkable.

The double negative is lost in the Latin, tenebre in
eo non sunt ulle.” Surely here the difference is one simply
between the idiom of the two languages:. ov«x éorw would
be literally translated by non sunt, though the one verb is
singular and the other plural, and oix &rwv . . . oddeuia
is just as literally translated by non sunt ulle. Again, in
Christus Consummator, near the end of the first sermon, we
are told that the simple verb ywwokwaw in 8t. John xvii. 3
implies ‘‘know with a knowledge which is extended from
generation to generation and from day to day.” Such over-
translation is in a schoolboy a fault on the right side; but
when a scholar like Dr. Westcott does it, we can only say
that we see the disadvantage of giving to professors the
work that should be done by schoolmasters—that they do
not leave behind what may safely be forgotten by those who
are past the schoolboy stage. The fact that such details
as these cannot be dwelt on in a commentary for English
readers as much as in notes on a Greek text, does not a
little to make Dr. Westcott’'s notes on the Gospel more
satisfactory to read than those on the Epistles; though
there is perhaps here and there more power, and more

VOL. v, D
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suggestive matter for thought, in the latter than in the
former. :

IV. 1t is difficult to speak fairly of Dr. Westcott’s share
in the critical text of the New Testament published by him
and Dr. Hort. The latter did those parts of the joint work
which put his personality most en évidence; and he gives,
far more frequently than his colleague, notes signed with
his own initial, putting forward individual opinion on a
point where the two were not able to agree. So far as
these notes enable us to distinguish between the two editors,
we get the impression that Dr. Westcott worked in the
more sober and patient spirit, with more candid recognition
of the uncertainty that remains when critical science has
done its best. But in other works he has indicated opinions
on some critical points which we can hardly suppose him
to have abandoned, and which, if not, imply that he does
not absolutely concur with all that Dr. Hort says in his
Introduction. 1In the History of the Canon, and in the
Bible in the Church, it is inferred from the list of books,
including St. Clement and not Hermas, that Cod. A was of
Syrian rather than Alexandrian origin; while Dr. Hort
says (§ 348 of Introduction) that the evidence, *such as it
is, suggests that A and C were connected with Alexandria.”
A more important difference is, that while Dr. Hort con-
siders the ‘‘fundamental text’’ of R to be *free from Western
or Alexandrian elements’’ (Introd., § 205), and though
allowing that ‘‘ the Western readings are specially numerous
in St. John’s Gospel” (ibid.), yet speaks of *the funda-
mental similarity of text . . . throughout the whole
of R with the exception of the Apocalypse’ (§ 352), Dr.
Westcott, in his Introduction to St. John’s Gospel (V. 1,
p. Xc. in the original edition of the Speaker’'s Commentary),
couples N with D and the Old Syriac and Old Latin Ver-
sions, 7.¢. regards it as giving mainly an ancient ‘“ Western "
text. It would not follow from this, that he disagreed from
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his colleague as to the exceptionally high value of the com-
bination BN ; but we cannot feel sure how far he would
agree with the reasoning on which that high estimate is
based by him.

But it is idle to speculate about the respective share of
the two editors in the merits or weaknesses of what they
have agreed to give forth as their joint work: and it would
be an inadequate account of the work of Dr. Westcott’s
life which refrained from estimating the edition of the New
Testament because it is not his work exclusively. For
the plainest, perhaps the greatest, of its faults, it is likely
enough that neither of the editors was responmsible, but
the publishers. The book is either too large or too small,
tells us too little or too much. No one would complain
if they had given us a work like the first volume by itself
—=a text which they believe to be the soundest now attain-
able, with slternative readings in cases which they regard
as doubtful, and a very brief outline of their principles of
criticism. But when they do more than this—when they
set forth at some length their theory of the history of the
text, and the grounds for it—when they discuss in full
detail some of the interesting points that they have to
decide—then we have a right to ask that they shall not
pass over other points as interesting; that they shall at
least show us how their theory works in representative
cases. On every page we see that the editors must have
asked themselves half a dozen questions and answered
them; and just because we know their opinion to be
weighty, we demand that they shall show us, not the
bare answer, but how and why they arrived at it. There
is something indeed to be said against obtruding on the
average student a complete apparatus critici, in which one
cannot see the wood for the trees; whether this be given
or no, there is at any rate much to be said for giving him
such a summary of the evidence as e.g. that on Matt. wiii.



36 OANON WESTCOTT.

28, ‘“ I'epaanvasy Western (? Gr. Lat. Syr. Eg.); Iepyeanviv
Alexandrian and Syrian (Gr. Eg. ZAth. Arm. Goth.).”
But if we are to have such a summary of the evidence, it
ought to be at least twice or thrice as full as it is. ‘‘The
list (of select readings) might,” we are told, *“ without any
serious difference of purpose have been made much longer” :
and why was it not ? ‘ The list was not intended to have
any completeness except in respect of the more important
or interesting readings.” But is not the ternary variation
in Luke x. 41-2 both important and interesting? And
here, moreover, we know from Dr. Scrivener (Plain Intro-
duction, p. 595, ed. 1883) that the editors have actually
changed their opinion. We expect them, then, to tell us
both what their definite opinion is and why, and why they
were once almost convinced of a different one. 'We hunger
for information which the editors must have, not only in
their heads but in their desks. When they have spent
twenty-five years in the labour of study and thought, we
complain of their having grudged us the few hours’ labour
of transcribing the result—unless, indeed, it was Messrs.
Macmillan that grudged them paper and type.

The same complaint of inadequacy applies to the Intro-
duction as to the Appendix ; if it had been longer, it could
have avoided the excessively abstract method, the barren-
ness of definite instances, which makes the earlier part of
it all but impossible to read, and the latter impossible to
test or verify, except to some one who is willing to study
the subject almost as thoroughly as the editors themselves.
It is said that Dr. Burgon’s trenchant reviews did much
to check the circulation of this edition, as well as of the
Revised Version of the New Testament; and unfortunate
as this result is, it was largely Dr. Hort's fault—or his
publishers’. He, whether with or without the excuse of
want of room, gives us barely seven or eight instances of
‘“ neutral ”’ readings that approve themselves as right;
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Dr. Burgon gave dozens, and marshalled a vast show of
evidence on each, where he thought them wrong; and the
public concluded that he could, and Dr. Hort could not,
give concrete reasons for his general view ; and that there-
fore his was the view of common sense, Westcott and
Hort’s of crotchety doctrinaires.

And though any one who has seriously and dispassionately
studied the purely critical question will be inclined to think
the exact reverse, this would be unjust to the Dean of
Chichester. As against the Revised Version, he really had
a case; he only damaged it by ‘‘abusing the defendant’s
attorney,” which character he rightly or wrongly ascribed
to Dr. Hort. If we admit that Westcott and Hort inter-
pret the evidence rightly, the ‘neutral text’ represents
what the Apostles and Evangelists wrote; and they are
right in printing that text in a critical edition. But on
their own showing no less than on Dr. Burgon’s, the so-
called * Syrian text”—with or without the pre-Syrian
elements preserved in the Latin Vulgate, and the late
glosses embodied in medisval and modern editions of the
latter—is the text which the Church has received ; and it
is a question, not of pure criticism but rather of practical
theology, whether the Church is not bound to retain what
she has received, even when she knows that it is not what
was originally written. It is really a reasonable view, that

.88 the human authors of the New Testament were guided
by the Holy Spirit, so were its human editors; that, e.g.
though 8t. Luke wrote neither the story of the man work-
ing on the Sabbath, nor the exact words of the rebuke
to the sons of Zebedee at the Samaritan village, it was a
sound, or even a Divine and infallible instinct, by which
the one is rejected, and the other accepted, as authentic
words of the Master, worthy to be inserted in the Gospel.
If so, & critical edition is right in giving both, if at all, in
the margin; but a version for popular use has no right
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to banish the second from the text. From this point of
view, even 1 8t. John v. 7 is not indefensible. St. John
did not write it, but the Western Church for twelve cen-
turies, and practically the whole Church for three, has
accepted it as harmonizing well with what he did write;
and in view of the Church’s acceptance it is rash to deny
that it is a relevant as well as an orthodox gloss, rightly
appended for popular use to the text.

‘W. H. Smucox.

THE PROPHETESS DEBORAH.

THE history of Israel is a history of prophecy, a history in
which men of prophetic rank and name stand at the great
turning points of the people’s life and direct the movements.
And the inner progress of the people was throughout guided
by prophets, who fertilized the religious life of the nation
with new thoughts, or nourished the seeds of truth and the
higher aspirations already planted in the heart of the peo-
ple, into fuller growth and fruitfulness ; and who, especially
in the many crises of the nation’s history, prepared for the
crisis by revealing truths regarding God which enabled the
people to encounter the storm without sinking beneath it,
as, for example, at the time of the destruction of the
State. ’

It is the conviction of the prophets and writers of Israel
that the line of prophetic teachers has been unbroken since
the days of Moses. Jeremiah brings Moses and Samuel
together : * Though Moses and Samuel stood before Me,
yet My mind could not be toward this people ; cast them

~ut of My sight, and let them go forth ”’ (xv. 1). And else-

ere he speaks in the name of the Lord: ‘ Since the day
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that your fathers came forth out of the land of Egypt unto
this day, I have sent unto you all My servants the pro-
phets, daily rising up early and sending them ™ (vii. 25).
And the representation of Amos is similar : ‘‘ I brought you
up out of the land of Egypt, and led you forty years through
the wilderness; . . . and I raised up of your sons for
prophets, and of your young men for Nazirites " (ii. 10, 11).
The Nazirites were a class dating very far back; we find
illustrious examples of them in Samson and Samuel in the
time of the Judges, and no doubt there were prophets con-
temporary with them, though, with the exception of the
prophetess Deborah, they are only incidentally mentioned
(Jud. vi. 8) till the time of Samuel.!

To say that the history of Israel is a history of her pro.
phets is to say that it is & history in which the moving
and significant agent is Jehovah, whose mouthpiece and
representative the prophets were: ‘ For the Lord God
doeth nothing without revealing His counsel to His ser-
vants the prophets; the Lord God speaketh, who can but
prophesy ? "’ (Amos iii. 7 seq.); in other words, it is a history
of revelation, for revelation implies that to certain indi-
viduals, and not immediately to the people at large, God
makes Himself and His will known. According to- this
conception of prophecy, Moses was the first of that goodly
fellowship; for though we think of him particularly as a
lawgiver, and supposing he were what we call so, as he
spake from God to men he belongs, whether he spake laws
or great truths of the kingdom of God, or gave these truths
expression and embodiment in institutions, to the class of
prophets. And this is the conception which the O. T.
writers entertain of him, and which he is represented as
entertaining of himself: ‘ The Lord thy God will raise
up unto thee a Prophet from the midst of thee, of thy

' The question whether the name prophet (nabl’) be early or later (1 Sam. xx.
9), is a different gnestion,
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brethren, like unto me” (Deut. xviii. 15); and it said in
Hosea: “By a prophet the Lord brought Israel out of
Egypt, and by prophets was he preserved ” (xii. 13 ; Mic. vi.
4). The history and development of Israel was started
by & prophet, and prophets conducted it along its whole
course, and led it to its issue. The literary or canonical
prophets whose writings are preserved to us are fully con-
scious of this. They are, as they think, but links in a
chain. They did not create that ideal of Israel which they
seck to see realized ; they received it from the past. It is,
no doubt, the opinion of some modern scholars that the
great prophets of the eighth century, such as Amos aud
Hosea, are to a greater extent creative minds, and more
distinctly the authors of the pure religious truths which
they enunciate, than they give themselves credit for being.
It is thought they were not able to distinguish between
the sentiments which they saw to be necessary and true
and the sentiments which satisfied a less advanced age and
went for truth then. They imagined that the present must
have been the semper and the ubique; and the condem-
nation passed by them upon their contemporaries who did
not share their high conceptions of God and morals, though
no doubt a just condemnation from the point of view of
conceptions of religion and ethics true abstractly, was still
a condemnation somewhat unjust in reference to their con-
temporaries, for these really held by the old opinions, and
the chasm between them and the canonical prophets was
not occasioned by their having retrograded, but by the
canonical prophets having advanced. To us nowadays
such a question has only secondary interest. The seftle-
ment of it requires a review and an estimate of the history
of Israel from the beginning down to the eighth century;
and, owing to the fact that the history as we possess it is
mainly external, and to the other fact that it is not contem-
porary, but written somewhat later than the periods which
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it covers, and may therefore be coloured with sentiments of
a more advanced age, such an estimate is not easy to make
in a way altogether satisfactory. The modern writers just
referred to, however, appear to allow less weight to the
historical sense of the prophets and their judgment re-
garding the past history of their nation than it is justly
entitled to, and to push historical sceptlcxsm further than
common sense will warrant.

‘We have some details of the external hxstory of Moses,
but little is told us of the history of his mind. It is the
manner of the Old Testament to ascribe all that men do
immediately to God, He being the real source of all true
thoughts and great deeds; and those mental movements
which we know to be always present when God enters into
fellowship with men, it passes over. To detect them we
have to read between the lines, to carry back something of
our knowledge of how minds operate now when God is
moving them, into the times of early history. God’s revela~
tion of Himself to Moses, and of His purpose of redeeming
His people, was not made to a mind unprepared or out of
sympathy. We are informed of the earlier efforts of Moses
in the direction of delivering his people, and from the few
facts mentioned we can imagine what aspirations filled
his heart. Neither can we suppose that he was a mere
mechanical instrument in conveying laws from Jehovah to
Israel, or in embodying great principles of religion and civil
order in practical institutions. The instruments employed
by God are usually fit. The concurrence of the human mind
with Him in all that He does by its means, is a thing which
He requires, and which may in every case be assumed by us.
It is this concurrence, or that mental range and elevation
which enables a man to concur and co-operate with Jehovah,
which is the secret of such a man’s power over men, and fits
him to be the servant of God in leading them. Moses was
the servant of the Lord in the same sense in which(Amos
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and Hosea and Isaiah were His servants, and from reading
their writings we know the mental tension, the high-strung
feeling, the play of thought and emotion,—in & word, the
devotion of heart and mind, with which they served Him. -
These were all great minds, but their place in history made
their influence but secondary ; at best, they could but give
a happier direction or cut a deeper channel to the current
already running. But Moses stood higher up; he had to
unseal the fountain, to create the consciousness and life
which those who came after him but deepened. And it
is with this ereative genius that we must credit him. He
stamped an impress upon the people of Israel which was
never effaced, and planted seeds in the mind of the nation
which the crop of thorns that sprang up after his death
could not altogether choke. Of course, even he did not
create a nation or a religious consciousness in the sense of
making it out of nothing. 'When he appealed to the people
in Egypt in the name of Jehovah their God, he did not
conjure with an abstraction or a novelty. The people had
some knowledge of Jehovah, some faith in Him, or His
name would not have awakened them to religious or
national life. In matters like this we never can get at
the beginning. The patriarchal age, with its knowledge
of God, is not altogether a shadow, otherwise the history
of the Exodus would be a riddle. Moses found materials,
but he passed a new fire through them, and welded them
into a unity; he breathed a spirit into the people, which
animated it for all time to come; and this spirit can have
been no other than the spirit that animated himself.

The controversies that rage around the name of Moses
have little relevancy for the reader of prophecy. The
prophets were religious and moral teachers; they directed
their attention almost exclusively to the thoughts of God
which men should cherish and to the conduct which they
should practise, and to the influence which the first should



THE PROPHETESS DEBORAH. 43

exert upon the other. The ritual was of interest to them
only in so far as it might inspire right thoughts of Jehovah,
or perhaps in so far as it might express these. In point of
fact, in the days of the canonical prophets the ritual was
associated with conceptions of Jehovah decidedly false, and
the attitude of the prophets to it was less than friendly.

The term Theocracy was used by Josephus to express his
idea of the government in Israel with which he was familiar,
namely, the rule of God through a priestly hierarchy. If
the theocracy in this sense was set before the people at the
Exodus, it was only very slowly that it made any impression
upon them, and it brought their life under the influence of
its conception only at the return from exile. But in ano-
ther sense the constitution of Israel was always a theocracy:
Jehovah was their king and ruler because he was their God.
The theocracy in this ideal sense, however, the kingdom of
God of the prophets, did not require any particular external
form, and did not cramp the life of the people into any
particular mould. It was compatible with all forms: with
the confederation of tribes under the Judges, with the
monarchy whether independent or tributary, and with the
condition of a mere community under the Persians. And
the higher principles of the religion of Jehovah appear to
have set to work just upon the conditions which they found,
the forms of life existing; these, like leaven, they seized
and sought to bring under their subjection. The principles
which we see operating from the earliest times are the
principles wielded by the prophets. They are few but
comprehensive. They form the essence of the moral law—
consisting of two principles and a fact, namely, that Jehovah
was Israel’s God ,alone; and that his Being was ethical,
demanding a moral life among those who served Him as His
people; and these two principles elevated into a high
emotional unity in the consciousness of redemption just
experienced.
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The primary element of the nation’s consciousness was
this sense of having been redeemed and delivered at the
Exodus. This was the operation of Jehovah that *“created”
the people. If He who calls Himself ““Jehovah” declares
His identity with the God of Abraham and Isaac, it was
under the name Jehovah that He performed His great act of
salvation, and this act both gave the people existence and
stamped indelibly on their consciousness that Jehovah was
their God, and made them in thankfulness avow themselves
His people. The conceptions “God" and *people’” are
correlative—Jehovah is Israel’'s God from the land of Egypt
(Hos. xii. 9, xiii. 4). The two principles just referred to and
the fact are entirely practical. To our minds such a state-
ment as this, that Israel shall have no god but Jehovah,
immediately suggests the inquiry, whether there be any
other god but Him. But such questions might not present
themselves to minds of & different cast from ours and in
early times, for our minds are quickened by all the specula-
tions about God which have filled the centuries from the
days of Moses to our own. We may not have evidence that
the mind of Israel in the earliest times put these general
and abstract questions to itself. But we are certainly
entirely precluded from inferring from the form of the
first commandment that the existence of other gods was
admitted, only that Israel should have none of them. For
if we consider the moral element of the code, we find the
commandments all taking the same negative form ; but who
will argue that when Moses said to Israel, Thou shalt not
kill, he made murder unlawful merely in Israel, without
feeling that it was unlawful wherever men existed ?

The teaching of the prophets consists very much in
ethicising the conception of Jehovah; the question which
modern scholars discuss is, whether they may be observed
themselves learning, or whether they are merely expanding
into details and expressing, as history and events furnished
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them with occasions, what was already known.! The
answer we give to this question may modify our view of
the history of revelation in Israel, but it can have no effect
whatever on our own practical use of Scripture. The efforts
of the prophets to reduce or to expand the conception of
Jehovah into ethical forms, moved on two lines; the nature
of Jehovah and His operations. Each of the great prophets
has a particular conception of Jehovah, which he impresses
on men. It is not improbable that this conception of each
prophet may correspond to his own peculiar cast of mind, or
reflect it. If this be so, it only means that God, in order to
reveal the full round of His Being, chose for the purpose,
one after another, a succession of men, in the mind of each
of whom some one of His attributes was more clearly and
strongly reflected than it was in the minds of ordinary
men. In the mind of Amos it was His righteousness, in
that of Hosea His love and mercy, in that of Isaiah His
majesty and sovereignty. And thus, when step after step
the full round of His being is presented, He appears as &
transcendent moral Person. Love and mercy are included
in the moral conception as much as justice, although the
hope of redemption is always supported by remembrance
of the salvation wrought at the beginning of the nation’s
history, from which new conclusions are drawn. But not
only the nature of Jehovah, His operations also are gradu-
ally translated into moral forms. That which without
irreverence may be called the theurgical, is resolved into
moral processes, both on the side of God and on that of
man. In the earlier prophets God forgives the nation’s sin
as a mere act of mercy, no doubt not without repentance
on the people’s part, produced by His judgments. Butf in
a later prophet the Divine act is mediated—the Servant of

1 A very good statement of the questions in dispute is farnished in Konig’s

Hauptprobleme der altisrael. Religionsgeschichte. Bome of the arguments used
are inconclusive, but the questions are clearly presented.
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the Lord has borne the iniquity of them all. Similarly, in
earlier writings He restores the people from their dispersion,
and they are all righteous, though by what processes in
their own minds they become so is not revealed. But later,
the idea of & remnant appears, who have not fallen away, a
holy seed, which becomes the root of a new community,
widening out till a nation arise. At first the perfect king-
dom of God is introduced by & single act of God, a great
interposition and operation, men being spectators rather
than agents. At a later period the kingdom is formed by
God pouring out His Spirit on the people, on the king (Isa.
xi.), and on all flesh (Joel ii.), and by writing His law on
men’s hearts (Jer. xxxi. 33). Possibly the O. T. does not
go further. But even this operation of the Spirit needs
resolution into moral forms on both sides, and this it re-
ceives in the N.T.: He receives of that which is Christ’s
and shows it ; and, the love of Christ constraineth us.

The two principles, that Jehovah alone is God of Israel,
and that His nature is moral, along with the memory of
the redemption from Egypt, may be said to express the
higher consciousness of the people—a consciousness that
never died out. The two oldest written documents which
Hebrew writers refer to, express this consciousness in their
names. One of them is the Book of the Wars of Jehovah.
It was the thought of Jehovah their God that made Israel
strong in battle ; He taught their hands to war; it was His
battles which they fought, and the victories which they won
were the righteous acts of Jehovah, the righteous acts of
His rule in Israel (Jud. v.11). The other was the Book
of Jashar, the Upright. That which made Israel’s heroes
worthy of being commemorated was their righteousness.
And the same two principles appear in all the utterances
and acts of the Prophets. In the written prophecies this
is evident in every page, but the scattered traditions of an
earlier time reveal the same. The remonstrance of Nathan
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with David in the matter of Uriah (2 Sam. xii.) does not.
need to be recalled, nor Gad’s rebuke of his pride in num-
bering the people. It is evident that the policy of Solomon
was disapproved by the prophets, for one of them, Ahijah
of Shilo, foretold to Jeroboam his elevation to the sove-
reignty of the ten tribes, even when Solomon was alive
(1 Kings xi. 29); and the same Ahijah denounced the
wickedness of Jeroboam afterwards, and predicted the down-
fall of his dynasty (1 Kings xiv.). Similarly, Jehu the son
of Hanani rebuked the wicked acts of Baasha (1 Kings
xvi.) And it is difficult to know whether the indig-
nation of Elijah was kindled most by the Baal worship of
Ahab or by his nefarious murder of Naboth the Jezreelite.
For it is not easy to say which of the two principles seemed
the more important to the prophets. It is probable that
they reacted on one another, and that each contributed to
clarify and elevate the other. Modern writers endeavour to
show that the theoretical or formal doctrine of the unity of
God, expressed in later prophets, was reached through the
conception of His ethical perfection; but it is doubtful if
any priority on the side of either principle can be made
out.

At any rate the history of Israel, as we read it in the
pages of the prophets and in the O. T. in general, is the
history of a conflict in which these two great principles,
forming the higher consciousness of the people, are seen
making strenuous efforts to gain possession of the whole life
of the nation and to rule it, efforts which the lower tenden-
cies of the people’s minds, their sensuousness both in life
and thinking, ministered to by the seductions of nature and
the baser religious rites of their neighbours around them,
seemed continually to resist. Practically the victory may
appear to have been won by the lower, for the people as a
whole would not convert and be healed, and they had to be
cast out; but in truth the victory remained with the higher,
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for the teaching of the prophets was accepted by the people
when they saw it verified in their disastrous history, and
from them it passed to mankind, and is our inheritance
to-day.

The first period of the nation’s history is the period of
the Judges. Unfortunately our information regarding this
period is scanty, the only testimony from the higher spirit,
a8 we may. call it, being the Song of Deborah. But the
scattered notices which we can glean give us a glimpse
into processes going on during this time which greatly
help to explain the conflict which the prophets had to wage
in after ages. The Book of Judges which covers this
period is composed of two elements easily separable. The
main substance of the Book consists of brief histories of
six persons called Judges, with references to six others of
whom few historical reminiscences are preserved. There
is no reason to suppose that the number twelve is artificial,
corresponding to the number of tribes, for there are several
tribes from which no judges arose. Besides this main
substance of the Book, there is a frame in which the his-
tories are set, appearing most obviously in ch. ii. 6-iii. 6,
but also in the introductions to most of the individual
histories. This frame is probably younger than the his-
tories, and its point of view may be that of a later time.
It connects the histories together by giving & summary of
them under the form of an ideal schema in which the same
steps are regularly repeated: ‘The children of Israel did that
which was evil and served the Baalim. And they provoked
the Lord to anger, and He sold them into the hand of
their enemies. And when the children of Israel cried unto
the Lord, He raised up a saviour who saved them; and
the land had rest so many years.” This regular move-
ment of apostasy, subjugation, penitence, and deliverance is
hardly strict history. It is rather the religious philosophy
of the history. It is a summary of the historical move-
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ments written under the idea that Jehovah presided in the
history of Israel, and to bring it down to our level we must
read second causes into the movements and the operations
of the people’s mind. 'We shall not misunderstand it if we
put oursalves into the author’s point of view, and remember
that he speaks of Israel as an ideal unity, and attributes
to this unity defections which no doubt characterized only
fragments of the whole; and finally that he uses the no-
menclature of his day, calling by the name of Baalim and
the like all objects of worship and practices in his view
improper in the service of God.! Without these consider-
ations the history would not be intelligible; for a falling
away of a whole people to Baal, and then a conversion to
Jehovah, to be followed by a falling away again twenty
years after, is not according to the operations of the human
mind. The author’s general conception, however, that

1 Hosea already calls the calf-images of Jehovah, Baalim, and later the word
received even a wider and more general application. Wellhausen makes merry
over the faoct that the author says that Israel worshipped the Asheras, “ which
are no divinities at all, but only sacred trees or poles " (Hist., p. 235). We are
alow to believe that an O. T. writer did not know what an Ashera was. In his
less jooular moods W. treats the question differently, whether correctly or not
(Bleek, p. 245). W. is equally unjust to the writer when he blames him for
speaking of Israel as a unity, for the same conception appears in Deborah (see
below). Again W. charges the writer with ignorance when he says that the
children of Israel made Baal Berith their god (viii. 83), whereas the next
chapter informs us that Baal Berith * was only the patron god of Shechem and
some other cities belonging to the Canaanites.” Much fairer is the suggestion
of Reuss: ‘‘ Baal Berith (Covenant Baal) indicates an affiliation of several
tribes or septs, possibly such an agiliation of Israelites and Canaanites”
(Gesch. d. Alt. Test., p. 128). The pet passage, chap. xi. 24, figures of course
in W., a8 it does everywhere since Vatke (p. 258). In the original histories of
the Judges, ** Israel is a people just like other people, nor is even his relation to
Jehovah otherwise conceived of than is, for example, that of Moab to Chemosh”
(Hist., p. 2385). Elsewhere, however, W. regards the whole passage Jud. xi.
12-29, with the allasion to Chemosh, as a later intepolation founded on Num.
xx. 21 (Bleek, p. 195). The supposed pretensions of Chemosh in the eyes of
Israel are likely to suffer from this judgment, for the passage cannot be earlier
than well down in the age of the canonical prophets. The truth is that such
references to Chemosh and other heathen gods prove nothing, because they
would prove that even Jeremiah regarded Chemosh as a real divinity (Jer.
xlviii. 7).

VOL. V. E
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defection from Jehovah was followed by subjection to the
neighbouring nations, has profound truth. For that which
created Israel's self-consciousness was its deliverance from
Egypt by Jehovah. That which made it a people was
its God; its feeling of Him made it feel itself a people.
The antithesis between it and the nations lay in Him.
When therefore it fell into the worship of the nations
around it or of the tribes within it which it had absorbed,
its self-consciousness as a people was, 8o to speak, obscured.
That which made it a nation, and was the bond of its
unity and spring of its strength, was broken, its high idea
as a people departed, and it fell into fragments, and be-
came the prey of the peoples among whom it dwelt. Only
when its miseries turned its thoughts back to Him who
was its strength, and when its faith in Him awakened
again its consciousness of itself—in the words of the writer,
when it cried unto the Lord—did its power return, and
it was able, in the feeling of Jehovah’s presence with it,
to resist and vanquish its oppressors.

The histories preserved in the Book of Judges are for
the most part external; they are probably traditions pre-
served among the individual tribes who played the chief
pert in the events described. That in some instances we
have duplicates, exhibiting divergences in details, is natural,
and does not detract from the general historical worth of
the whole. The Story of Deborah is given in a prose
form (ch. iv.) as well as in the poem, and the divergences
can be accounted for only on the supposition that chap. iv.
is an independent tradition. The picture presented by the
Book as a whole is rough, but there are traits of tender-
ness here and there in it. The histories exhibit the occur-
rences, and show how men dealt with the hard facts of life;
the poem breathes the higher spirit that animated them.

First, in regard to the political situation. We observe
that the high spirit created in the tribes by their redemp-
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tion from Egypt, which fused them for the time into a
unity and enabled them to overcome the strongest combi-
nations against them, has departed. We are introduced
to the generation that succeeded the generation led by
Joshua (Jud. ii. 7), and the old unity appears almost
completely dissolved. No general expulsion of the native
races was attempted. The ideal division of the land by
lot under Joshua remained ideal.

In ch. i, a very valuable historical record, we read:
*“The children of Benjamin did not drive out the Jebu-
sites that dwelt in Jerusalem; but the Jebusites dwell
with the children of Benjamin unto this day. Manasseh
did not drive out the inhabitants of Beth-shean and her
towns: . . . but the Canaanites would dwell in that
land. Ephraim drave not out the Canaanites that dwelt
in Gezer; but the Canaanites dwelt among them. Zebu-

lan, . . . the Canaanites dwelt among them. Asher,
the Asherites dwelt among the Canaanites. Naph-
tali, . . . "he dwelt among the Canaanites, the inhabit-

ants of the land.”” And so the story runs. The Israel of
the Judges and henceforth was not the Israel that came
out of Egypt, it was a new and larger nation, having
absorbed into it a vast native population, with a civiliza-
tion which it largely adopted, with modes of thought with
which it could not but become inoculated, and with
religious practices which in many cases it accepted. The
Israel of Moses and the Israel with which history and
the prophets deal are different both in quantity, and even
more in quality.

Consequently we observe a disintegration going on in the
unity of the people. The tribes appear little interested in
each other; each of them is settling down in earnest to
secure his own footing and to provide for his own preserva-
tion. The judges that arise belong to the individual tribes,
and rarely secure the adhesion of more than two or(three
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others in the warfare. Ehud the Benjamite avenges Ben-
jamin, Jephthah of Gilead leads the transjordanic tribes,
and Gideon pursues the Midianites with an army of his
own family of Abiezer.

Nevertheless, though there is no union of the tribes in
fact, the nearest approach to it being the coalition secured
by Deborah, there is an ideal unity. Even when a single
tribe acts, or when & judge delivers a single district, it
is “Israel” that is saved. And it is not in the prose only
that this conception prevails, in which a view arising after
the existence of the kingdom might be reflected—the Song
of Deborah is pervaded by the same idea: “For that the
chiefs came forward in Israel, for that the people offered
themselves willingly, praise ye Jehovah”’ (v. 2); ‘‘my heart
is toward the governors of Israel that offered themselves
willingly among the people” (v. 9); ‘ Was there a shield or
spear seen among forty thousand in Israel?” (v. 8); *the
rulers ceased in Israel, they ceased, until that I Deborah
arose, & mother in Israel” (v. 7). In spite of actual disin-
tegration, the conception of a people Israel, forming & unity,
the people of Jehovah (v. 11), everywhere appears. In one
remarkable point indeed, extremely significant in regard to
subsequent history, the unity is incomplete. The tribe of
Judah does not appear to be comprehended in the ‘ Israel ”
of Deborah; she does not expect Judah to join the con-
federacy of the North, the term Israel already is appro-
priated by the northern half of the nation. The date of
the Song is not certain, though it must be early—before the
tribe of Dan migrated to the north (ch. xvii.—xviii.), for
Dan is still a seaboard tribe (v. 17). The two powerful
tribes of Judah and Ephraim had already begun each to
pursue its own course, and the smaller tribes were attracted
around the latter, which early aspired to the leadership.

In regard to religion, apart from the later framework not
much prominence is given toit. The central sanctuary was
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no doubt at Shilo, though the place is mentioned only once,
in connexion with dances, which took place probably at the
feasts. It is to be supposed that the same practical dis-
integration manifested itself in the sphere of religion as
appeared in the political sphere. The individual tribes
probably provided each for itself its religious institutions.
They adopted the places of worship existing among the
Canaanites. Both Deuteronomy and Ezekiel suggest that
the ““ high places’ were original Canaanitish shrines. The
syncretism could not stop with the adoption of the places
of worship, many also of the religious rites would be
assumed into the service of Jehovah. Here and there,
where the two peoples coalesced by intermarriage (Jud.
iii. 6), particularly where the aborigines outnumbered the
Israelites, as at Shechem, the worship of Baal and the
Astartes might supersede the worship of Jehovah. It was
not, however, so much in this direction that the danger lay,
but rather in the direction of debasing the ostensible service
of Jehovah by assimilating it to the Canaanitish worship,
and thus effacing in the people’s minds the distinction
between their God and the Baals of the native population.
It is probable that the practice of making images of Jehovah
was borrowed or imitated from the Canaanites, for no
images were ever set in the central temple, whether at
Shilo or elsewhere.

Yet in spite of this practical declension in religion, the
ideal unity was still preserved. Jehovah was the God of
Israel ; it was to Him that the people belonged. It was to
Him that Jephthah made his fatal vow—before the Lord
in Mizpeh (Jud. xi. 11, 30). It was to Jehovah that Gideon
dedicated the spoils of Midian, out of which he framed
an image, or at least an “oracle’ of Jehovah, which he set
up in his house. It was to Jehovah that Micah made
his ““house of God,” and the image which the Danites ulti-
mately placed in Dan—another forestalment in this early
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age of subsequent proceedings. But it is in Deborah that '
the ideal unity of the worship and the higher conceptions
of Jehovah appear most clearly. If we possessed a few
more utterances of the prophetic mind in this age, in place
of the external higtories of rude soldiers, we should probably
be led to form a higher conception even of the religious
condition of the people under the Judges. She says: “I
will sing, I will sing unto Jehovah, I will sing praise unto
Jehovah, the God of Israel” (v. 8). It is Jehovah who
fights Israel’s battles: * They shall rehearse the righteous
acts of Jehovah, the righteous acts of His rule in Israel.
Then the people of Jehovah went down to the gates” (v.11).
His angel, that is, probably Himself in personal presence,
leads Israel’s armies and pursues His foes: ‘ Curse ye
Meroz, said the angel of Jehovah, because they came not
to the help of Jehovah among the mighty " (v. 23). The
enemies of Israel are the enemies of Jehovah: ““ 8o let all
Thine enemies perish, Jehovah : but let them that love Him
be as the sun when he goeth forth in his might’ (v. 31)—
a singular and lofty expression in so early an age. 'When
we recall the vow of Jephthah and the acts of Gideon, we
might suppose that the conceptions entertained of Jehovah
were not very elevated; yet in the Song He appears to rule
in heaven and on earth, commanding the stars in their
courses and the rivers in their flood: ‘The stars fought
from heaven, they fought in their courses against Sisera.
The river Kishon swept them away, that rushing river, the
river Kishon " (v. 20).

The lack of materials of the class to which the Song
belongs prevents us from getting a clearer view of the
higher side of the national mind at this epoch, and the
histories reveal great rudeness of manners, and in many
instances debased religious conceptions. The period, how-
ever, is the creative epoch of historical Israel; the workshop
in which the nation, as we know it, was fashioned. We
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observe the origin of that complication which the canonical
prophets seek to unravel; the knot is being tied which they
use all their efforts to unloose. There is going on a mixture
of elements which produces the fermentation familiar to us
in later times. The higher spirit and faith of the nation
has presented for its assimilation a mass of conceptions
and elements which it is unable at once to overcome and
dominate. Yet it does not allow itself to lose courage.

It is assured of eventual victory.
A. B. Davipson.

NOTES ON DIFFICULT TEXTS.

1 Sam. i. 5. D'BN NTR 7D 1 MIN9Y, “and to Hannsh
he used to give one portion D'®N.” What is the meaning
of this Hebrew word? It is rendered (1) ‘‘ heavily.” So,
for instance, the Vulgate (fristis), several mediseval authori-
ties (e.g. the Great Bible: ‘““a portion with an heavy
cheer”), and amongst moderns, Bottcher and Thenius. For
this sense of D'BY, however, there is no support in the
known usage of the language : D'O82 occurs with the mean-
ing ““in anger’’ in Dan. xi. 20; but that would be unsuitable
here, and the expressions 7'9 b)) (Gen. iv. 6) and 8b map
Ty 7 ™1 (1 Sam. i. 18) are not sufficient to justify the
sense of a dejected countenance being assigned to D'BN.

It is rendered (2), in connexion with NN 7D, one portion
of two faces (=two persons), i.e. a double portion. So Keil
and even Gesenius. It is true that the Syriac ""' corre-
sponds generally in usage with the Hebrew 0'9; but, to
say nothing of the fact that a Syriasm is unexpected in
Samuel, there is nothing in the use of the Syriac word to
suggest that the dual would, in Hebrew, denote two per-
sons : \_".gl (like D°3D) is used of one person, the singular not
occurring. = If D'BX means fwo persons, it must be implied
that the singular N might denote one person, which the
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meaning of the word obviously does not permit. Secondly,
the construction, if this rendering were correct, would be
unexampled. D'BX evidently cannot be in the genitive after
NNR MD; and the disparity between the two ideas (one
portion and two persons) precludes us trom treating it as
an instance of apposition (as is suggested by Keil) : Ewald,
§ 2875, offers in this respect nothing parallel. Gramma-
tically, therefore, not less than lexically, this rendering is
exposed to the gravest objections.

(8) The rendering of A.V., a worthy portion, is inherited
from the Geneva Version of 1560, and is based ultimately
upon the Targum, which has 712 N P91, i.e. ““ one choice
portion.” '3, choice, corresponds in the Targum to the
Hebrew D'®N ; but it is clear that it is no translation of it,
nor can it be derived from it by any intelligible process.!
Evidently it is a mere conjecture, designed to replace the
untranslatable word by something that will more or less
harmonize with the context.

The Hebrew text does not admit of a defensible render-
ing. In the LXX. D'®N is represented by w\sjv, i.e. DDN.
This reading at once relieves the difficulty of the verse, and
affords a consistent and grammatical sense. D DDN restricts
or qualifies the preceding clause, precisely as in Num. xiii.
28. ‘““But unto Hannah he used to give one portion” :
this, following the ‘‘ portions” of v. 4, might seem to imply
that Elkanah felt less affection for her than for Peninnah.
To obviate such a misconception, the writer adds : * Howbeit
he loved Hannah ; but the Lord had shut up her womb,”
the last clause assigning the reason why Hannah received
but one portion.* Hence the margin in the R.V., which,
strange to say, is denounced by a writer in the Edinburgh
Review (Oct., 1885, p. 468) as ‘‘ absolutely silly "’ (!).?

! Kimchi, in his Commentary and the Book of Roots, makes two attempts to
account for it—-both equally unsuccessful.

? So rightly Wellhausen, Tezt der Biicher Samuelis, p. 36.

3 The above note (in substance) was contributed originally by the writer to
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1. 20. What is the connexion between the name Samuel
and the ground alleged for its choice? Of course, the
derivation suggested by the margin of A.V., *“that is, Asked
of God,” as if '7:537:1? were contracted from NP ‘%N?, can-
not be maintained : such a contraction would be altogether
alien to the genius of the language. 'What the writer means
to express must be (as often in the O.T.) an assonance, not
an etymology: the name YN recalled to his mind the
word MWW, asked, though in no sense derived from it, just as
Cain or Moses, for instance, recalled or suggested the verbs
qanah, to get, and mashah, to draw out, though the names
do not themselves signify either ¢ gotten” or * drawn out.”
‘What, however, is the actual meaning of the name Samuel ?
When the explanation ‘“ asked of God” was seen to be un-
tenable, an attempt was made to bring the name into some
sort of connexion with the text by the suggestion that it
was = NV, and signified “heard of God.” Had this,
however, been the writer’s intention, we should have ex-
pected the word hear to occur somewhere in the narrative,
which is not the case. But there are even more serious
objections to this derivation. (1) Had this been the true
account of the name, the ¥ rather than the } would have
been naturally the letter elided: an original 'm,ymw would
have given rise to ‘mnnw (on the analogy of 'm,vmﬁ)
rather than to ‘mm’l (2) Compound proper names in
Hebrew are constructed, for the most part, after particular
types or models : thus one large class consists of one of the
sacred names followed by a verb in the perfect tense (the
last vowel only being lengthened, after the analogy of sub-
stantives), as Elnathan, Yonathan, Elyada’, Yehoyadad', i.e.
El (or Yah) has given, El (or Yah) has known. Another

Hebraica, for October, 1885, a quarterly journal edited by W. R. Harper, now
Professor of Semitic Languages at Yale College, formerly Principal of the
American Institute of Hebrew at Chicago, and testifying to the interest with
which Hebrew and cognate studies are prosecuted in the New World.

' In S8y, 1 Chron. vii. Gal., even the X is not elided.
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class is similarly compounded, but the verb stands first, as
Hananyah, Hanan'el, Yah (or El) has been gracious, ‘Azar-
yah, ‘dzar'el, Yah (or El) has helped. In a third class
the verb still stands first, but is in the imperfect tense, as
Yerachme'el, El hath mercy, Ya'azanyah, Yah hearkeneth.
There are, of course, other types, which need not however
be here considered. But numerous as are the proper names
compounded of one of the sacred names and a verb, there
are none, or next to mone, compounded with a passive par-
ticiple. Obvious as such a form as blessed or helped or
redeemed of Yah might appear to be, it was uniformly dis-
carded by the Hebrews. We have Baruch and Zabud, for
instance, but Berachyah or Yeberechyah, not {12193, Yoza-
bad, Elzabad, or Zebadyah, not ™31 we have not only
Elnathan and Yehonathan (or Yonathan), but also Nethan-
yah and Nethan’el, not however Nethin’el; we have She-
ma'yah and Ishma'el! (also Elishama), but not N3,
There is no name in the O.T. formed analogously to a
presumable 'm:mw, heard of God ;% and the fact that this
type of compound name was studiously avoided by the
Hebrews is a strong additional argument against the pro-
posed derivation of ¢ Samuel.”

The derivation suggested by Gesenius, I3 = “Name
of God,” is as obvious as it is natural. It is suitable and
appropriate in itself; and the form of compound which it
implies is in exact agreement with Penu’el, * Face of God,”
Re'w'el, “Friend of God,” as well as (probably) Ge'w'el,

1 j.e. Yah has heard, and God heareth.

3 The only possible exception would be Mchuya'el, Gen. iv. 18, if this mean
“ gmitten of God,” which, however, is far from certain : following the Qri, we
may vocalize 5&;'}0@, which would agree with the LXX, Macwj), i.e. “ God is
a life-giver (Budde, Biblische Urgeschichte, p. 128). But, in any case, an
archaic name such as this has no appreciable bearing upon the usage of the
language in historic times. With active participles, there occur the compounds
Meshelemyah, 1 Chron. ix. 21, xxvi. 1, 2,9; and the dramaic Meshezab'el,
“God is & deliverer,” Neh. iii. 4 al. ; and Mehetab’el, *“God is a benefactor,”
Neh. vi. 10 (in Gen. xxxvi. 39 the name borne by the wife of an Edomite king).
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‘‘Majesty of God,” and Hammu'el, * Warmth (?) of God.”
The u, it is hardly necessary to remark, is the old case-ter-
mination, retained as a binding vowel, both in the instances
cited, and also occasionally besides: e.g. in Methu-shelach,
“Man of the weapon,” and Methu-shael,! “Man who be-
longs to God.” It is remarkable that Keil, when the
circumstances are so clear, should still adhere to the inter-
pretation a Deo exauditus.

Josh. vi. 18. ““But ye, in any wise keep yourselves from
the devoted thing,” DT 0 nnnp‘n YN 1, Knobel :
‘“lest yo devote, and take of the devoted thing, and make
the camp of Israel to be devoted, and trouble it ; which
in R.V. is transformed into the more intelligible sentence,
* Liest, when ye have devoted it, ye take of the devoted
thing,” etc. But yet what a weak and tautologous sense -
is thus obtained! The original reading is clearly pre-
served here in the LXX. wi} wore évQvunbévres, xr.\, ie.
“m UQQP'?W YIRNN 1B “lest ye covet and take of the de-
voted thing, and make,” ete. All that is needed is a trans-
position of two letters YTIMN for MMM (written as it
once would be written, without the *); and the correctness
of the conjecture is strongly confirmed by vii. 21, where
Achan says: “And I saw among the spoil a goodly Baby-
lonish mantle, etc., and I coveted them (DTN 3), and I
took them." 3

Josh. xix. 47. DM 77 32 )32 N¥M Lit. “ And the border
of the children of Dan went out from them,” which gives no
intelligible sense. NRX, o go out, is indeed used with 53,
border, but only to express the idea of its continuous exten-
sion in a given direction (as ch. xv. 3, 4, 9, etc.), not, as
here, of its receiving an accession in an altogether different

1 According to Lenormant, Les origines de Uhistoire (1880, p. 263), & forma-
tion definitely Assyrian.

# LXX. (as in vi. 18) xal é»@uvun0lels airdv Aafor.

3 So Hollenberg in his useful monograph, Der Charakter der Alezandrinischen
Ueberseteung des Buches Josua (Moers, 1876), p. 12.
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part of the country, especially when the words immediately
following, instead of proceeding to define the new border
more precisely, describe the action of the Danites: “‘ And
the children of Dan went up and fought with Leshem, and
took it,” etc. For N¥" read 730, and the verse becomes
at once consistent and clear: * And the border of the chil-
dren of Dan was too narrow for them; and the children of
Dan went up and fought with Leshem, and took it,” ete.
A close parallel, both for the use of 9% and for the con-
struction, is afforded by 2 Kings vi. 1, “ The place in which
we dwell before thee 3390 X is too narrow for us.” The
LXX., though their text is in some confusion and the ren-
dering loose, appear to have had this reading before them:
xal é0\ifrav ar’ adrdv 10 pwov Tis pepidos alrdv. ¥ and
its derivatives are represented by 6MBw in LXX., Jud. x.
9; 1 Sam. xxx. 6, and elsewhere.
8. R. DRIVER.

THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS.

TYCHICUS AND ONESIMUS, THE LETTER-BEARERS.

XXIV.

¢ All my affairs shall Tychicus make known unto you, the beloved brother
and faithful minister and fellow-servant in the Lord : whom I have sent unto
you for this very purpose, that ye may know our estate, and that he may
comfort your hearts; together with Onesimus, the faithful and beloved brother,
who is one of yorn. They shall make known unto you all things that are done
here.”—CoL. iv. 7-9 (Rev. Ver.).

IN Paul’s days it was perhaps more difficult to get letters
delivered than to write them. It was a long, weary jour-
ney from Rome to Colosse,—across Italy, then by sea to
Greece, across Greece, then by sea to the port of Ephesus,
and thence by rough ways to the upland valley where lay
Coloss®, with its neighbouring towns of Laodicea and
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Hierapolis. 8o one thing which the Apostle has to think
about is to find some one to carry his letter. He pitches
upon these two, Tychicus and Onesimus. The former is
one of his personal attendants, told off for this duty; the
other, who has been in Rome under very peculiar circum-
stances, is going home to Colosss, on & strange errand, in
which he may be helped by having a message from Paul
to carry.

This paper will not deal with the words before us, so
much as with these two figures, whom I shall regard as
representing certain principles, and embodying some useful
lessons.

I. We may regard Tychicus as representing the greatness
and sacredness of small and secular service done for Christ.

‘We must first try, in as few words as may be, to change
the name into a man. There is something very solemn
and pathetic in these shadowy names which appear for a
moment on the page of Scripture, and are swallowed up of
black night, like stars that suddenly blaze out for a week
or two, and then dwindle and at last disappear altogether.
They too lived, and loved, and strove, and suffered, and
enjoyed : and now—all is gone, gone; the hot fire burned
down to such a little handful of white ashes. Tychicus
and Onesimus! two shadows that once were men ! and as
they are, so we shall be.

As to Tychicus, there are several fragmentary notices
about him in the Acts of the Apostles and in Paul’s letters,
and although they do not amount to much, still by piecing
them together, and looking at them with some sympathy,
we can get a notion of the man.

He does not appear till near the end of Paul’s missionary
work, and was probably one of the fruits of the Apostle’s
long residence in Ephesus on his last missionary tour, as
we do not hear of Tychicus till after that period. That
stay in Ephesus was cut short by the silversmiths’ riot—
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the earliest example of trades’ unions—when they wanted
to silence the preaching of the gospel because it damaged
the market for ¢ shrines,” and ‘‘ also” was an insult to the
great goddess! Thereupon Paul retired to Europe, and
after some months there, decided on his last fateful journey
to Jerusalem. On the way he was joined by a remarkable
group of friends, seven in number, and apparently care-
fully selected so as to represent the principal fields of the
Apostle’s labours. There were three Europeans, two from
* Asia’’—meaning by that name, of course, only the Roman
province, which included mainly the western seaboard—
and two from the wilder inland country of Lycaonia.
Tychicus was one of the two from Asia; the other was
Trophimus, whom we know to have been an Ephesian
(Acts xxi. 29), as Tychicus may not improbably have also
been.

‘We do not know that all the seven accompanied Paul to
Jerusalem. Trophimus we know did, and another of them,
Aristarchus, is mentioned as having sailed with him on the
return voyage from Palestine (Acts xxvii. 2). But if they
were not intended to go to Jerusalem, what did they meet
him for at all? The sacredness of the number seven, the
apparent care to secure a representation of the whole field of
apostolic activity, and the long distances that some of them
must have travelled, make it extremely unlikely that these
men should have met him at a little port in Asia Minor
for the mere sake of being with bim for a few days. It
certainly seems much more probable that they joined his
company and went on to Jerusalem. What for? Probably
as bearers of money contributions from the whole area of
the Gentile Churches, to the ‘ poor saints’’ there—a pur-
pose which would explain the composition of the delegation.
Paul was too sensitive and too sagacious to have more to
do with money matters than he could help. We learn
from his letter to the Church at Corinth that he insisted
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on another brother being associated with him in the ad-
ministration of their alms, so that no man could raise
suspicions against him. Paul’s principle was that which
ought to guide every man entrusted with other people’s
money to spend for religious or charitable purposes.—*I
shall not be your almoner unless some one appointed by
you stands by me to see that I spend your money rightly ”
—a good example which, it is much to be desired, were
followed by all workers, and required to be followed as a
condition of all giving.

These seven, at all events, began the long journey with
Paul. Among them is our friend Tychicus, who may have
learned to know the Apostle more intimately during it, and
perhaps developed qualities in travel which marked him out
as fit for the errand on which we here find him.

This voyage was about the year 58 A.p. Then comes
an interval of some three or four years, in which occur
Paul’s arrest and imprisonment at Ceesarea, his appearance
before governors and kings, his voyage to Italy and ship-
wreck, with his residence in Rome. Whether Tychicus
was with him, as well as Luke, we do not know, nor at
what point he joined the Apostle, if he was not his com-
panion throughout. But this passage shows us that he
was with Paul during part of his first Roman captivity,
probably about A.p. 62 or 63 ; and the language of commen-
dation in these verses, ‘‘ a faithful minister,” or helper of
Paul, implies that for a considerable period before this he
had been rendering services to the Apostle.

He is now despatched all the long way to Coloss® to
carry this letter, and to tell the Church by word of mouth
all that had happened in Rome. No information of that
kind is in the letter itself, which, in that respect, forms a
remarkable contrast to the affectionate abundance of per-
sonal details in another prison letter, that to the Philip-
pians, and is thereby probably marked cut as addressed to
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a Church never visited by Paul. He is sent, according to
the most probable reading, that ‘ ye may know our estate,
and that he may comfort your hearts —encouraging the
brethren to Christian stedfastness, not only by his news of
Paul, but by his own company and exhortations.

The very same words are employed about Tychicus in
the contemporaneous letter to the Ephesians. Evidently
then he carried both epistles on the same journey; and
one reason for selecting him as messenger is plainly that
he was a native of the province, and probably of Ephesus.
‘When Paul looked round his little circle of attendant friends,
his eye fell on Tychicus, as the very man for such an errand.
“You go, Tychicus. It is your home; they all know you.”

The most careful students now think that the Epistle to
the Ephesians was meant to go the round of the Churches
of Asia Minor, beginning, no doubt, with that in the great
city of Ephesus. If that be so, and Tychicus had to carry
it to these Churches in turn, he would necessarily come,
in the course of his duty, to Liaodicea, which was only a
few miles from Coloss®, and 80 could most conveniently
deliver this Epistle. The wider and the narrower mission
fitted into each other.

No doubt he went, and did his work. We can fancy the
eager groups, perhaps in some upper room, perhaps in some
quiet place of prayer by the river side; in their midst the
two messengers, and a little knot of listeners and question-
ers round each. How they would have to tell the story
8 dozen times over! how every detail would be precious!
how tears would come and hearts would glow! how deep
into the night they would talk! and how many a heart
that had begun to waver would be confirmed in cleaving to
Christ by the exhortations of Tychicus, by the very sight
of Onesimus, and by Paul’s words of fire!

‘What became of him after that journey we do not know.
Perhaps he settled down at Ephesus for a time, perhaps he
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returned to Paul. At any rate, we get two more glimpses
of him at a later period—one in the Epistle to Titus, in
which we hear of Paul's intention to despatch him on
another journey to Crete, and the last in the close of the
second Epistle to Timothy, written from Rome probably
about A.p. 67. The Apostle believes that his death is near,
and seems to have sent away most of his staff. Among the
notices of their various appointments we read, ‘ Tychicus
have I sent to Ephesus.” He is not said to have been sent
on any mission connected with the Churches. It may be
that he was simply sent away because, by reason of his
impending martyrdom, Paul had no more need of him.
True, he still has Luke by him, and he wishes Timothy to
come and bring his first ‘‘ minister,” Mark, with him. But
be has sent away Tychicus, as if he had said, Now, go back
to your home, my friend! You have been a faithful ser-
vant for ten years. I need you no more. Go to your own
people, and take my blessing. God be with you! So they
parted, he that was for death, to die; and he that was for
life, to live and to treasure the memory of Paul in his heart
for the rest of his days. These are the facts; ten years of
faithful service to the Apostle, partly during his detention
in Rome, and much of it spent in wearisome and dangerous
travelling—all to carry a couple of letters.

As for his character, Paul has given us something of it
in these few words, which have commended him to a wider
circle than the handful of Christians at Colosses. As for his
personal godliness and goodness, he is ‘“ a beloved brother,”
as are all who love Christ; but he is also a *faithful
minister,” or personal attendant upon the Apostle. Paul
always seems to have had one or two such about him, from
the time of his first journey, when John Mark filled the
post, to the end of his career. Probably he was no great
hand at managing affairs, and needed some plain common-
sense nature beside him, who would be secretary or amanu-

YOL. V. : ¥
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ensis sometimes, and general helper and factotum. Men
of genius and men devoted to some great cause which
tyrannously absorbs attention, want some person to fill
such a homely office. The person who filled it would be
likely to be a plain man, not gifted for higher service in any
special degree. Common sense, willingness to be troubled
with small details of purely secular arrangements, and a
hearty love for the chief, and desire to spare him annoy-
ance and work were the qualifications. Such probably was
Tychicus—no orator, no organiser, no thinker, but simply
an honest, loving soul who did not shrink from rough out-
ward work, if only it might help the cause. We do not
read that he was teacher or preacher, or miracle worker.
His gift was—ministry, and he gave himself to his ministry.
His business was to run Paul’s errands, and, like a true
man, he ran them ¢ faithfully.”

So then, he is fairly taken as representing the greatness
and sacredness of small and secular service for Christ. For
the Apostle goes on to add something to his eulogium as a
¢faithful minister "—when he calls him ‘ a fellow-servant,”
or slave, “in the Lord.” As if he had said, Do not sup-
pose that because I write this letter, and Tychicus carries
it, there is much difference between us. 'We are both slaves
of the same Lord who has set each of us his tasks; and
though the tasks be different, the obedience is the same,
and the doers stand on one level. I am not Tychicus’
master, though he be my minister. We have both, as I
have been reminding you that you all have, an owner in
heaven. The delicacy of the turn thus given to the com-
mendation is a beautiful indication of Paul’s generous,
chivalrous nature. No wonder that such a soul bound men
like Tychicus to him !

But there is8 more than merely a revelation of a beautifal
character in the words; there are great truths in them.
‘We may draw them out in two or three thoughts.
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Small things done for Christ are great. Trifles that con-
tribute and are indispensable to a great result are great ;
or perhaps, more properly, both words are out of place.
In some powerful engine there is a little screw, and if it
drop out, the great piston cannot rise nor the huge crank
turn. 'What have big and little to do with things which are
equally indispensable ? There is a great rudder that steers
an ironclad. It moves on a ‘ pintle’” a few inches long.
If that bit of iron were gone, what would become of the
rudder, and what would be the use of the ship with all her
guns? There is an old jingling rhyme about losing a shoe
for want of a nail, and a horse for want of a shoe, and a
man for want of a horse, and a battle for want of a man,
and a kingdom for loss of a battle. The intervening links
may be left out—and the nail and the kingdom brought
together. In a similar spirit, we may say that the trifles
done for Christ which help the great things are as im-
portant as these. What is the use of writing letters, if
you cannot get them delivered? It takes both Paul and
Tychicus to get the letter into the hands of the people at
Colossse.

Another thought suggested by the figure of Paul’s minis-
ter, who was also his fellow-slave, is the sacredness of secular
work done for Christ. 'When Tychicus is caring for Paul’s
comfort, and looking after common things for him, he is
serving Christ, and his work is *“in the Lord.” That is
equivalent to saying that the distinction between sacred and
secular, religious and non-religious, like that of great and
small, disappears from work done for and in Jesus. When-
ever there is organization, there must be much work
concerned with purely material things: and the most
spiritual forces must have some organization. There must
be men for ““the outward business of the house of God ”
as well as the white-robed priests at the altar, and the rapt
gazer in the secret place of the Most High. There are a
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hundred matters of detail and of purely outward and me-
chanical nature which must be seen to by somebody. The
alternative is to do them in a purely mechanical and secu-
lar manner and so to make the work utterly dreary and
contemptible, or in a devout and earnest manner and so
to hallow them all, and make worship of them all. The
difference between two lives is not in the material on which,
but in the motive from which, and in the end for which
they are respectively lived. All work done in obedience to
the same Lord is the same in essence; for it is all obe-
dience; and all work done for the same God is the same
in essence, for it is all worship. The distinction between
secular and sacred ought never to have found its way into
Christian morals, and ought for evermore to be expelled
from Christian life.

Another thought may be suggested. The fleeting things
done for Christ are eternal. How astonished Tychicus
would have been if anybody had told him on that day when
he got away from Rome, with the two precious letters in
his scrip, that these bits of parchment would outlast all
the ostentatious pomp of the city, and that his name, be-
cause written in them, would be known to the end of time
all over the world! The eternal things are the things done
for Christ. They are eternal in His memory who has said,
“I will never forget any of their works,” however they
may fall from man’s remembrance. They are perpetual
in their consequences. True, no man’s contribution to the
mighty sum of things ‘that make for righteousness’ can
very long be traced as separate from the others, any more
than the raindrop that refreshed the harebell on the moor
can be traced in burn, and river, and sea. But for all that,
it is there. So our influence for good blends with a
thousand others, and may not be traceable beyond a short
distance, still it is there: and no true work for Christ,
abortive as it may seem, but goes to swell the great aggre-
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gate of forces which are working on through the ages to
bring the perfect Order.

That Colossian Church seems a failure. ‘Where is it now ?
Gone. 'Where are its sister Churches of Asia? Gone.
Paul’s work and Tychicus’ seem to have vanished from the
earth, and Mohammedanism to have taken its place. Yes!
and here are we to-day in England, and Christian men all
over the world in lands that were mere slaughterhouses
of savagery then, learning our best lessons from Paul’s
words, and owing something for our knowledge of them
to Tychicus’ humble care. Paul meant to teach a handful
of obscure believers—he has edified the world. Tychicus
thought to carry the precious letter safely over the sea—
he was helping to send it across the centuries, and to put
it into our hands. 8o little do we know where our work
will terminate. Our only concern is where it begins. Let
us look after this end, the motive; and leave God to take
care of the other, the consequences.

Buch work will be perpetual in its consequences on our-
selves. * Though Israel be not gathered, yet shall I be
glorious.” 'Whether our service for Christ does others any
good or mno, it will bless ourselves, by strengthening the
motives from which it springs, by enlarging our own know-
ledge and enriching our own characters, and by & hundred
other gracious influences which his work exerts upon the
devout worker, and which become indissoluble parts of
himself, and abide with him for ever, over and above the
crown of glory that fadeth not away.

And, as the reward is given not to the outward deed, but
to the motive which settles its value, all work done from
the same motive is alike in reward, howsoever different in
form. It was a law in Israel, that the division of the spoils
of victory gave an equal share to him * that goeth down to
the battle,” and to him *‘ that tarrieth by the stuff "—for
all had contributed to the victory, and the fighters in the
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front had no braver hearts than the rearguard that looked
after the base of operations, and kept open the line of com-
munications. Paul in the front, and Tychicus obscure in
the rear, the -great teachers and path-openers whom Christ
through the ages raises up for large spiritual work, and the
little people whom Christ through the ages raises up to help
and sympathise—shall share alike at last, if the Spirit that
moved them has been the same, and in different admini-
strations they have served the same Lord. *‘ He that
receiveth a prophet in the name of a prophet”—though
no prophecy come from his lips—** shall receive a prophet’s
reward.”

II. We must now turn to & much briefer consideration
of the second figure here, Onesimus, as representing the
transforming and uniting power of Christian faith.

No doubt this is the same Onesimus as we read of in the
Epistle to Philemon. His story is familiar and need not
be dwelt on. He had been an *‘unprofitable servant,”
good-for-nothing, and apparently had robbed his master,
and then fled. He had found his way to Rome, to which
all the scum of the empire seemed to drift. There he had
burrowed in some hole, and found obscurity and security.
Somehow or other he had come across Paul—surely not,
as has been supposed, having sought the Apostle as a friend
of his master’s, which would rather have been a reason for
avoiding him. However that may be, he had found Paul,
and Paul’'s Master had found him by the gospel which
Paul spoke. His heart had been touched. And now he is
to go back to his owner. With beautiful considerateness
the Apostle unites him with Tychicus in his mission, and
refers the Church to him as an authority. That is most
delicate and thoughtful. The same sensitive regard for his
feelings marks the language in which he is commended to
them. There is now no word about *“a fellow-slave "—
that might have been misunderstood and might have hurt.
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Paul will only say about him half of what he said about
Tychicus. He cannot leave out the * faithful,” because
Onesimus had been eminently unfaithful, and so he attaches
it to the half of his former commendation which he retains,
and testifies to him as ‘“a faithful and beloved brother.”
There are no references to his flight or to his peculations.
Philemon is the person to be spoken to about these. The
Church has nothing to do with them. The man’s past was
blotted out—enough that he is *faithful,”” exercising trust
in Christ, and therefore to be trusted. His condition was
of no moment—enough that he is ‘& brother,” therefore
to be beloved.

Does not then that figure stand forth a living illustration
of the tramsforming power of Christianity ? Slaves had
well known vices, largely the result of their position—
idleness, heartlessness, lying, dishonesty. And this man-
had had his full share of the sins of his class. Think of
him as he left Coloss®, slinking from his master, with
stolen property in his bosom, madness and mutiny in his
heart, an ignorant heathen, with vices and sensualities
holding carnival in his soul. Think of him as he came
back, Paul’s trusted representative, with desires after holi-
ness in his deepest nature, the light of the knowledge of
a loving and pure God in his soul, a great hope before him,
ready for all service and even to put on again the abhorred
yoke! What had happened? Nothing but this—the mes-
sage had come to him, ‘““Onesimus! fugitive, rebel, thief
as thou art, Jesus Christ has died for thee, and lives to
cleanse and bless thee. Believest thou this?” And he
believed, and leant his whole sinful self on that Saviour,
and the corruption faded away from his heart, and out of
the thief was made & trustworthy man, and out of the
slave & beloved brother. The cross had touched his heart
and will. That was all. It had changed his whole being.
He is a living illustration of Paul's teaching in this very
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letter. He is dead with Christ to his old self; he lives
with Christ a new life.

The gospel can do that. It can and does do so to-day
and to us, if we will. Nothing else can; nothing else ever
has done it ; nothing else ever will. Culture may do much;
social reformation may do much; but the radical trans-
formation of the nature is only effected by the *love of
God shed abroad in the heart,” and by the new life which
we receive through our faith in Christ.

And that change can be produced on all sorts and con-
ditions of men. The gospel despairs of none. It knows
of no hopelessly irreclaimable classes. It can kindle a soul
under the ribs of death. The filthiest rags can be cleaned
and made into spotlessly white paper, which may have the
name of God written upon it. None are beyond its power ;
neither the savages in other lands, nor the more hopeless
heathens festering and rotting in our back slums, the
opprobrium of our civilization and the indictment of our
Christianity. Take the gospel that transformed this poor
slave to them, and some hearts will own it, and we shall
pick out of the kennel souls blacker than his, and make
them like him, brethren, faithful and beloved.

Further, here is a living illustration of the power which
the gospel has of binding men into a true brotherhood.
We can scarcely picture to ourselves the gulf which separ-
ated the master from his slave. ‘8o many slaves, so many
enemies,” said Seneca. That great crack running through
society was a chief weakness and peril of the ancient world.
Christianity gathered master and slave into one family, and
set them down at one table to commemorate the death of
the Saviour who held them all in the embrace of His great
love.

All true union among men must be based upon their
oneness in Jesus Christ. The brotherhood of man is a
consequence of the fatherhood of God, and Christ shows us
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the Father. If the dreams of men’s being knit together in
harmony are ever to be more than dreams, the power that
makes them facts must flow from the cross. The world
must recognise that * One is your master,” before it comes
to believe as anything more than the merest sentimentality
that * all ye are brethren.”

Much has to be done before the dawn of that day
reddens in the east, ‘“ when, man to man, the wide world
o’er, shall brothers be,” and much in political and social life
has to be swept away before society is organized on the
basis of Christian fraternity. The vision tarries. But we
may remember how certainly, though slowly, the curse of
slavery has disappeared, and take courage to believe that
all other evils will fade away in like manner, until the cords
of love shall bind all hearts in fraternal unity, because they
bind each to the cross of the Elder Brother, through whom
we are no more slaves but sons, and if sons of God, then
brethren of one another. )

ALEXANDER MACLAREN.

SURVEY OF RECENT OLD TESTAMENT
LITERATURE.

It is sad to see Old Testament criticism played at, though sadder
still to see it misused in the interests of party. This reflection
is suggested by two books on the Pentatench which claim to be
noticed, one of which might be hastily put down as a specimen of
play, the other of reckless misuse. It would be unfair, however,
to judge of Lenormant’s textual analysis of the Book of Genesis
by the very unscholarly introduction of the translator. and of
Kuenen's critical researches into the Pentatench and Book of
Joshua in the spirit of the Quarterly Review’s attack (October,
1886, p. 484) on Wellhausen and his English admirers. Lenor-
mant's devout spirit would have been shocked at the irrever-
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ence, and his philological conscience would have been dismayed
at the pretentious sciolism of his editor, and both Kuenen him-
self, and all serious students of the Old Testament, must meet
the Quarterly Review's strange misapprehension of facts with an
emphatic protest. It is probable, however, that many friends of
the ExrosiTor will have already read the “ communicated ' article
on Wellhausen and Kuenen in the Guardian for November 3rd.
That article is not only good in itself, but a fact of high import-
ance for the movement in which all critical students of the Bible
must take some part. No one can accuse the writer either of
ignorance or of want of tender consideration for religious scruples.
He blames advanced Old Testament critics for not distinguishing
enough between theories which are tentative and provisional and
results which are assured and irresistible, and calls wpon theo-
logians to give a patient study to the subject, so as to draw this
distinction for themselves, assimilating their theology to the newly
discovered facts. Given the inspiration and authority of the Old
Testament, what, they have to inquire, were the steps by which the
revelation was made, and how does the clearer knowledge of facts
enable us to define more precisely the nature of inspiration P
Both in Germany and in England, some loyal servants of the
Christian Church are awake to the fresh call upon their energies.
At first sight, Lenormant would seem to have given preliminary
help of great value, for he has attempted, according to his trans-
lator, to restore the original documents woven together in one of
the most important of the narrative books.! I fear it was a pre-
mature attempt; even from a friendly point of view, we cannot
safely undertake what the title-page promises; much can be done,
but not all that we could wish. Still, Lenormant’s modest and
devoutly written book would have helped some students, and if
the international character of Biblical studies were more ade-
quately recognised, it would have passed in its French form into
the hands of fitting persons. Unfortunately this is not Lenor-
mant that we have before us; the introduction and notes (ex-
cepting the few signed “L.") are the work of a less competent

! His book is entitled The Book of Genesis, a Translation from the Hebrew,
in which the Constituent Elements of the Text are separated, to which is added
an Attempted Restoration of the Original Documents used by the latest Reviser.
By Frangois Lenormant. Translated from the French, with an Introduction
and Notes, by the Author of Mankind, their Origin and Destiny. London:
Longmans, Green & Co.
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hand, and it would not repay the trouble to disentangle the good
from the bad.

It has been repeatedly said that, though Biblical critics of the
analytic school may have their own favourite theologies n petto,
yet this does not, at least up to a certain point, affect their
criticism. There is a stage in the road, at which Kuenen and
Wellhausen part company with Delitzsch and Konig, and this
separation is mainly caused by their different attitude towards
orthodox theology. * Orthodox” has a different meaning abroad
from that which it still upon the whole retains with us; but there
is such a thing as essential orthodoxy, and the presence of this
in the mind conditions the critic’s line of;action at a certain point
of the critical process. Such at least is the fact at present;
whether it ought to do so—at least in the degree in which some
contemporary critics even in Germany allow it do so—the next
generation may determine more accurately than the present.
Kuenen’s Introduction to the Hexateuch (Macmillan & Co.), admir-
ably translated by Mr. Wicksteed, is & mnoble specimen of well
directed indmstry and critical acumen, though orthodox readers
may not be able to contemplate at their ease the results (so much
more advanced than those of the first edition) at which he arrives.
It is a book for teachers, not for ordinary students; for the former,
it i8 of the ntmost value, as an introduction into the workshop of
a critic of singular gifts who has probably studied the critical
aspects of his subject more thoroughly than any of his contem-
poraries. Knuenen’s results are being continually matured, and
the details of his arguments corrected, in the light of farther
stndy and discussion. The results are in the main well known
from his lacid work, The Religion of Israel (3 vols., Williams &
Norgate, 1874-75); the details must be sought in the present
work and in a long series of critical papers in the Theologisch
Tyjdschrift. Some may regret the difficult paragraph form in
which this Introduction is cast; but no one will repent the trouble
necessary for its perusal, and it depends on the reader himself
whether the effect of Knenen on his mind is simply to unsettle his
opinions, or to purify them and place them on a sounder basis.

The coldness of the Leyden critic is really self-restraint pushed
to an extreme. In this he differs materially from Ewald, and still
more from the author (Dr. Binnie) of a semi-critical, semi-homi-
letic work on The Psalms, their History, Teachings, and Use (Hodder
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and Stoughton). De mortuss nihil inhonestum. There is one fault
which must not be ignored, even in this legacy of a good man—
he is prone to misjudge theologians of other schools. He was
evidently not acquainted with Hupfeld, and had not read the
Lebensbild of that great scholar which Hupfeld’s pupil and friend,
Dr. Eduard Riehm, published after his decease. Hupfeld’s pupils
in Scotland and elsewhere may not be numerous, but they will be
hurt by these misplaced denunciations of Dr. Binnie. Attacks of
this kind are a sign of weakness; life is too short for personal
controversy. I have called Dr. Binnie's work semi-critical. It is
80 in two senses; it is partly concerned with critical questions,
and it treats them to some extent in a critical spirit. The author
is well aware of the connexion between the study of the Psalms
and recent Pentateuch-criticism. Wellhausen, at least, is not un-
known to him, and in a careful and sincerc pamphlet, published
in 1880, he has dealt with the difficult question of *the proposed
reconstruction of the Old Testament history.”” If his criticism is
largely coloured by a regard to the practical exigences of the day,
those who look forward to a less * exigent ” Church of the future
cannot blame this faithful Eli for his anxiety for the Church of
the present.

The book will doubtless be extensively useful among those
who hold to tradition in theology, criticism, and apologetic. The
contents are well distributed into three books, the first concerned
with the history and poetical structure, the second with the
theology, the third with the use of the Psalter in the Church. I
cannot dwell on minute points, but will express concurrence with
Dr. Binnie in his unfavourable criticism on Hupfeld’s view of the
Tora-psalms. I am surprised that he does not mention Bishop
Alexander’s eloquent Bampton Lectures on the Psalms, which had
certainly appeared before Dr. Binnie’s second edition. It is a
more serious defect that there is so little exegesis in the book.
We could have better spared some of the homiletical applications.

A production of a very different school is Messianic Prophecy ;
the Prediction of the Fulfilment of Redemption through the Messiah ;
a Critical Study of the Messianic Passages of the Old Testament in
the Order of their Development. By C. A. Briggs, D.D. (Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark.) A spirit of hope and of reconciliation
breathes throughout the book; the writer takes a middle position
in theology, between the extremes of ultra-supernaturalism and
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rationalism, and avows his adhesion to the principles of criticism
common to Ewald and to Kuenen. The book is the result of
experience a8 a theological professor; and its style is less cultured
than one would have desired. There is a world of students out-
side the class-room. I do not wish to anticipate what Professor
Curtiss may say on this in some respects admirable production of
American scholarship. The tone and method of the book are what
should commend it to those who seek broad but not superficial
views. It is thoroughly reverent and yet critical; the author
might have taken as his motto those words of Tholuck, “ Um zn
wissen was man preisgeben kann, muss man wissen wag man be-
sitzt.” Hebrew students will turn with interest to the notices of
the author’s further researches into rhythm. His earlier book
on Biblical Study still awaits much supplementing in this depart-
ment. Has he the necessary combination of caution and bold-
ness ? In the present work he does but whet our cariosity.
T. K. CHEYNE,

It is painful to be obliged to pass an unfavourable judgment
on what has evidently been a labour of love, but the late Mr.
Randolph’s Analytical Notes on the First and Three Last of the Minor
Prophets,) can hardly be said to contain much that will be useful
to Hebrew students. Grammatical difficulties are treated in a
vague and hesitating way, and the kind of direction really needed
by “the intermediate class of students,” for whom the book is
intended, who are neither “ ripe scholars ” nor * mere beginners,”
18 almost entirely wanting. Still, devout and suggestive remarks
are to be found in the Commentary from time to time.

The Commentary on the Pentateuch, Megilloth, and Haphtaroth,
known as the Tseénah Ureénah? (familiarly corrupted into Zenne
Renne), and intended as the title Go forth [O ye daughters of
Zion] and behold, taken from Cant. iii. 11, implies, for the instruc-
tion of women, was an extremely popular book in the eighteenth

Y Analytical Notes on the First and Three Last of the Minor Prophets, for the
Use of Hebrew Students. With an Appendiz on Daniel ix. 24-27. By the [late]
Rev. William Randolph, M.A., of 8t. John's College, Cambridge. (Cambridge:
Deighton, Bell & Co. London: G. Bell & Sons, 1885.)

t O8N MPNY  Teednah ureénah: Go ye and see. A Rabbinical Com-
mentary on Genesis; translated from the Judeo-Polish, with Notes and Indices,

by Paul Isaac Hershon. With Introductory Preface, by the Venerable Arch-
deaton F. W, Farrar, D.D., F.R.S. (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1885.)
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century. It was written by Rabbi Jacob, who died in 1628, and
published, according to Fiirst (Bibl. Jud., ii. 19), in 1648, not, as
Mr. Hershon states, in 1693 (p. vii.). It is a compilation, mainly
drawn from the Talmud and Midrashim, and is amusing rather
than instructive. Mr. Hershon has translated the Commentary
on Genesis as a specimen of the work, but whether it was worth
extracting from the obscurity of the Judmo-Polish dialect in ,-
which it is written may well be questioned. At any rate it must
not be taken as a serious specimen of Jewish exegesis, though Mr.
Hershon says it will enlighten the Gentile reader as to “the true
character of the modern schools of Jewish biblical criticism, if
indeed Rabbinical Commentary of any kind cgn be called criti-
cism.” ¢ The modern schools” is a sufficiently vague term, but it
may be most misleading. A sweeping condemnation of all modern
Jewish commentators would be grossly unjust. There are many
of them who, even if their methods are often uncritical and their
exegesis sometimes fanciful, deserve at least as much respect for
their expositions of the O. T. as their Gentile contemporaries.

In the first three of his sermons on The Discipline of the
Christian Character,! the Dean of St. Paul’s traces * the religious
character, the character of the servant of God, which was in due
time to grow up and blossom into ¢ the mind of Christ,’ ” as it is
“shown to us in the various stages of its growth in the Old
Testament, from the first step of realizing God, the faith and self-
abandonment of Abraham, and the severe ethical schooling of
the law, to the trust of feeling, thought, imagination, affection,
which we meet with in the Psalms and the Prophets.” With his
unrivalled power of insight, delicacy of touch, and charm of style,
the Dean analyses the contribution of each of these moments or
epochs of the Divine discipline of Israel towards that perfect
character which was to be manifested in Christ. Praise of such a
book as this seems almost an impertinence.

Alas that the author of Zechariah : His Visions and Warnings$
should have to be designated on the title-page as the late Dr.
Lindsay Alexander! The volume is a reprint of papers already
published in the Homiletic Magazine. Their collection and repub-

! The Discipline of the Christian Character. By R. W. Church, Dean of 8t.
Paul’s, Honorary Fellow of Oriel College. (London: Macmillan & Co., 1885.)

2 Zechariah: His Visions and Warnings. By the late Rev. W. Lindsay
Alexander, D.D., LL.D., F.R.8.E., Edinburgh. (London: J. Nisbet & Co.,
1885.)
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lication is an act of justice to their author, and a solid boon to
readers of Zechariah. Scholarly, suggestive, interesting, they are
a model of exposition. They show a thorough knowledge of what
the best commentators have said; difficulties are fairly discussed,
and a judicious decision between conflicting views given; but the
reader is not wearied with an interminable array of opinions cited
only to be refuted.

One defect in the book, which cannot be due to the learned
author, is annoying. Hebrew words (and the references to the
original are numerous), are most incorrectly printed. So frequent
are the errors, that it would almost seem as if, by some unfor-
tunate oversight, the proofs had not been read at all so far as
the Hebrew is concerned.

Professor Redford’s Four Centuries of Silence! is also & repub-
lication of papers which have already appeared in The Homiletic
Magazine. He is right in insisting upon the importance of a more
careful study of the history of the Jewish Church and the deve-
lopments of Jewish thought in the period between the close of the
Old Testament Canon and the Christian era. To many careful
readers of the Bible that period is a blank. The Apocrypha is
ignored, and the page is turned from Malachi to St. Matthew as
if nothing had intervened. Books like Professor Redford’s which
direct attention to the interval are most useful. Many points in
detail may no doubt be criticised. Is it so clear that no book of
the Old Testament was written after 400 B.c. (pp. 29, 82) ? Pro-
phecy, indeed, ceased with Malachi, but are none of the books of
the Hagiographa later? Again, is it certain that there are no
traces of the use of the Apocrypha in the New Testament? St.
Jude appears to quote even the pseudepigraphic Book of Enoch,
and the Epistle of St. James and the Epistle to the Hebrews secem
to show an acquaintance with Ecclesiasticus and Wisdom. The
reference to the Massora in the chapter on the Scribes is mislead-
ing, for none of the present Massoretic apparatus criticus can be
assigned to such an early date ; and Professor Redford is much too
sanguine if he thinks that Dr. Ginsburg’s labours will correct
many of the serious corruptions of the Hebrew Text (p. 111).
Some influential scholars think that the Targum of Onkelos was
not the earlier form, but a later reaction against the extravagance

} Four Centuries of Silence; or, from Malachi to Christ. By the Rev. R. A.

Redford, M.A., LL.B., Professor of Systematic Theology and Apologetics, New
College, London. (London: Nisbet & Co., 1885.)
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of paraphrases. The reference to a lost decade of Livy (p. 171)
is of course & mere misprint for XLV.; and Sunedroin should be
Sunedrion :—senatores quos synedros vocant are Livy’s actual words.
But the book will serve a useful end if it interests its readers in
this far too much neglected period.

The Religious Tract Society continues its excellent series of
popular handbooks illustrating the Bible, entitled By-paths of Bible
Knowledge! Sir J. W. Dawson writes on the physical features
of Egypt and Syria in relation to Bible History. The Delta, the
Nile Valley, Judea and Jerusalem, the Jordan, and the Dead Sea
are described ; the Geography of the Exodus is discussed by the
light of M. Naville’s recent identification of the site of Pithom
at Tel-el-Maskhuta ; the traces, real and smpposed, of prehistoric
men in Syria and Egypt are examined; and the future of the
East conjectured.

Professor Sayce gives an interesting sketch of the history,
religion, art, literature, science, manners and customs, trade and
government of Assyria, and shows how in manifold ways the
Assyrian records rescned from the ruins of Nineveh, and deci-
phered by patient ingenuity, illustrate and confirm the Old
Testament,.

Mr. Budge tells the story of the decipherment of the Egyptian
hieroglyphics, describes the religion, literature, and art of the
ancient Egyptians, and points out the light thrown on the Pen-
tateuch and other books of the O. T. from Egyptian sources.

These handbooks bring within the reach of every one the means
of acquiring & knowledge of the nations which exercised so powerful
an influence on the destinies of Israel. Form, maps, and illustra-
tions render them most attractive, and they deserve a wide cir-
culation. Though they are primarily designed for popular use,
even more advanced students will find it worth while to refer to
them.

A. F. KIRKPATRICE.

! By-paths of Bible Knowledge: VI. Egypt and Syria; Their Physical
Features in Relation to Bible History. By 8ir J. W. Dawson, C.M.G., LL.D.,
F.R.8. VIL Assyria; Its Princes, Priests, and People. By A. H. Sayce, M.A.,
Deputy Professor of Comparative Philology, Oxford. VIII. The Duellers on
the Nile; or, Chapters on the Life, Literature, History, and Customs of the
Ancient Egyptians. By E. A. Wallis Budge, M.A., Assistant in the Department
of Oriental Antiquities, British Museum. (London: The Religious Tract
Society, 1885.)




SOME LESSONS OF THE REVISED VERSION
OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

I. INTRODUCTORY.

1. It is my purpose in the following papers to offer some
hints and helps to those who desire to study the Revised
Version of the New Testament. I have no intention of
entering into controversy. I shall take the book as it lies
in our hands, and endeavour to show what fresh lessons
we may learn from it. I shall assume therefore that my
readers are anxious to use to the best purpose the fresh
materials which the Revised Version offers for the under-
standing of the apostolic writings ; and that to this end
they will test for themselves the typical illustrations which
I shall give of the purpose and nature of the changes which
the Revisers have introduced.

I have, I say, no intention of entering into controversy ;
but I shall be disappointed if those who are able to follow
out the lines of inquiry which I shall suggest, do not feel
in the end, that most of the popular objections which are
brought against the Revision are either altogether ground-
less, or outweighed by corresponding gains.

2. These objections, dealing with textual changes, and
“ pedantic literality,” and * faulty rhythm,” and the like,
were of course constantly present to the Revisers during
their ten years’ labour. They are perfectly natural. Objec-
tions of a similar character and no less violent in expression
were directed against Jerome’s Latin Version, which in due
time became ‘ the Vulgate” of the Western Church, and

YoL. V. 8 G



82 SOME LESSONS OF THE REVISED VERSION

the Version of Tyndale, and the Revision of 1611;! and it
has certainly been a satisfaction to those who gave time and
thought to the work, that no criticism has come upon them
by surprise. They heard in the Jerusalem Chamber all the
arguments against their conclusions which they have heard
since ; and I may say for myself, without the least reserve,
that no restatement of old arguments has in the least
degree shaken my confidence in the general results which
were obtained.

3. It has been, I repeat, a satisfaction to the Revisers to
find, from the attacks which have been made upon their work
that they were able to take account of all that could be said
against the conclusions which they deliberately adopted

1 A gingle illustration will be sufficient. Among the most indefatigable
English Biblical students of the reigns of Elizabeth and James I. was Hugh
Broughton, some time Fellow of Christ’s College, Cambridge. He had pub-
lished, in 1697, “an Epistle to the learned Nobility of England, touching
translating the Bible from the original, with ancient warrant for every word,
with the full satisfaction of any that be of heart’; and afterwards separate
translations of Daniel, Job, and Lamentations. He was not, however, included
among the Revisers, when *in 1607 the translation of the Bible was begun,
from which work why he was secluded, whose abilities that way were known
so well, may rather be wondered at, than resolved.” But the surprise which
Lightfoot thus expresses will hardly be felt by any one who has considered
Broughton’s manner towards those who differed from him.

‘When the revision appeared, Broughton sent a brief notice of it to *a right
worshipful knight, attendant upon the king ”’: ¢ The late Bible (Right Wor-
shipful) was sent me to censure, which bred in me a sadness that will grieve me
while I breathe. It is 80 ill done. Tell his Majesty that I had rather be rent
in pieces with wild horses than any such translation by my consent should be
urged upon poor churches,” He then gives ten points in which opinions that
he had advocated were not adopted, and concludes : ** I blame not this, that they
keep the usual style of former translations in the Church, that the people should
not be amazed. For the learned, the Geneva might be made exact; for which
pains whole thirty years I have been called upon, and spent much time to my
great loss, by wicked hindrance. When you find the king at leisure, show his
Majesty this short advertisement. And if his Highness bid me again, as once
by the Earl of Pembroke, show faulty places, I will in a few sheets translate
what I blame most, that they might be sent to all churches that have bought
Bibles. So all may be well pacified. The king meant royally ; but froward
would be froward ; who bave felt it as I was sure they woqld. i

So the learned and impracticable scholar wrote; but in due txme the,;udg-
ment of English-speaking Christendom went against him,
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with a full sense of their responsibility. But it is a far
deeper satisfaction to them that their work has given a
powerful impulse to a close and patient investigation of the
apostolic texts. And the claim which they confidently
make—the claim which alone could justify their labours—
is that they have placed the English reader far more
nearly than before in the position of the Greek scholar;
that they have made it possible for him to trace out innu-
merable subtleties of harmonious correspondence between
different parts of the New Testament which were hitherto
obscured ; that they have given him a copy of the original
which is marked by a faithfulness unapproached, I will
venture to say, by any other ecclesiastical version. And
while they have done this, they have at the same time
given him the strongest possible assurance of the substantial
soundness of the familiar English rendering which they have
reviewed with the most candid and unreserved criticism.

4. This endeavour after faithfulness was indeed the
ruling principle of the whole work. From first to last, the
single object of the Revisers was to allow the written words
to speak to Englishmen for themselves, without any ad-
mixture of gloss, or any suppression of roughness. Faith.
fulness must, indeed, be the supreme aim of the Biblical
translator. In the record of a historical Revelation no
sharp line can be drawn between the form and the spirit.
The form is the spirit. The Bible is, we believe, not only
a collection of most precious literary monuments, but the
original charter of our Faith. No one can presume to say
that the least variation is unimportant. The translator, at
any rate, is bound to place all the facts in evidence, as far
as it is possible for him to do so. He must feel that in
such a case he has no right to obscure the least shade of
expression which can be rendered; or to allow any pre-
possessions as to likelihood or fitness to outweigh direct
evidence, and still less any attractiveness of a graceful
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phrase to hinder him from applying most strictly the
ordinary laws of criticism to the determination and to
the rendering of the original text. He will accept, with-
out the least misgiving, the canon that the Bible must be
interpreted ‘' like any other book’; and his reward will
be, to find that it is by the use of this reverent freedom
he becomes assured with a conviction, rational and im-
movable, that it is not like any other book.

5. Difficulties and differences of opinion necessarily arise
in determining the relative claims of faithfulness and ele-
gance of idiom when they come into conflict. But the
example of the Authorised Version seems to show that it
is better to incur the charge of harshness, than to sacri-
fice a peculiarity of language, which, if it does nothing
else, arrests attention, and reminds the reader that there is
something in the words which is held to be more precious
than the music of a familiar rhythm. The Bible, indeed,
has most happily enriched our language with many turns
of Hebrew idiom,! and I believe that the Revision of the
N.T. does not contain anything unusual either in expression
or in order which is not justified by the Old Version.

6. But it will be observed that the continuous effort to
give in the Revision an exact representation of the origi-
nal text, has necessarily led to a large number of minute
changes in form and order. We shall see afterwards, I
trust, the reason of many of these variations. I notice
them now in passing, because such comparatively trivial
changes arrest the attention of the reader first, and he is
inclined to ask, as the Revisers were constantly asking them-
selves, Is it worth while? With their experience and their
responsibility, he would, I believe, feel regret that here
and there they lost the courage of their convictions, and
80 have failed to conform even such details as * heaven”
and ‘“heavens” rigorously to the Greek forms.

1 Who, for example, would alter, * With desire I have desired” (Luke xxii. 15)
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7. Substantial variations of text and rendering are mat-
ters of more serious importance. We might, perhaps,
have wished, in thoughtless haste, that there had been
no room for doubt as to the apostolic words or as to their
exact meaning. But further reflection will show how
greatly we gain by the fact that the record of revelation,
even as the revelation itself, comes to us in the way of
human life, exercising every power of man, and hallowing
the service of his whole nature. The fact, when we face
it, is seen to be & part of our religious discipline. And a
version of the New Testament for popular use and study,
ought to take account of the existence of variations in the
reading of the original text, and of conflicting interpretations
of it. There can be no legitimate authority, no prescription
of use, to decide questions of criticism. When the Caliph
Othman fixed a text of the Koran and destroyed all the
old copies which differed from his standard, he provided
for the uniformity of subsequent MSS. at the cost of their
historical foundation. A classical text which rests finally
on & single archetype is that which is open to the most
serious suspicions. A book which is free from all ambi-
guities can hardly deal with the last problems of human
experience, or give natural expression to human feelings
and impressions.

In both these respects—in the determination of the
Greek text and in the translation of it—the Revised Ver-
sion exhibits a loyal regard to wide general consent tested
again and again by successive discussions. It exhibits
no preponderance of private opinion. It is, 80 to speak,
the resultant of many conflicting forces. Each Reviser
gladly yielded his own conviction to more or less serious
opposition. Each school, among the Revisers, if the term
may be used, prevailed in its turn, yet so as to leave on
record the opinion which failed to obtain acceptance. The
margin, therefore, offers the reader continually alternative



86 BSOME LESSONS OF THE REVISED VERSION

readings and renderings, which form one of the most im-
portant lessons of the Revision.

8. It is true that individual critics may be able to satisfy
their own doubts, to lay down with confidence exactly what
the Apostles wrote and what they meant, but the ablest and
best-disciplined scholars, no less than the boldest, know
that their conclusions do not find universal acceptance.
They will be the last to wish, even if they were able, to
impose the peculiarities of their private convictions upon a
popular and public work. But experience gradually fixes
the area of debate within recognised limits; and a faith-
fal version of the N.T. will take account of all cases of
reasonable uncertainty. This the Revised Version has done
with general (if not uniform) consistency and completeness.
And in this respect there is no feature of the Revised
Version which is more important than the margin. For
the margin contains a compact record of such variations
in reading and rendering as seemed to the Company, by
a repeated vote, to require consideration. The margin, it
must be remembered, is an integral part of the revision. It
very frequently records the opinion of the majority of the
Revisers. And it is the more important to lay stress on
this point, because it is constantly overlooked, not only by
the assailants of the work, but also by careful students.

9. The Revision consists in fact of four distinct elements,
of which the reader must take separate account.

(1) The continuous English text.

(2) The alternative readings in the margin.

(8) The alternative renderings in the margin.

(4) The American suggestions, which are printed in an
Appendix.

Let me endeavour to show how the student will esti-
. mate the value of their several elements in relation to the

—Authorised Version.
ur main cases will arise, according as there-is or is
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not a note upon any particular passage in the margin or
in the Appendix.

(@) The Revised Version may agree with the Authorised
Version, without any margin or comment.

() The R.V. msy differ from the A.V. without any
margin or comment.

(c) The R.V. may agree with the A.V., with a margin
or comment, or both.

(@) The R.V. may differ from the A.V., with a margin
or comment, or both.

The first case includes the main body of the English text;
and in regard to this the reader has the fullest possible
assurance that it adequately represents in substance, form
and expression, the original Greek.

The second case includes a large proportion of the
changes made in the revision; and here the reader has an
assurance of the validity of the English text scarcely less
complete than in the former case. He knows that the text
a8 it stands was for the most part approved or acquiesced
in by all the members of the English and American Com-
panies, who took part in the final revision of the passage;
for it very rarely happened that a strong opinion, even of
a small minority, failed to obtain recognition in the margin.

The two remaining cases require to be very carefully
distinguished.

If the text of the R.V. gives the reading or rendering of
the A.V. with a margin, it is sufficient that the text should
have been supported by one-third of the Company who
voted on the question, while the margin may record the
judgment of the remaining two-thirds.! If on the other
hand the text presents the change, then this change must
have approved itself to at least two-thirds of the scholars
who took part in the division. The A.V. in other words,
and the Greek text which presumably it renders, had a

1 Bee Rule 5, and the Revisers’ Preface, ii. § 1.
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preference in the proportion of two to one. Such a prefer-
ence was & reasonable safeguard against the influence of
private opinion ; and the general and perfectly independent
concurrence of the American Revisers in the results which
were finally adopted by the English Company, shows how
well-fitted these simple rules were to secure a Greek text
and & rendering suited by the common consent of Biblical
scholars for ordinary use.

10. Let me, even at the risk of tediousness, illustrate
these various cases by examples taken from the first chapter
of St. John’s Gospel.

I need say nothing of the general coincidence of the
Authorised and Revised Versions. Nearly eight-ninths of
the old words remain wholly unchanged ; and here, as else-
where, careful attention is needed to note the differences.
Yet there are differences between the Old and and the New,
and those of moment. And it may be added that changes
due to changed readings in the original Greek form about
one-sixth of the whole number.

11. There are variations both in reading and in rendering
which are adopted without any margin; for example, in
v. 27, the words who is preferred before me, were omitted
by the English Company by general consent: and again in
v. 14, the rendering the Word became flesh was similarly
adopted without difference of opinion for the Word was
made flesh.

The American Revisers make no comment on these
changes. The reader may therefore accept these changes
as practically unquestionable ; and they are types, as I said,
of a large proportion of the changes in the revision.

12. So far we have dealt with results which represent sub-
stantial unanimity among the Revisers; but there are also
marginal notes both on readings and on renderings. These
record differences of opinion in the Companies, and illustrate
the third and fourth cases.
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Thus in v. 18 there is & very remarkable reading. The
text preserves the words of A.V. the only begotten Son ; but
we find in the margin “ Many very ancient authorities read
God only begotten.” The English reader therefore will
know that at least one-third (if not more) of those who voted
on the question of reading were in favour of the reading
rendered by the Authorised Version ; and on referring to the
American Appendix he will find that the American Revisers
did not dissent from their judgment. But the marginal
reading may express the opinion of a majority of the
English Company, and in fact did so.

In v. 28 the R.V. reads Bethany for the A.V. Bethabara.
Here therefore at least two-thirds of the members who voted
(and not as before, one-third) must have supported the
reading Bethany; while the margin records the variations
which were set aside by the majority.

13. From disputed readings we pass to disputed render-
ings, to which also the same rule applies, requiring a
majority of two-thirds for a variation from A.V. in the
text.

In v. 29 the rendering of A.V. (which) taketh away the sin
(of the world) is kept with the margin or beareth the sin. It
is therefore at least possible that a majority of the English
Revisers preferred the margin; but in that case they were
not supported by the American Company, who do not pro-
pose any change. On the other hand it will be seen that
the American Revisers wish to substitute the rendering
through for by in vv. 8, 10, 17, and their concurrence
with the margin against A.V. suggests the true inference
that there was in the English Company a preponderance
of opinion in favour of the margin, though less than two to
one.

In ». 5, the rendering of A.V. comprehended was not sup-
ported by one-third of the English Revisers. Of the other
renderings which were advocated, apprehended was adopted
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by a simple majority, with the variant overcame, and in this
conclusion the American Company agreed.

14. It may be worth while to notice another form of
margin, which calls attention to the exact form of the ori-
ginal. Thus in ». 14 on dwelt we read the note ‘‘ Greek
tabernacled.’”” The peculiar word is marked in order to bring
to the reader’s mind two passages of the Apocalypse: vii.
15, He that sitteth on the throne shall spread His tabernacle
over them ; xxi. 3, Behold, the tabernacle of God is with men.

15. I shall have an opportunity hereafter, I hope, of calling
attention to some of the marginal notes. I wish now only -
to point out one most important service which they render
to the English reader. They show with fair accuracy and
completeness the extent of the uncertainty which attaches
to the Greek text and to the literal rendering of the text.
Popular controversy is apt to convey a false view of this
uncertainty, by dwelling on a few passages of exceptional
interest. In this respect nothing, I believe, can be more
reassuring to the ordinary student than to notice the number
and the character of the variants in a chapter or a book,
and to remember that, with these exceptions, the text in his
hands represents the united and deliberate judgment of a
larger and more varied body of scholars than has ever on
any other occasion discussed together a version of the N.T.
into another language.

16. I have said that faithfulness, the most candid and the
most scrupulous, was the central aim of the Revisers; but
perfect faithfulness is impossible. No two languages are
absolutely commensurate in vocabulary and construction.
Biblical English is indeed, I believe, the best modern repre-
sentative of Biblical Greek, but still it cannot preserve all
the suggestive features of the original. The best translation
can be no more than an imperfect copy, made in different
materials : under the most favourable circumstances, an
engraving, as it were, of the master’s drawing.
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Thus the student of a version of the N.T. will take
account of the difficulties which beset the translator, before
he passes judgment on the work ; and nothing will tend so
powerfully to remove the objections to a version necessarily
imperfect, as a just estimate of the complexity of the ques-
tions involved in rendering words which we feel to be ““living
oracles.” I am anxious, therefore, to help English readers
to feel how arduous the work of revision was, before I
enter on a consideration of the changes which were made
in the Revision.

17. Sometimes a single Greek word conveys a fulness of
meaning for which we have no English equivalent expres-
sion. Repent, to take one example only, is nearer in
thought to the Greek than agite penitentiam of the Liatin
Vulgate (inadequately rendered in the Rhemish Version,
do penance), but it falls far short of the idea of a complete
moral change which is described by the Greek ueravoeire, and
it has to do duty (with a slight modification) for a very differ-
ent word (Matt. xxi. 29, 83; xxvii. 3; Heb. vii. 21, repent
himself : yet see 2 Cor. vii. 8, regret; comp. 2 Cor. vii. 10).

18. Sometimes terms in a series of forms connected in
Greek are supplied in English from different roots. Thus
we say righteous, righteousness, justify, justification. We
have indeed the words just, and justice; but even if we could
without loss use ‘just’ for ¢ righteous,” we could not
substitute “justice” for ‘‘ righteousness,” or ‘ injustice”
for * unrighteousness,” without introducing great confusion
of thought.

8o again the close connexion which is often deeply im-
pressive in the original between faith, faithful, believe,
believer, i8 necessarily lost (e.g. John xx. 27, 29; 1 John v.
4, 5; and for another example, 2 Cor. v. 6, 8).!

1 In like manner, it is impossible to mark in a translation the connexion
of “ Christ ” and * Christians ” which is emphasised in 2 Cor. i. 21; 1 John
ii. 20 f. (Xpiards, xplw, xplopa).
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19. Synonymes offer peculiar difficulties. Greek, for
example, distinguishes sharply two types of love and two
types of knowledge, and these distinctions give a power and
pathos to the charge of the Risen Lord to St. Peter, which
cannot be reproduced in an English translation (John xxi.
15-17). Here the margin directs the careful reader to seek
for fuller light ; but it would be scarcely possible to adopt
this expedient in John xx. 2, compared with xxi. 20, though
the use of different words for ““love” in the two places has
an important bearing on the interpretation of the former
verse. Examples of the contrast of the two words for
“know,”” which cannot be expressed in English except by
a pa.ra.phrasé, are of constant occurrence: e.g. Mark iv. 13;
John xiii. 7; Rom. vi. 6, 9 (compare for another kind of
example, Matt. xvi. 9 f.).

8o again the phrase *‘ good works ”’ stands necessarily for
two distinct phrases, in one of which the word for ““good ”’

’ (d'ya96§) marks the essential moral character of the actions,
and in the other (xa)\ss) their attractive nobility, as when
the word ‘“ good ”’ is applied to *‘ the good Shepherd” (Heb.
x. 24).

To take examples of a somewhat different kind, the
original Greek distinguishes the ‘‘ weeping”’ of Jesus by the
grave of Lazarus (John xi. 85, éddxpvaev only here), from
his ‘“ weeping " over Jerusalem (Luke xix. 41, é\avoey);
the one loud cry of the excited multitude (John xviii. 40
éxpavryacav), from their reiterated clamour (John xix. 12,
éxpalov) ; the many different utterances (prjuara) which are
““ words of eternal life” (John vi. 68), from the one ‘‘ word
of life,”” the unchanging Gospel (1 John i. 1); the one
abiding mission of the Son from the mission of those sent
in His Name (John xx. 21, dméorarka, méumrw).!

1 It would be easy to multiply examples of synonymes which cannot be
distinguished easily and naturally in an English Version. The student will find
it worth while to consider a few. ’A»fp, d&»fpwros: John viii. 40; 1 Tim. ii. 6;
Acts ii, 22 ; xvil. 831—Aots xxi. 89; xxii. 8; but still notice John vi. 10, R.V.
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20. So far I have spoken only of questions of vocabulary.
Difficulties increase when we take account of grammatical
forms and construction.

It is especially in the power of its tenses that Greek is
unapproachable by modern languages. A slight change of
form in the verb distinguishes at once an action which is
inceptive or continuous from one which is complete in idea
and execution. Thus when we read in John xix. 2, 3, The
soldiers arrayed Him in a purple garment; and they came unto
Him, and said, Hail, King of the Jews! there is in English
no distinction in the verbs; but the Greek, by a simple
and most natural change of tense, draws a vivid picture
of the stream of soldiers coming one after another to do
mock homage to the King once invested in the imperial
robe (comp. Acts viii. 17). 8o again when it is said in
Rom. vi. 13, Neither present your members; . . . but
present yourselves unto God, . . . the distinction marked
in the original between the successive acts of sin and the
one supreme act of self-surrender which carries all else with
it is necessarily lost.

Sometimes the idea of purpose, or of beginning, or of
repetition, conveyed by the imperfect, can be expressed
simply, e.g. :

Matt. iii. 14, John would have hindered him.

Luke i. 22, ke continued making signs.

» 1. 89, they would have called him (comp. iv. 42).
» Viil. 23, they were filling with water.
» Xviil. 3, she came oft unto him.

Acts xxvi. 11, strove to make them blaspheme.

And so also the corresponding sense of the present, e.g. :

Matt. xxv. 8, our lamps are going out.

* A\y04s, d\néwés : John xix. 85—1 John ii. 8, ete. Bwuds, Gvriasrhpior: Acts xvii.
23; Luke xi. 51. AapSdrew, rapalaufdvew : John i, 11f. Aabs, Sfjuos: Acts
xii. 4, 11, 22; xvii. §; xix. 4, 80, 83. Ilepiehetv, dpatpeiy duaprias: Heb. x.
4, 11. Néos, xawds : Heb. xii. 24; ix. 156—Col. iii. 10; yet notice Matt. ix. 17,
R.V. ®os, éraipos : Matt. xxii. 12; xxvi. 50; John xv. 13, 14, 15.
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Gal. v. 4, ye who would be justified by the law.

Sometimes, as I cannot but think, the Revisers have
shrunk too much from an apparent heaviness of rendering,
and so lost the full effect of the original. Thus (for example)
in Luke xxi. 20, the sign of the desolation of Jerusalem was
the gathering of the hosts, and not the complete investment
of the city (being compassed, not compassed) ; and again in
John vii. 37, there is a contrast between the attitude of
watchful, expectant waiting (was standing) and the sharp,
decisive cry which followed. But in very many cases the
. vividness of the original is unavoidably lost in the trans-
lation ; and the commentator only can mark it in a para-
phrase.!

21. The Greek article again gives the language a singular
power of expressing subtle and significant shades of mean-
ing. Greek, for example, distinguishes clearly between that
which has a particular quality and that which presents the
type or ideal of the quality under the particular point of

! This subject will come before us again (ii. §§ 6, 7). The student will
find instructive illustrations in the following passages :—
Matt. viii. 9, wopetbnre . . . Epxov . . .
» XVi. 24, dpdrw . . . kal drolovdeltw . . .
» Xxiil. 8, wovjoare . . . xal Typeire.
» XXV, b, évboratar . . . xal éxdOevdor.
» XXVi. 38, uelvare Gde xal ypyopeire.
xxvii. 30, E\aBor 7d» xdAapor xal érvwrov . . « (comp. Mark xv. 19).
Ma.rk xiv. 85, Emwrer éxl Tis s .
Luke xviii. 13, érvrre 70 orfjos.
Jobn xi. 29, fyépbn . . . xal Hpxero.
Acts iv. 81, éxN\fglnoar . . . xai éNdAoww . . .
s Xiv. 10, #haro xal wepierdrec.
1 Pet. ii. 17, rypfioare . . . Tepdre . . .,
o V.5, iwordynre : Col. iiis 18, dwordooeqbe.
1 Cor. vii. 14, Jylacrac.
»  Xi. 28, wapedidoro.
Gal. vi. 2, Basrdpere . . . dvaxAppdoare . . .
Eph, ii. 22, swwoxodoucicfe (comp. Col. ii. 7, épptfwpéror xal éxowodopovperat).
w  iV. 22 f., dwoféoOas . . . POeipbpevor . . . dvaveoioblar « . . évdioaclas
« oo kTiclérra . . .
Phil. ii. 6, yyhoaro.
2 Tim. iv. 5, rijpe « . . KaxoxdOpaor . . .
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view, the ideal righteousness (for example) towards which
men are ever striving (Matt. v. 6, Ty Swcatoovrny) and that
- partial righteousness which in detail embodies it (id. 10,
diucaioavvs) ; salvation as a state and the salvation which
crowned the Divine purpose of love (John iv. 22, # compia);
that which appears under the form of law, and ““ the law ”’;
and, in' another relation, the Son, and Him who is Son
(Heb. i. 2). Such differences cannot in many cases be re-
produced in English; though it has happened sometimes
that the Revisers have failed, through fear of unusual
phraseology, to express a turn of thought which might
have been expressed (e.g. Rom. iii. 21-23).}

22. So again, while the English idiom commonly spe-
cialises & predicative noun, the Greek leaves it simply
predicative. Thus we say naturally ‘“ he is the shepherd
of the sheep,” as the one to whom the title belongs, or ‘“ a
shepherd of the sheep,” as one of many; but the Greek .
emphasises the character, “he is shepherd of the sheep”
(John x. 2).

23. Another advantage which is perfectly possessed by
Greek is only imperfectly represented in English, that of
distinguishing between a predicate which simply defines
character and a predicate which is identical with the
subject. For example, when we say * Sin is lawlessness”
(1 John iii. 4), we may mean one of two distinct things :
either that sin has this feature of lawlessness among others,
or that sin and lawlessness are convertible terms. The
Greek admits no ambiguity, and, by presenting sin as
identical with violation of law, gives a view of the nature
of sin which is of the highest practioal importance.

24. In Greek, again, the unemphatic personal pronouns
are included in the verbal forms. We cannot, except by

! See also Matt. vii. 13, 9 dwdhewa; Luke xviii. 18, ¢ duaprwh@; John xii.
24, & xbéxxos; xvi. 21, 4 ywd; Aets xi. 18, % uerdvoia; xx. 21, ) els TO» Oedw
perdrowa; 1 Cor. xi. 3, 4 kepals, kepalh. On Oeds and o Oeds, see additional
note to 1 John iv. 12,
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some device of printing, determine whether in the words
‘““ ye think that in them ye have eternal life” (John v. 39)
the emphasis lies upon the false supposition (ye think),
or upon the character of the people addressed (ye think).
The Greek, by expressing the pronoun, leaves no doubt.
The Lord contrasts the type of Pharisaic character with
that of the true disciple; and then in the following clause
the full stress can be laid on the want of moral purpose :
‘““and ye will not come to Me."”"!

25. Yet once more: the eloquent significance of the
original order is often untranslatable (e.g. Luke xxii. 48 ;
John iii. 2; Rom. i. 14, 17, 18; vi. 3; 17 Cor. xiv. 12;
Heb. i. 5). Sometimes, however, it can be preserved; e. g.:

Luke xxii. 33, Lord, with thee I am ready. . . .

» Xxiii. 25, but Jesus he delivered up. . . .

1 Cor. v. 7, for our Passover hath been sacrificed, even
Christ.

Gal. v. 25, by the Spirit let us also walk.

Heb. ii. 9, we behold Him who hath been made a lLittle
lower than the angels, even Jesus.

Heb. xii. 1, therefore let us also, seeing we are compassed
about. . . .

26. These illustrations, a few taken from an endless
number, will show how many questions must present them-
selves to the translator of the N.T. at every turn. There
is not one detail that I have mentioned which a reader
would not be glad to have made plain, if it could be done.
Not one, I believe, was left unconsidered in the process
of revision. And those who have followed me so far
will, I think, be prepared to be patient and sympathetic

! Other instructive examples are found in Matt. vi. 9 ; xiii. 18; xxviii. 6
John iv. 88; xi. 49; xii. 20; xv. 16; xviii. 81; Acts iv. 7; 2 Cor, xi. 29;
James ii. 3. 8o also it is impossible in many oases to give the force of airés

and éxetvos (John xviii, 17), though an attempt has sometimes been made to do
80: Matt. i. 21; Acts xx. 35.

B
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critics, both of what has been done, and of what has been
left undone. The points raised seem perhaps to be small
in themselves: they are not small in their total effect.
It is by studying them in their whole range that the
reader gains the assurance, that the words of the Bible
are living words.

Brooke Foss WEsTcoTT.

THE ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN MINISTRY.

II. CrrticisM oF RECENT THEORIES.

IN attempting to criticise the theories of which an outline
was given in the last paper, it will be enough if we set
before ourselves the latest and most complete, that of Dr.
Harnack. This has the advantage over the others, that it
has appeared since the epoch-making publication of the
Didaché, and takes full account of that document. In
criticising it, we shall be really criticising the rest, which
are to a large extent embodied in it.

It will be enough, too, if we follow the lines of the last
paper, and single out especially those points which are most
open to question. These will be (1) the origin ascribed to
the name and office of the émiagromos, (2) the non-equiva-
lence of the terms émiokomos and wpecBurepos, (8) the
account that is given of the origin of the more spiritual
functions of the Christian ministry, and their gradual trans-
ference to the officers who now exercise them.

Among these debateable points there is no reason to
include the origin of the diaconate and presbyterate. As
to the first, no one seems disposed to question the account
given in Acts vi.: and as to the second, we are indebted

VOL, v, H
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to Dr. Hatch for calling attention to the difference between
synagogue and ouvvédpiov; but on the main point—the
Jewish origin and affinities of the office—recent critics
appear to be agreed. On the functions of the presbyterate
something will be said under our third head.

I. In regard to the term émioxomos, I confess that I
cannot quite satisfy myself as to the evidence which has
been adduced to show that this was a standing title for the

financial officer of the clubs or guilds which existed in such .

numbers throughout the more civilized parts of the Roman
Empire. Of the two terms which Dr. Hatch quotes in this
connexion (Bamp. Lect., p. 37), the evidence seems to be
rather better for émiueryris, which unfortunately does not
help us. Dr. Hatch remarks: ¢ There is this further point
to be noted in reference to these names, that they were
used not only in private associations, but also in munici-
palities ; and that they were there applied not only to
permanent or quasi-permanent officers, but also to the
governing body, or a committee of the governing body,
when entrusted with the administration of funds for any
special purpose. The Bovhevrai of a city or a division, or
a committee of them, were for the time being, in relation
to such administration, ériueryrai or émwioromor’’ (pp. 37, 38).
This is doubtless true; but a greater body of proof is needed
to show that the few allusions that are found to émisxomor
in connexion with associations or temple worship may not
have the same extraordinary and occasional character.

The passage most distinctly in point is that which is
quoted by Dr. Hatch (as it had been by Bp. Lightfoot),
from an inscription found at Thera: dedoxfac a[rode)éauévis
v émaryyehlay 10 plév dplydpiov éydaveicar Tos émioxd[mos)
diwva xai Me\éimmov,  Resolved that the émioromor Dion
and Meleippus should accept the offer and put out the
money at interest.”” But this falls short by several steps of
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complete proof of what is required. It needs to be shown:
(1) that the émioxomo: were permanent officers, (2) that
their duties related only, or primarily, to finance.!

The other instances to which Dr. Hatch refers seem to
be still less conclusive. The word occurs several times in
inscriptions collected from the Hawurdn (Auramitis, the
south-eastern district of the ancient Bashan), by M. Wad-
dington (Voyage Archéologique, tome iii.). In none of
these are there any precise particulars as to the functions
of the émiloxomos. Indeed, the number mentioned—two or
three in No. 1,989, four in No. 1,990, five in No. 2,298—
seems to be unnecessarily large for the standimg financial
officers of a single corporation. In the associations
described by M. Foucart (4ssociations religieuses chez les
Grecs, inscr. 6, 26), only one such officer is mentioned, who
is called rapias; the term émwioxomos occurs, but with very
vague functions attached to it.

In discussing the inscription, No. 1,990, M. Waddington
compares the émioromos to the dyopavéuor, or * clerks of the
market,” who regulated the price of provisions, and im-
posed fines for the breach of their regulations. He points
to the comparative frequency of the title in inscriptions
from the Haurdn, and takes occasion to express the opinion
that the Christian use of the word is not connected with

! Dr. Hatch remarks on this criticism, which he has seen, (1) that he is
wrongly supposed to lay any exclusive or even especial stress upon the financial
character of the éxloxoro: : he refers me to B. L., p. 36, where they are described
as * officers of administration and finance * ; (2) that the name éwriueryral had
been appropriated by the Essenes, and so was less suited for Christian use ;
(8) that he does not think it necessary to prove that the éxloxowo: in Gentile
associations were permanent officers: he is quite prepared to believe that the
corresponding Christian office was in the first instance temporary, but that it
became permanent through the permanence of the need for it. Another point
to which Dr. Hatch calls my attention is that the didxoros were not necessarily
young men: a deacon did not become a presbyter by mere lapse of time, but
might remain a deacon all his life. This, as I freely admit, has a bearing on
what is said below. I only infer from the names that there may have been a
distinction in age between éwloxoror and Sudxors on their first appointment,
which was not afterwards maintained as a set rule.
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the organization of the Greek municipality, but took its
rise in Syria or Palestine.!

I am tempted to add another suggestion to those which
have been already made on this subject. No doubt it is
true that the term éwioxomos might be used of the overseers
of a work. It is probably also true that it might be used
of the administrators of a fund. But is it not possible that
in its Christian application it denoted in the first instance
not so much ‘ overseers of a certain work,” as * overseers”
or ‘“superintendents of certain persons”? It appears to be
admitted on all hands that the diaconate was a novel insti-
tution, devised by the first Christians for a special practical
purpose.? The deacons seem to have been chosen, as they
are chosen now, from the younger men. And is it not &
simple hypothesis to suppose that the émioromo. were elders
who were afterwards appointed to exercise supervision over
them ? 3

Or rather, I would not restrict the connotation of the
word too narrowly. The ‘ bishops’ were in the first
instance ‘‘ superintendents ”’ : and there is no necessity to
specify exactly what they superintended ; it may have been
the work, or it may have been the persons, or more probably
perhaps both combined. The leading feature in the sugges-
tion is that the word arose in the same manner as didxovos,
and as correlative to it. 'We might suppose that both
names grew rather out of popular usage than from any
official and authoritative nomenclature. In the case of the
deacons we find Siaxoveiv and Siaxovia before we find did-

! Compare Kiihl, Die Gemeindeverfassung in den Pastoralbriefen (Berlin,
1885), p. 94.

2 Lightfoot, Philippians, p. 187.

3 I see that the main point in this suggestion—that the name éwisrowos
was given in the same way as Sudkovos—has already been made by Dr. Kiihl.
I had forgotten this, and was building far more consciously on the data supplied
by Bp. Lightfoot. I cannot, however, agree with Dr. Kiihl, that the idea of the
éxloxorwos was taken from domestic arrangements, and that the word is used as

an equivalent for éxirpowos, * house-steward " (p. 123). The O. T. parallels
~snary $0 me {ar more to the purpose.




CRITICISM OF RECENT THEORIES. 101

xovos. The Seven themselves are not called ‘‘ deacons” in
the Acts. It is true that we find émlokomos in Acts xx. 28
and in Phil.i.1: but the word is evidently well established
when first we find it, and it is possible that émrioxomeiv may
have preceded it, as in the common text of 1 Pet. v. 2. If
Suaxovos is a natural word for young men appointed to the
duties described in Acts vi. 1-3, émioxomos would be equally
natural for seniors appointed to a similar office.

This hypothesis at least fulfils, as I cannot help thinking,
better than any other with which I am acquainted, what
seems to be the first condition of such a hypothesis, viz.
that it should place bishops and deacons in some real
organic connexion. Dr. Hatch and Dr. Harnack have
abundantly proved that this connexion did exist, and that
the deacon stood to the bishop in a far more intimate
relation than that in which he stood to the presbyter.

If our hypothesis were true, there would be a sense in
which the bishops might rightly be described as successors
of the Apostles. The deacons were at first appointed to
help the Apostles in a certain locality. The Apostles were
their émiokomos for that locality. But such an arrangement
could only last as long as the Church was a compact body,
the greater part of which was resident in Jerusalem under
the eye of the Twelve. As soon as it began to enlarge
itself, and to throw out colonies as far away as to Antioch,
an extension would become necessary. The extension
would be provided for by the appointment of émioromor,
who would thus do for the deacons, where the Apostles
were absent, what the Apostles themselves did, where they
were present. The main difference would be, that whereas
it was only an accident that the Apostles were settled in
any particular city, in the case of the émigromo localization
was the rule ; they were specially appointed to & particular
Church. It would almost seem as if some such process as
this were inevitable.
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One of the reasons which seems especially to commend
this theory of the origin of the episcopate, is that according
to it the use of the name would be linked on directly to
the usage of the Old Testament. ‘In the LXX.,” says
Dr. Lightfoot, ‘‘ the word is common. In some places it
signifies ‘‘inspectors, superintendents, task-masters,” as
2 Kings xi. 19; 2 Chron. xxxiv. 12, 17; Isa. Ix. 17; in
others it is a higher title, * captains”’ or * presidents,” Neh.
xi. 9, 14, 22. Of Antiochus Epiphanes we are told that
when he determined to overthrow the worship of the
one true God, he * appointed commissioners (émaximovs,
bishops) over all the people,” to see that his orders were
obeyed (1 Mace. i. 51; comp. Joseph., 4nt., xii. 5, 4; in
2 Mace. v. 22 the word is émiordras). The feminine
émwroms, which is not a classical word, occurs very
frequently in the LXX., denoting sometimes the work,
sometimes the office of an émioromos. Hence it passed
into the language of the New Testament and of the
Christian Church.” If émioxoms had its origin in the usage
of the LXX.,, is it not reasonable to derive émricxomos from
the same source ?

I have indeed no objection on principle to the use of
analogies from the Greek and Roman civil or religious
organizations, but where the option is given of going either
to these or to the LXX. for the groundwork of a theory, the
latter seems to me distinctly preferable. The legislators of
the infant Church, and the framers of such constitution as
it possessed in its earliest stages, would naturally be the
Apostles. But the Apostles were before all things Jews.
Even St. Paul, the boldest and most enterprising spirit
among them, was trained in the Rabbinical schools, and
brought up on the Bible. He was certainly familiar with
the LXX.: and if either he or any of his colleagues had
occagion to give a name to a new institution, that was
likely to be largely used amongst the Churches  of the




ORITICISM OF RECENT THEORIES. 103

Dispersion, it would be to the LXX. that his thoughts
would naturally turn. The same would be true of the
Christian democracy, if the name took its rise amongst them.
It is only if the name were first given by Gentiles outside
the Church, or in some purely Gentile community, that a
precedent would be sought in the pagan associations. But
that would not at all account for the connexion between
the bishop and the deacons.

Unfortunately we cannot go beyond hypotheses. In that
obscure period with which we are dealing we can only
make our way by means of guesses. A few verses in the
Acts would have made matters much clearer for us; but
those verses were not written, and we must do as well as
we can without them. In default therefore of more direct
verification, I can only leave the suggestion which I have
made to the judgment of scholars, to say whether it does,
or does not, fit the facts.!

II. T am not sure that there is not some confirmation of
this view to be found in the question with which we have
next to deal. It seems to me to be an objection especially
to Dr. Harnack’s development of Dr. Hatch’s theory, that it
involves too great a separation between the bishop and the
presbyter. I admit that in the passages which Dr. Harnack
has enumerated they may be regarded as separable; but
there are others in which that is not the case. In Acts
xx. 17, 8t. Paul is described as summoning the presbyters

1 The above argument seems to me to be greatly strengthened by the fact
that before the end of the first century a direct appeal is made to the Old
Testament in support of the Christian institution. Clement of Rome (ad Cor.
c. 42), quotes from Isa. lx. 17 with a freedom which allows him to intro-
duce the combination of ¢wloxowor and didxovor : he is very explicit: xal roiro,
o0 kaur@s ; éx yap 8% woANDy xpbvwy éyéypawto wepl dxeoxbrunv xal Siaxbywr, olrws
vdp wov Néyew §) ypadh' Karaoriow Tods émgnbwous avrdv év Swxaiootvy xal Tods
duaxévous avraw év wlores (LXX Sdow Tois &pxorrds aov év elpfry, xal rods éxioxd-
wous gov év dixatostvy). The same passage is quoted with a similar object but
without variation from the LXX., by Ireneeus, 4dv. Her., iv. 26, 5.
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from Miletus, and yet in his address to them he says, that
the Holy Ghost has made them ‘“bishops™ (or overseers) ‘‘in
the flock” (Acts xx. 28). In 1 Pet. v. 1, 2, which might
be quoted to the same effect, émioxomodvres is omitted by
B N, Tischendorf, and Westcott and Hort, and appears to be
doubtful, though it is found in all the versions, and so is
probably a second century reading. But Tit. i. 5-7 seems
to be quite unequivocal. * For this cause left I thee in
Crete that thou shouldest . . . appoint elders (presbyters)
in every city . . ., for a bishop (overseer) must be blame-
less,” etc. Clearly the clause which assigns the reason,
relates to the same persons as the previous clause, and
those who are called in the one place * presbyters’ are
called in the other ‘‘ bishops.”

It is a cheap way of escaping the force of these passages
to ascribe a late date to the documents from which they
are taken. I do not feel myself at liberty to do this: I
believe, not merely on traditional, but on what I conceive
to be critical grounds, that the Acts were written by St. Luke
circa A.D. 80, and the Epistle to Titus either by St. Paul, or
by a companion writing for him, in the year 66 or 67. But
even if the latest possible date were assigned to both books,
the difficulty might be somewhat lessened, but it would be
a long way from being removed. By the time of Ignatius.
the bishop has emerged, or is emerging, from the presby-
terate. Before Ignatius there was certainly a broad stratum
of literature—including, if not the Epistle to the Philippians,
the Pastoral Epistles, the Acts, and probably the Epistle of
Clement of Rome—in which bishop and presbyter were
regarded as identical at least to the extent that both names
were given to the same persons, and that the one suggested
the other. How can we account for this if their origin
was s0 wide apart as is supposed ? On the theory of Dr.
Harnack the interval between them is at its widest.! With

1 We must not hold Dr. Harnack too closely to his words: but. he himself,
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the modification which I have proposed, it would be much
narrower. In accordance with this, both titles, ‘‘ bishop
and ‘‘ presbyter,” would take their rise on Jewish ground,
and under very similar conditions. It would be implied in
the very nature of the case that every bishop was a ‘‘pres-
byter,” or elder, at least in the wider sense: for the object
of his appointment would be to temper the zeal and energy
of the younger deacons with somethinig of the wisdom and
experience of age. And it is probable that the bishop would
be also a presbyter in the narrower sense in which that
term is applied not to the whole body of * seniors’’ in the
community but to the smaller committee of that body, to
which was entrusted the management of its affairs. One
who possessed the qualifications of a ¢ bishop "’ could hardly
fail to have a seat in this smaller body; so that the cases
would be rare indeed in which the bishop might not be
described indifferently as an elder or presbyter, though it
would not necessarily follow that every presbyter was a
bishop.

This seems to be as far as the data will carry us. In any
case it must be wrong to press the identification too closely.
For on the one hand the mere fact of a difference of name
points to some difference of origin; and on the other hand,
if bishop and presbyter had been absolutely identical, it
seems impossible to understand how the bishop came to
disengage himself again so quickly. It would rather seem
that there was a loose use of words, and that éwioxomos, and
still more émiaxomeiv, were sometimes employed in a strict
and sometimes in a wider sense, precisely like mpeaButepos.
If mpeaBirepos sometimes means all those members of a
community who have passed & certain age, and sometimes
members of the executive committee chosen from among

at an earlier stage, had maintained the identity of presbyters and bishops, e.g.
in his note on Clem. ad Cor. 42: * Luce clarius est, duo in clero ordines
et apostolorum tempore et tum temporis fuisse, episcopos (=presbyteros) et
diaconos.”
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them, it does not seem a forced assumption to suppose that
émioxomos might occasionally be used of any presbyter,
though properly the émigxomos is a presbyter with certain
other functions superadded. This would be the more easy,
as the committees do not seem to have been large. The
Apostolic Ordinances (of which something was said in the
last paper) set the number at four, one bishop and three
presbyters. But Dr. Harnack has given good reasons for
believing that the original document, reproduced in the
Ordinances, had two presbyters instead of three. This
document Dr. Harnack dates about 140-180 A.D. (Texte u.
Untersuch., Band II. Heft 5, pp. 11, 55).

-

ITII. If I have been obliged to express some dissent from
Dr. Harnack on the first two points proposed for our con-
sideration, I am glad to find myself in cordial agreement
with him on the third. It seems to me, that with the
Didaché before us, we are almost driven to the conclusion

which he has grasped so firmly. It is the master-key which -

alone fits all the wards of the historical problem.

Until the discovery of the Didaché there were certain
phenomensa of the Apostolic age which hung as it were in
the air. They were like threads cut off abruptly of which
we saw the beginning, but neither middle nor end. It is
just these phenomena that the Didaché takes up, brings
them again to our sight, and connects them with the course
of subsequent history.

‘What, it might have been asked, became of all those
spiritual gifts of which we have so vivid a description in the
First Epistle to the Corinthians? What are these myste-
rious figures of ‘“apostle,” “ prophet,” and  teacher,” who
flit here and there across the stage, but nowhere stay long
enough to be interrogated? Clearly they were not the
unsubstantial forms that they are apt to appear to us.
They must have had some more or less definite functions:
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but, except for the details in those precious chapters (1 Cor.
xii., xiv.), we should have had little idea what those func-
tions were.

The Didaché gives us a glimpse of the same figures—we
can hardly think much more than a generation later than
even the Epistles to the Corinthians; I incline, with most
English critics, to place the date about 100 A.p., if not
before. We see them moving about from Church to
Church, highly honoured wherever they went; pledged to
poverty, and taking away nothing with them from the
Churches which they visit, but if they (or rather specially
the prophet) choose to setile in any community, gladly
supported by the first-fruits and gifts of the members;
preaching the word ; conducting the Sunday services, espe-
cially the Eucharist, where the prophet alone is not bound.
to follow any set form.

From another side another difficulty arose for the solution
of which we must also go to the Didaché.

The Jewish presbyters do not appear to have had any
spiritual functions. Their duties were rather disciplinary
and judicial. The dpytovvdyayos had to provide for the
service of the synagogue, to keep order during the service,
and to determine who should be invited to read the lesson
or deliver the address; but the apyiovvdywyos himself did
not necessarily do either the one or the other.

In like manner, before the Ignatian Epistles there is only
very slight evidence that either the Christian presbyter or
bishop exercised what we should call spiritual functions.
The evidence would be “ the laying on of hands” by the
presbytery upon Timothy when he first received the gift
which St. Paul calls upon him to cherish (1 Tim. iv. 14),
and the three allusions to the gift of teaching or preaching
as & desirable qualification in & presbyter or bishop (1 Tim.
iti. 2; v. 17; Tit. i. 9). In the first of these instances, the
“laying on of hands’ by the presbytery accompanies an
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intervention, which is not more precisely defined, on the
part not of the presbytery, but of the prophets or prophet
(the phrase is Tod év gol yapiouaros, b é860n aor dia mpodn-
Telas pera émibéaems Tdv yewpdv Tod mpeoPurepiov). In the
others it does not follow that every bishop or presbyter
would have the gift of teaching or preaching. Indeed, the
second passage expressly excludes this: when it is said,
¢ Let the elders that rule well be counted worthy of double
honour, especially those who labour in the word and in
teaching,” it is clearly implied that there were elders who
did not labour in the word and in teaching. But there is
no hint, to the best of my belief, either throughout the New
Testament, or in the works of the Apostolic Fathers prior
to the Didaché, which connects bishops or presbyters with
the conduct of the Christian services. There are, of course,
repeated references to the Apostles as ‘‘breaking the bread ”’
and offering public prayer; and there is one reference to
other ministrations of the same kind (Acts xiii. 1, AesTovp-
yovvrav 76 Kuvplp kal vnarevovrov), but it is the ¢ prophets
and teachers’’ resident at Antioch to whom these ministra-
tions are ascribed.

If it is.asked then, by whom the Christian services were
conducted, we may accept the indication in the last passage,
and say without much hesitation, as a rule, and so far as
our information goes, by the prophets and teachers. The
Didaché confirms this. It makes it clear that, wherever he
was present, the prophet took the lead in such services. He
has indeed & special privilege in connexion with them, which
he does not share with any one else. He alone is allowed
the untrammelled use of extempore prayer. In other re-
spects the teacher is put upon the same footing with him.

To these two, the prophet and the teacher, the ministry
of the word and sacraments appears to have fallen in the
first line; in the second line it fell to the bishops and
deacons. They also are to have a place in the honour
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conferred upon the prophets and teachers, because they
discharge the same sacred duties (Juiv ydp AesTovpyodor xai
abrol THv Aewtovpyiav TOV mwpodnTdv rai Sudackdiwy. Did.,
c. 15).

More than this we are left to fill up by speculation. But
it is no hazardous speculation which leads us to see the
advantage which the stationary and permanent officers of a
Church must have possessed over those who were only
occasional visitants, and whose visits moreover must have
become less and less frequent as time went on. The high
pitch of the Corinthian Church at the time when St. Paul
wrote to it, could not always be sustained. There must
come a time when the splendid dawn of Spirit-given illumi-
nation would “ fade into the light of common day.” Then
the Churches would be thrown back on their more ordinary
resources, and those who had -hitherto been chiefly employed
in dispensing alms, in organizing hospitality, in keeping the
‘rolls of church-membership, in conducting the correspon-
dence with foreign Churches, in representing the Church
in its contact with the world, and in providing the material
accessories of the Church services, would be called upon to
devote themselves more regularly and permanently to a still
higher function, the direct approach to God in worship and
thanksgiving.

The Didaché marks the half-way stage on the road to
what gradually became the normal condition of things.
It was natural that there should be a reluctance in some
quarters to confess that the dead level had been reached,
and that the gift of extraordinary inspiration had been
withdrawn. This reluctance expressed itself in Mon-
tanism, which was a protest against the assumption that
‘“ prophecy had ceased.” The reviewer of Dr. Hatch’s
Bampton Lectures, in the Church Quarterly (Vol. xii. p.
438), says that ‘“ Montanism specially represents the spirit
of innovation. They (the Montanists) claimed to inaugu-




110 THE ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN MINISTLY.

rate a new era, the era of the Spirit.” It is of course
true that the Montanists claimed to inaugurate the era of
the Spirit; but, that does not make them represent the
‘“ gpirit of innovation.” So far from being innovators, they
really professed to perpetuate the prophetic gifts which
had been handed down from the time.of the Apostles,
and which they saw dying out in the Catholic Churches all
around them. Not content with asserting the continuance
of these gifts, Montanus went a step further, and claimed
to be himself a revelation of the Paraclete, 7.e. not the
end of a descent but the climax of an ascent from the day
of Pentecost. It was this element of conservatism in it,
the fact that it spoke the language and re-affirmed the
ideas of a by-gone day, that gave Montanism its strength,
and won over to it so powerful a champion as Tertullian.
But the event showed that the movement, so far as it pro-
fessed to rest upon prophecy, was a spurious one. Priscilla
and Maximilla were not part of the foundation on which
the Church was to be built. Montanism had its high aims
and aspirations. Perhaps its best side was its assertion
of the independence of the individual Christian against
the growing powers of a mechanically-working hierarchy.
But the follies with which it was mixed up weakened its
cause; and the consequence of the whole movement was
rather to accelerate, by force of reaction, the process which
it sought to retard. The ecclesia Spiritus had to yield to
the ecclesia episcoporum. It was necessary perhaps for the
preservation of Christianity that it should do so. The
centrifugal tendencies in the Church were so strong that
if once they had got the upper hand the end might have
been simply wreck and ruin. But good and evil are in-
extricably blended in this world. Something that was
good perished, or at least was driven inwards, with the fall
of Montanism. It broke out again—never more, we will
hope, to be extinguished—at the Reformation.
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Let me cast a glance backwards, and try to summarize,
as well as I can, the position in which it seems to me that
the question as to the origin of the Christian Ministry
stands at the present time.

(1) As to the source from which was derived the name
émiaxomos, we have not yet, I think, heard the last. I have
ventured to put forward a suggestion myself, in  regard to
which I should be interested to know the opinion of others.
It is possible that there may be more evidence in the back-
ground for Dr. Hatch’s view than I have been able to re-
cognise. I have no antecedent objection to this, and shall
be quite willing to accept it if it can be established ; but
I do not think that it can be held to be established at
present.

(2) I think that it is necessary to recognise more fully
than Dr. Harnack has done, though not quite so unre-
servedly as is maintained by Dr. Lightfoot, the practical
identity of bishop and presbyter in the latter half of the
apostolic age. I seem to be able to explain well enough to
my own satisfaction the places where a bishop is called
‘ presbyter,” but I can only account for those where a
presbyter is called ‘“bishop” by assuming a looseness or
double use of language, which some may be slow to admit.
On a priori grounds it seems easy to understand why the
bishop should be president of the college of presbyters, but
any direct evidence bearing upon this would be welcome.
It would also be most welcome, if any such evidence could
be produced, as to the part taken by the bishop in public
worship at a date earlier than the Didaché. I am conscious
of not having anything to offer myself but inference and
conjecture, for which I am mainly indebted to my pre-
decessors.

(3) At the same time, the general principle that there
were two distinct forms of ministration in the primitive
Church, the one local, the other not confined to any set



112 THE ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN MINISTRY.

locality ; the one by formal appointment, the other without
such appointment, but claiming direct Divine attestation ;
the one more upon the ordinary level of human activity,
the other extraordinary: and further that there was a
gradual transference, especially of the functions relating to
worship, from the second class to the first, which was in
rapid progress by the end of the first century: this seems
to me to have been triumphantly proved by the statements
and silences of the New Testament, taken along with the
few but eloquent sentences of the Didaché. The theory
no doubt is a new one, and it will have to run the gauntlet
of criticism. I myself am only giving a preliminary im-
pression in regard to it; but it is an impression which I
strongly suspect will be confirmed.

In tracing the growth of these primitive institutions, I
have tried to be as far as possible constructive, and to
present the facts in what I believe to be their genetic and
organic sequence. This has led me to avoid controver-
sial digressions, more particularly on lines which seem to
me to lead nowhere. Among these irrelevant and incon-
clusive arguments I should include that which sees in
Timothy and Titus the direct and lineal ancestor of our
modern bishops. No doubt we must look not at names,
but at things. Names are, however, the indications of
things. And in the case of institutions, the only means
we have of tracing continuity is by following the course of
the name. Institutions are in this respect like persons.
‘We are told that every particle of our bodies changes, if I
am not mistaken, once in seven years. Yet personal
identity survives, and is marked by the name. In like
manner the name of an institution may change its con-
tents; these may be added to, or subtracted from, or
transformed in one way or another; but the process is a
historical one, and the track of its history follows the course
of its name. Now it is true that Timothy and Titus are



CRITICISM OF RECENT THEORIES. 113

called ‘* bishops,” bat in authorities so late as to be prac-
tically worthless. And on the other hand they are repre-
sented in the Epistles addressed to them, not as being
bishops themselves, but as appointing other persons to be
bishops. It is to those other persons that we must look
to see what the attributes of a bishop were; and it is by
comparing the different instances in which the name occurs
that we must trace their development. The only other
method that I could conceive to be legitimate would be
arguing & priort from the known conditions of the case;
and this twofold method is that which has been pursued
above.

Another caution that should be borne in mind is, that in
approaching the subject it is well to divest ourselves as far
a8 possible of associations derived from the modern episco-
pate. The bishop of primitive times was not by any means
the potentate that we are apt to think him. There were
at first very few Christians in the country, and these few
would come into the towns to worship. Every town of any
size had its bishop; and if there were several churches,
they were served by the clergy whom the bishop kept about
him : they were in fact like our present ‘ chapels of ease,’”
and the whole position of the bishop was very similar to
that of the incumbent of the parish church in one of our
smaller towns. The tendency at first, as Ignatius shows,
was towards complete centralization : the whole serving of
his wapoiwcia was directly in the hands of the bishop. The
parish system in the later sense, with an extended diocese,
and a number of more or less independent clergy circling
round the bishop, did not grow up until the 6th-9th cen-
taries, when it took shape mainly in France under the
Merovingian and Cdrolingian kings.!

In some of these respects the Nonconformist communities
of our own time furnish a closer parallel to the primitive
1 See all this admirably drawn out in Dr. Hatch's 8th lecture.

TOL. V. I



114 THE ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN MINISTRY.

state of things than an Established Church can possibly
do. Christianity itself was an instance of Nonconformity.
Accordingly it could not, either in theory or in practice,
embrace every person in the state: the Christian Church
consisted of & number of scattered congregations, islanded
a8 it were amongst the masses of an alien population. At
first the ubiquitous ministrations of apostles, prophets, and
teachers, and afterwards the federation of bishops, formed
the bond of union.

When first I began these articles it was my intention,
when I got to the end, to review the position from a
different standpoint, viz. in its bearing upon our confes-
sional differences. But on second thoughts I think that
it will be best at least to postpone that part of the subject
for the present. We are too apt in England to let our
thoughts run ahead of the argument and to be specula-
ting anxiously about the end before we have well got be-
yond the beginning. So the whole of our mental vision
is troubled and distorted; we do not look straight at the
facts, but are always casting our eyes askance at their
imagined consequences. It is time that we broke ourselves
of this habit. And the best way to do so is to keep the
two parts of our enquiry strictly separate. When the facts
have once been ascertained, we can then turn round and
consider how we stand in regard to them.

W. SANDAY.
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THOUGHT IT NOT ROBBERY TO BE EQUAL
WITH GOD.

No words of Holy Scripture are more full of mysterions
significance than the assertion in Philippians ii. 6 that at
His Incarnation ‘ Christ Jesus . . . emptied Himself.”
Angd, than the words which introduce this mysterious asser-
tion, ody dpmayuov rfyijoaro 76 elvar loa Oep, no words
have presented to the expositor greater difficulty. Their
difficulty, their importance as prefacing the greater words
which follow them, and what seems to me to be a misin-
terpretation of them prevalent now in this country, suggest
a careful investigation of their meaning.

For light upon the grammatical sense of a passage in
one of St. Paul's shorter Epistles, we naturally turn first
to Bishop Ellicott. He tells us that the word dpmayuds,
if we look simply at the usual significance of its termina-
tion, ‘‘ would seem to denote ‘the act of seizing;’” and
quotes a passage from Plutarch (perhaps the only one
outside Christian literature in which the word is found)
in which it has indisputably this active sense. But the
rendering adopted in the Authorized Version from the Liatin
Fathers and placed at the head of this paper, which gives
to the word an active meaning, he rejects. And rightly
80. For robbery implies injustice. And injustice is no
part of the meaning of apmdlw or of its derivatives. They
denote simply violent seizure, grasping with a strong hand,
whether the seizure be just or unjust. This is evident
from the use of the word in the New Testament. So
John vi. 15, ¢ Seize Him, that they may make Him king;”
Acts viii. 39, ‘““the Spirit of the Lord snatched away
Philip;” 2 Corinthians xii. 2, ‘“caught up even to the
third heaven:” also Acts xxiii. 10; 1 Thess. iv. 17;
Jude 23; Rev. xii. 5; these being a large majority or
the passages in which the word is found in the New
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Testament. Moreover, it is impossible to conceive the
Son thinking about the justice or injustice of being equal
to God. If He were not essentially equal to the Father,
He could not become so by violent seizure. If He were
80, it would be needless and inconceivable for Him to lay
hold with a strong hand of that which was already His
secure possession. This exposition, therefore, we may, with
Dr. Ellicott and most modern scholars, confidently dismiss.

But, while rejecting this one exposition, Dr. Ellicott is
unable to find any other giving to the word dpmwayuods the
active sense which, as he admits, its termination naturally
suggests. He therefore supposes it to be equivalent to
dpmarypa, a less uncommon word denoting an object seized,
or to be seized, that object being in this case 7o elvat loa
O¢p. In this he is supported by Chrysostom and other
Greek Fathers. But Chrysostom understands the word to
mean something already seized; Dr. Ellicott takes it to
mean something which might conceivably be seized. The
authority of the Greek Fathers and the close connexion in
thought between an action and its object make these mean-
ings of the word possible. But we naturally ask why
8t. Paul rejected a not uncommon word ready to his
hand and put into its place a very rare one. The simplest
answer is that the more common word did not, and the
uncommon word did, express the meaning he wished to
convey. But the only difference between these words is
in their endings, the one having an active, and the other
a passive, significance. Why St. Paul, wishing to convey
a passive sense, chose a rare word suggesting by its form
an active sense, Dr. Ellicott does not attempt to explain.
Certainly, an exposition which gives to the word dpwrayuos
the meaning suggested by its form has so far a great
advantage.

But Dr. Ellicott’s expcsition lies open to a far more
serious objection. He not only fails to explain the termi-
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nation of the word before us, but gives to the word itself,
in its root idea, a meaning it never has. Of apwdfw and
its derivatives, the constant and well-known meaning is
to seize, to grasp with a strong hand. This the Bishop
admits by paraphrasing the sentence, * He did not deem
His equality to God a prize to be seized.”” But he adds,
“in other words, He did not insist on His own eternal
prerogatives.” Are these phrases equivalent? To * insist
on His own eternal prerogatives,”” is to hold fast, and refuse
to let go, that which had been for ever His. *‘‘A prize to
be seized "’ is something not yet in our grasp. This strange
meaning given to a derivative of dpwd{w, Dr. Ellicott does
not support by even one example. He quotes Eusebius,
Ch. History, bk. viii. 12: 7ov Odvarov apmayua Oéuevor.
But these words refer to men who flung themselves from
high roofs, and thus laid violent hands on death and made
it their own. Death was not theirs until they took it by
force. So Chrysostom: Ad Phil. hom. 6. 2: elme ydp, é7¢
év popdii Ocoi Imdpywy, oly fpmace 10 elvai loa Oed xal
pyy e jv Oeds, wdds elyev dpmdgar; . . . Tis yap v
elmot, 874 6 Setva dvBpwmos dv, ody flprace To elvar dvfpwos ;
7§ yap dv Tis omep éoriv dpmdaetev; Throughout his long
homily on this verse it is quite evident that this scholarly
Greek writer had no other conception of the meaning of
the word, than forcible seizure of something not yet in our
hand.

Again, if the Son did not look upon His equality with
God as something to be held, we must suppose that He
actually surrendered it, that He ceased to be equal with
God. An exposition which implies this, we cannot accept
unless it be demanded by the plain meaning of the words
used. That the Son actually surrendered for a time, by
a mysterious act of self-emptying, * the form of God,”
i.e. the outward manifestation of His inward and essential
equality to God, we readily admit. And this is implied in
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the words before us. But we cannot conceive Him ceasing
even for a moment, even amid His deepest humiliation,
to be still in very truth equal to the Father.

Once more. The presence in this connexion of a deriv-
ative of dpwd{w, which always suggests a strong hand,
would, in Dr. Ellicott’s exposition, suggest also another
strong hand, threatening to take away that which the
stronger hand of the Son held but surrendered. In other
words, the exposition I am combating does not explain
the presence here of the idea of force which is always con-
veyed by the word whose meaning we are discussing.

The combined force of these objections seems to me
fatal to the exposition we are considering.

The exposition of Dr. Ellicott is strongly supported by
Dr. Lightfoot. He tells us that *the more usual form of
the word’ dpmayués “is dpmaypa” (a very loose asser-
tion altogether destitute of proof); and that ¢ with such
words as 7yelabfas, moteiabas, vouilew, the word dpmayua
is employed like épuaiov, elpnua to denote ‘a highly prized
possession, an unexpected gain.’”’ He paraphrases the
words before us, ‘‘ did not regard it as a prize, a treasure
to be clutched and retained at all hazards.” Here we have
the common fallacy of loose equivalents. Is the phrase,
“ g highly prized possession’ equal to ‘an unexpected
gain”? That which we have held all our life by inherit-
ance from our fathers may be a highly prized possession:
it cannot be an unexpected gain. The chief thought
conveyed by the latter phrase is acquirement, a thought
entirely absent from the former. Oversight of this differ-
ence vitiates Dr. Lightfoot’s entire note. He goes on to
say that “dpmayua 7%yeicfac frequently signifies nothing
more than to clutch greedily, prize highly, set store by,
the idea of plunder or robbery having passed out of sight.”
The idea of plunder, as is seen in the above quotations
from the New Testament, quotations which( might| be
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supplemented by many others from many writers, never
had any place in the strict significance of the word. But
wherever it is used we find the sense of taking hold of
something not yet in our grasp. This sense of violent
seizure is conspicuous in most of the examples quoted by
Dr. Lightfoot.

Dr. Ellicott does not claim for his exposition any sup-
port from early Christian writers, except that he says * so
in effect Theodoret,” whose words he quotes od uéya ToiTo
UmérafBe. But Dr. Lightfoot, in a valuable detached note,
after paraphrasing his own exposition, which is practically
the same as that of Dr. Ellicott, says, ‘“ This is the com-
mon and indeed almost universal interpretation of the
Greek Fathers.” Strange to say, the exposition for which
this unanimity is claimed is, so far as I know, utterly
destitute of support from the Greek or Latin Fathers.
Certainly, it has no support in the writers quoted. It is
quite true that the Greek writers agree with Dr. Light-
foot in rejecting the exposition noted at the beginning of
this paper as accepted generally by the Latin Fathers.
But they by no means accept the - exposition which he
advocates. This is evident even from Dr. Lightfoot’s own
quotations. For the more part the writers quoted merely
reproduce St. Paul’s difficult words without trying to ex-
pound them. Theodoret, following Origen, as does Theo-
dore of Mopsuestia, gives the short exposition quoted by
Dr. Ellicott: but this exposition suits equally well both
the interpretation given by the two bishops and that advo-
cated in this paper. That &pmalw and its derivatives
denote a taking hold of something not yet in our hand, is
clearly shown in the quotation from Isidore of Pelusium,
who contrasts the action of Christ with that of a liberated
slave who would refuse to do servile work, whereas & born
son, whose freedom was not acquired, would readily do
such work.
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Chrysostom, who expounds this passage at great length,
understands St. Paul to say that the Son did not look
upon His equality with God as an acquired possession;
and reads into his words the idea that if the Son of God
had looked upon His Divine prerogatives as acquired He
would have clung to them as liable to be lost, whereas,
knowing that they were His inalienable possession, He did

not fear to surrender for a time the full exercise of them:

an exposition akin to that of Isidore of Pelusium. This
exposition fails because, according to it, St. Paul’s actual
words convey so small a part of the sense he wished to
convey, leaving so much to be mentally added. It is now
almost universally abandoned.

The truth is that no early exposition of this difficult
passage is satisfactory. We are therefore left to seek by
independent study the sense intended by the Apostle. Our
only resources are the grammatical meaning of his words
and the line of thought of the Epistle.

Let us give to the word dpmayués the meaning which
Dr. Ellicott tells us the word “would seem to denote if
considered apart from the context,” i.e. its plain gram-
matical meaning, viz. ‘‘the act of seizing.” We shall
thus retain, as we have seen, the root idea of the word and
the ordinary meaning of its termination. And this expo-
sition will explain St. Paul’s use of the rare word apmayuos
instead of the more common one dpmayua and the phrase
. found elsewhere, dpmayua 7yeic@ar. If this simple inter-
pretation be correct, 70 elvas loa e is not the object,
but the subject, of the seizing; not the object grasped or
to be grasped, but the hand which grasps.

It is no objection to this exposition that it assumes that
a state, viz. ““equality with God,” might conceivably be
deemed an activity, viz. a strong-handed grasping. For
if a state is a basis and condition of activity, the two are
coincident and in our thought identical. A good- example
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of this, and a close parallel to the passage before us, is
1 Timothy vi. 5, voulovrwv mwopioudv elvac Tyv edoéBeiav.
Here we have, as in Philippians ii. 6, the termination -gos
noting an active sense; and an underlying verb denoting
acquirement. The men in question thought that piety and
making gain went together. Had Christ looked upon the
Divine powers He possessed in virtue of His equality with
God as a means of taking for Himself the good things of
earth, to His thought equality with God and high-handed
seizure would have been coincident, and might have been
spoken of as identical. This interpretation is therefore
grammatically admissible. It remains to be seen whether it
accords with the Apostle’s train of thought and argument.

In Philippians ii. 4 St. Paul warns his readers against
selfishness. He bids them not to be looking after their
own enrichment, but to be looking after the good of others.
This exhortation he supports by an appeal to the supreme
example of Christ. He bids them think in their hearts
the thoughts which were also in the heart of Christ. But
instead of pointing to actions of Christ on earth revealing
the thought of the Eternal Son, the Apostle directs us to
one thought of the pre-incarnate Son of which His whole
life and thought on earth was an outflow. That he refers to
the not yet incarnate Son, is proved by the words, ‘ having
become in the likeness of men,” which describe evidently
His entrance into human life. The title *Christ Jesus”
used of the pre-incarnate Son reveals St. Paul’s deep con-
sciousness of the personal continuity and identity of the
Son, pre-incarnate and incarnate; and was perhaps sug-
gested by the fact that it was in His life on earth that the
mind and thought of the pre-incarnate Son were mani-
fested as a pattern to men.

The mind of Christ which St. Paul desires us to cherish,
he sets before us by a direct negative statement of His
thought touching Himself and by a positive statement of



122 THOUGHT IT NOT ROBBERY

a mysterious action of the Son upon Himself, an action
revealing His inner thought. The Apostle opens the sacred
drama by presenting to us the pre-existent Son ‘in the
form of God.” His mode of self-presentation was the
Father’s mode of self-presentation. Practically, the ‘‘ form
of God” is the glory (John xvii. 5) which the Son had with
the Father before the world was. For the glory of God is
the outshining of the splendour of His invisible essence.
The phrase is evidently chosen for contrast to the *form of
a servant,” in which the Son presented Himself to men
on earth.

Form of God implies equality with God; for form with-
out corresponding underlying reality (cf. 2 Timothy iii. 5)
is deception. And St. Paul tells us that Christ did not
look upon this implied equality with God as a * grasping,”
1.e. He did not use His Divine powers as a strong hand with
which to lay hold of good things for Himself. Instead of
this, ‘“He emptied Himself.” These words describe an
action upon Himself the exact opposite of grasping. Like
the rapacious man, the Son used force. But it was upon
Himserr. (Notice the emphatic position of éavrév.) At
His incarnation, for a time, He laid aside, by a definite
action upon Himself, the full exercise of His Divine powers
and whatever was inconsistent with the ‘‘form of a ser-
vant’ and with His assumption of the *likeness of men.”
The negative thought underlying this positive renunciation,
viz. the Son’s mode of viewing His Divine prerogatives,
is set forth in the foregoing words, ovy dpmayuov syjoaro.
The object of the implied dpwdfew is apparently the good
things of earth, which the Incarnate Son, had He been
prompted by selfishness, might have seized for His own
human enjoyment. This is not inconsistent, any more
than as we have seen is the title Jesus Christ in verse 8§,
with our sure inference that St. Paul is describing here the
thought of the pre-incarnate Son. For He is described as
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contemplating His approaching life on earth, and is here
held up as a pattern to men on earth in danger of looking
upon their various powers as means of seizing for them-
selves good things within their reach. The Incarnate Son
might have claimed and taken for Himself the wealth,
luxury, power, and splendour of earth: instead of doing so,
at His incarnation He laid aside in some sense the opera-
tion of the powers with which He might have made good
His claim. St. Paul tells us that this actual renunciation
arose from His mode of viewing His Divine prerogatives.
They were not in His sight a means of strong-handed
self-gratification. Thus the positive assertion in verse 7
explains the foregoing negative assertion. For the Son’s
act of self-emptying, which took place in time, was an out-
flow of His eternal thought touching Himself.

Our English language affords no good rendering of the
word dpmayués. We cannot translate it plundering. For
this implies injustice, which is no part of the connotation
of the Greek word. Moreover, there would have been no
injustice even if the Incarnate Son had seized the good
things of earth. The English word grasping most nearly
reproduces the Greek sense; but is somewhat vagne. The
phrase high-handed self-enriching is clumsy. But it makes
conspicuous the idea of force which is always present in the
word, and the selfishness which so often prompts forceful
seizure and which is present in 8t. Paul’'s thought here.
In default of a satisfactory rendering, we may perhaps prefer,
a8 open to fewest objections, DEEMED NoT HIS BEING EQUAL
TO GOD & means of GRASPING.

The use here of the word dpmayuss is specially appropriate
to St. Paul’s thought. He is warning against selfishness.
Now the spirit of selfishness is essentially grasping. The
selfish man uses his power to take hold of the objects
within his reach. In absolute antithesis to this spirit is
the mind of Christ. But instead of pointing us simply to
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His disposition as manifested in His life on earth, the
Apostle leads us up to the great renunciation which under-
lay that life, and to the eternal thought of which this
renunciation was the outflow. He thus places before us
an Eternal and Infinite Example of unselfishness.

The exposition given above is that of Meyer, than whom,
both in grammatical accuracy and exegetical tact, we have
no greater modern commentator on Holy Scripture. It is
adopted in the very suggestive commentary of Hofmann,
who in an earlier work, the Schriftbewers, advocated another
view. It is also adopted by Cremer in the new edition of
his Biblical and Theological Dictionary of New Testament
Greek. This new and improved and much enlarged edition
is a valuable addition to our apparatus of New Testament
scholarship. Meyer’s exposition is referred to for a moment
both by Ellicott and by Lightfoot; but is dismissed without
due consideration. It is passed over in complete silence by
the Westminster revisers, who give without any alternative
the exposition of the two bishops. The same exposition is
adopted in the Speaker's Commentary.

The whole passage before us is full of profound signifi-
cance. Christianity differs from all other religions in that
it sets before us a perfect Example, an absolute standard of
excellence for all men and all times. Likeness to Christ
is an infallible measure of moral worth. This being so, it
might be thought that we should have a full portrait of the
Son of God a8 Man on earth. Yet, strange to say, if we
deduct from the Gospels the miraculous works which none
can even attempt to imitate, and words the like of which
none ever spoke or will speak, how little, comparatively, re-
mains of the human life of Christ! It is well that it is so.
Had we more definite details, our imitation might have
taken hold of these instead of the mind that was in Christ.
We are directed rather to those Divine acts of the Son which
seem to be farthest from our imitation ; to His Incarnation,
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a8 in the passage before us and in 2 Corinthians viii. 9, &
very close and compact parallel, and to His death for the
sing of the world, as in 1 Peter ii. 21, iv. 1. That we can-
not in the least degree imitate directly these mysterious acts
of the Eternal Son, increases their value as an example.
For the impossibility of direct imitation concentrates our
attention upon the inner thought of which these are the
outward expression. This inner thought of Christ, we are
bidden by the great Apostle, himself a wonderful example
of the imitation he desires in us, to make our own. And
this inner thought of Christ, breathed into our hearts by
the living presence of the Spirit of Christ, will mould our
entire thought, and will change and raise and glorify our
entire life.
JosEPH AGAR BEET.

THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS.

XXV.
SALUTATIONS FROM THE PRISONER'S FRIENDS.

¢ Aristarchus my fellow-prisoner saluteth you, and Mark, the cousin of
Barnabas (touching whom ye received commandments ; if he come unto you, re-
ceive him), and Jesus, which is called Justus, who are of the circumoision : these
only are my fellow-workers unto the kingdom of God, men that have been a
comfort unto me. Epaphras, who is one of you, & servant of Christ Jesus,
saluteth you, always striving for you in his prayers, that ye may stand perfect
and fully assured in all the will of God. For I bear him witness, that he hath
much labour for you, and for them in Laodicea, and for them in Hierapolis.
Luke, the beloved physician, and Demas salute you.”—Cor. iv. 10-14 (Rev,
Ver.).

HEeRE are men of different races, unknown to each other by
face, clasping hands across the seas, and feeling that the
repulsions of nationality, language, conflicting interests,
have disappeared in the unity of faith. These greetings
are & most striking, because unconscious, testimony to the
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reality and strength of the new bond that knit Christian
souls together.

There are three sets of salutations here, sent from Rome
to the little far-off Phrygian town in its secluded valley.
The first is from three large-hearted Jewish Christians,
whose greeting has a special meaning as coming from that
wing of the Church which had least sympathy with Paul’s
work or converts. The second is from their townsman
Epaphras; and the third is from two Gentiles like them-
selves, one well known as Paul’s most faithful friend, one
almost unknown, of whom Paul has nothing to say, and of
whom nothing good can be said. All these may yield us
matter for consideration. It is interesting to piece together
what we know of the bearers of these shadowy names. It
is profitable to regard them as exponents of certain tenden-
cies and principles.

I. These three sympathetic Jewish Christians may stand
as types of a progressive and non-ceremonial Christianity.

‘We need s