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PREFACE.

THE alternative title prefixed to this volume has
been assumed, rather than the simple designation of
“Hermeneutics of the New Testament,” chiefly for
the purpose of indicating, that a certain latitude may
be expected in it, both in regard to the range of sub-
jects discussed, and in regard to the measure and
method of treatment respectively applied to them.
Works, indeed, could readily be named, bearing the
title of Hermeneutics, which have taken nearly as much
license in both respects, as I need to vindicate for my-
self in connexion with the present publication. But
the term is strictly applicable only to such works as
unfold the principles of Interpretation, and give to
these a regular, consecutive, and scientific treatment.
Of this sort is the comparatively recent work of Cel-
lerier (Manuel &’ Hermeneutique, 1862,) which, how-
ever objectionable in respect to the principles it occa-
sionally enunciates, is one of the most systematic and
complete in form,—treating, after a pretty long intro-
duction, successively of the Psychological elements and
aspects of the subject—the Grammatical, the Histo-
rical, the Scriptuary (or more peculiarly Biblical,) the
Doctrinal. In this province, however, it is possible to
sacrifice to completeness or perfection of form greatly
more than there is any reasonable prospect of gaining



iv PREFACE.

by it. Higher ends have here to be aimed at than
can always be reached by a rigid adherence to scien-
tific method, or a close regard to artistic proportions.
For, in a field so various as that of New Testament
Scripture, so complicated, touching on so many rela-
tions, and embracing topics so diverse alike in nature
" and in importance, it often depends, not more, perhaps
even less, upon the hermeneutical principles adopted,
than upon the mode of applying these principles to
particular cases, and passages of more peculiar diffi-
culty, that solid footing is to be obtained, and satis-
factory results accomplished. Accordingly, in those
hermeneutical works, which take the more precise and
scientific form, there is always what appears to me
much needless waste in one direction, and 1ll-judged
parsimony in another. Not a little space is occupied
in announcing, or illustrating principles, which every
one knows and admits, and which often have no special
bearing on the interpretation of Scripture ; while many
of the points more peculiarly calling for elucidation
are summarily disposed of, and left much as they were
found. Even when the simpler elements of the sub-
Ject are correctly enough stated, little often in con-
nexion with them is properly wrought out; and unless
the student of Scripture is content to take all on the
authority of his Master, he will often feel as much at
a loss as ever in respect to the things for which he
more especially seeks the help of a qualified instructor.
A work that is really fitted in the present day to
serve the purpose of a proper guide-book, must un-
doubtedly so far possess a scientific character, that it
shall exhibit an acquaintance with the several branches
of learning and knowledge, which illustrate the lan-
guage and structure, the incidental allusions, and the
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main theme of the sacred books, and apply what it
may thence appropriate in an orderly and judicious
manner. If deficient in this, it fails in the fundamen-
tals of the subject. But it should be allowed to move
with some freedom in the selection of its topics, and
in the relative care and consideration that it expends
upon some of them, as compared with others. It can-
not otherwise occupy, in a serviceable manner, the
intermediate ground, that properly belongs to it, be-
tween Lexicons, Grammars, Books of Antiquities, etc.,
on the one hand, and formal commentaries on the
other—turning, as it should do, to such account the
materials furnished by the former class of productions,
as may aid and qualify the student for an independent
and discriminating use of the latter. This is the pecu-
liar province and object of a Hermeneutical work on
Scripture, and that will always come practically the
nearest to the mark, which is the best fitted to place
the student of Seripiure in the position now indicated.

In works composed with such an aim, there must
ever be room for some diversity of judgment as to the
subjects that should be brought into notice, and the
degree of consideration respectively given to them.
Different persons will naturally form their opinions
from somewhat different points of view; and what will
appear to some the fittest arrangement to be adopted,
and the points most in need of investigation, may not
always be regarded in exactly the same light by others.
In this respect I have simply to say, that I have en-
deavoured to exercise an impartial judgment, influ-
enced, no doubt, to some extent, by what my own
experience, coupled with the general tendencies of the
age, may have suggested to me as of importance.

Throughout the volume prominence has been given
1*
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to the connexion that subsists between the Old and
the New in the Book of God’s revelation, as well in
respect to words as ideas; there being nothing more
essential than correct views here to an intelligent read-
ing of New Testament Scripture, or better fitted to
serve as a safeguard against superficial and fanciful
interpretations. This, also, has partly operated as a
reason for introducing some of the dissertations which
occupy the Second Part of the volume. The whole
of these, however, have reference to terms and subjects,
which must always engage the special attention of
those who give themselves to the exegetical study of
the writings of the New Testament. And they may
further serve the purpose of exemplifying, as by a few
testing cases, the .principles' and modes of inquiry,
which it is the great object of the work to explain and
recommend.

In another respect, also, I am prepared for finding
occasional differences between what has approved it-
self asright to my own mind, and what may appear
such to some of my readers:—I refer to the explana-
" tion given of several of the more difficult passages of
Scripture, and the exhibitions of Divine truth there-
with connected. Here, again, there is room for a cer-
tain diversity of judgment, even among those who are
agreed upon the plenary inspiration of Scripture, and
the great doctrines of evangelical religion. And I am
not so extravagant as to imagine, that on every point
I shall carry the convictions of all, who may be at one
with me in fundamental principles. It is possible I
may find critics, who are disposed to look with so cen-
sorious a spirit and so unkindly an eye on what I have
written, that they shall even try to represent me as
at fault in regard to some of those evangelical princi-
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ples themselves. This, I perceive, has been attempted
in a certain quarter with respect to my last publica-
tion— Prophecy viewed sn respect to its Distinctive Na-
lure, elc.—and, as the work is occasionally referred to
in the present volume, I may be permitted here to
make a brief allusion to the subject. In Chapter IV.
of that work, I treated of the bearing of prophecy on
human freedom and responsibility, with a considera-
tion of the question, how far it should be regarded as
conditional in its announcements. 1 was aware, of
course, that people would think differently respecting
the mode of explanation I adopted: that to some it
might appear more or less satisfactory, to others not.
But a writer in the Journal of Prophecy (for July
1857) has chosen to represent me as giving expression
to views essentially at variance with the Calvinistic
doctrine of predestination, or the unconditionality of
the Divine decrees. Nothing certainly was further
from my own mind ; neither there, nor in any other part
of my writings, have I_consciously given expression to
a thought which was intended, in the slightest degree,
to impugn the statement of doctrine on that subject,
contained in the Westminster Confession, or the Arti-
cles of the Church of England, and not a few things
that plainly enough point in the contrary direction.
But the reviewer, of course, must have some way of
making out his point; and, with the adroitness of a
critic, who sets himself to damage the credit of a book,
and its author along with it, he does so by imposing a
sense upon my words which they were not intended
to bear, and so bringing them in connexion with a
subject that was not properly in my view. Pro-
phecy, as he there views it, is identical with the Divine
decree; so that a conditional element in the one comes
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to be virtually the same with a conditional ground
for the other. The subject of discourse with me, how-
ever, was prophecy, simply as it appears in the writ-
ten Word, as an objective communication to men. In
handling this, I, no doubt, occasionally spoke of the
Divine purposes; but of these, as is evident from the
whole tenor and connexion of the discourse, not as
formed in the mind of God, and determining with in-
finite and unerring wisdom the entire system of the
Divine administration. I purposely abstained from
entering upon this higher region, and confined my
attention to the intimations of the Divine will as dis-
closed in the prophetic word—to these as coming into
contact with men’s obligations and responsibilities—
and therefore, in a greater or less degree (for they dif-
fer widely in the extent to which they admit it,)
tinged with that anthropomorphic colouring, which
is required to adapt the communications of Heaven to
the thoughts and feelings, the ever varying states and
conditions of men. The subject, as presented by me,
might be assigned to that species of accommodation
treated of in Part I. sect. 6 of this volume, according
to which, while the form given to spiritual things
bears the variable type of what is human, there are
not the less realities lying behind, fixed and immuta-
ble. And in the very brief and general allusion, which
was made to the Calvinistic writers of a former age,
nothing more was designed than to intimate, in the
shortest manner possible—it was implied, indeed,
rather than intimated—that the distinction (however
expressed) between the secret and the revealed, or
between the absolute decrees and the conditional an-
nouncements of God, did not, to my view, satisfactorily
explicate the matter at issue. I thought so then, and
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I think so still, notwithstanding the advantage I have
derived from the instructions of so learned a reviewer.
To divide, as he and his authorities do, between pro-
phecy, considered as equivalent to Divine decrees, and
prophecy, as involving matter of commination or pro-
mise—the former absolute, the latter conditional—
does not satisfy my “exegetical conscience,” and I am
afraid never can. It seems to me to introduce an arti-
ficial distinction into the prophetic word, which is not
indicated in that word itself, nor admits of being pro-
perly drawn; and has the appearance, at least, of at-
tempting, by the mere adoption of a particular phrase-
ology, or by arbitrarily singling out portions of the
same prophetic message, to tide over difficulties in in-
terpretation, which attach to the subject as a concrete
whole, as an objective communication addressed to the
fears or the hopes of mankind.

But this is not the place for minute or lengthened
explanations on the subject. I wished merely, in a
few sentences, to deliver my protest against a style of
criticism which I hold to be essentially unfair, and
which, if similarly applied to the sacred writers, might
readily be made to turn one half of them against an-
other. It is not likely that I shall refer to any thing
of the same sort in future. No one, who reads with a
candid and unbiassed spirit what is written in this, orin
previous productions of my pen, can have any doubt
that the great principles of the Reformed churches are
therein maintained and vindicated.

The Third Part of the volume, which is devoted to
the quotations from the Old Testament in the New,
occupies & larger space than I could have wished.
But it relates to a branch of the subject which, in the
present day, is of special importance; and I did not
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see how my main object could be served without taking
it up in detail, and examining somewhat carefully the
parts which are more peculiarly attended with diffi-
culty. For those who would-study the subject in its
relation to Typology, and would trace the gradual
evolution of the meaning of Old Testament Scripture,
through the application of particular passages to the
realities of the Gospel, I take leave to refer to the
first volume of my Typology, and especially to the
Appendix in that volume on this particular subject.

P. F.

PREFACE.

" GLasgow, May, 1858.
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PART FIRST.

DISCUSSION OF FACTS AND PRINCIPLES BEARING ON THE LAN-
GUAGE AND INTERPRETATION OF NEW TESTAMENT SCRIPTURE.

SECTION FIRST.
THE ORIGINAL LANGUAGE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

Ix the more.exact and scientific study of the Sacred Scrip-
tures, the first object, in the order of nature, that calls for
examination, has respect to the state of the original records.
The possession of a pure text is an indispensable preliminary
to a thoronghly correct and trustworthy exposition. And, as
well from its importance as from the peculiar character of the
investigations belonging to it, this is now fitly assigned to a
distinct branch of Biblical study. Next to it in order, and
certainly not inferior in importance, is & correct and discri-
minating acquaintance with the original langunage of Scripture,
and the principles that should guide our inquiries into its
meaning and purport. All theology that is really sound, and
that will stand the test of time, must have its foundation here.
The reformers, to their credit, clearly perceived this, and were
hence led to doctrinal results, which, in the main, never have
been, and never can be displaced. They proceeded on the
sound maxim of Melancthon, that Scripture cannot be under-
stood theologically, unless it has been already understood gram-
matically, (Seriptura non potest intelligi theologice, nisi an-
tea sit intellecta grammatice.) In such statements, of course,
the term grammatical must be taken in its wider sense, as
comprehending all that is necessary to a just discernment of
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the import and spirit of the original. And if such a critical
acquaintance with the mere language of sacred Scripture be
but one element of success, it still is an element of very pe-
culiar moment to the well-furnished theologian; since it has
respect to the ultimate source of all that is sound and valua-
ble in theological attainment.

As regards the Scriptures of the New Testament, with
which alone we have properly to do at present, it is only the
Greek language that comes directly into notice; since the
whole of the writings that compose the New Testament are
found, as to their original form, in no other langnage than
that of the Greek. If any of them ever existed in a prior
original, it no longer does so. Nor, with the exception of St.
Matthew’s Gospel, and the Epistle to the Hebrews, has it ever
been imagined, but by a few dreaming and speculative minds,
that the books of the New Testament appeared originally in
any other language. The Epistle to the Hebrews is now also
held by all men of competent learning to have been originally
composed in Greek. And there only remains the gospel of
St. Matthew about which there may still be some room for
difference of opinion—though, even in regard to it, the con-
viction has of late been growing in favour of the proper origi-
nality of its present form, which was certainly in current use’
before the close of the apostolic age.

Whence, then, did this predilection for the Greek arise?
Were our Lord’s discourses, and the writings of the Evange-
lists, as well as of the apostles, transmitted to us in Greek,
because that was the current language of the place and time?
‘Was this really thelanguage in which our Lord and his apostles
usually spoke? So, some have been disposed to maintain; and
though it is & question rather of antiquarian interest, than of
any vital moment for the interpretation of Scripture, it is en-
titled to some consideration atour hands. It has also a certain
bearing on the dispute respecting the original language of St.
Matthew’s Gospel. Indeed, it was chiefly in connexion with
this more special question, that the other pressed itself on the
attention of Biblical students. Thus Hug, in his introduction
to the New Testament, went at considerable length into the
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investigation of the subject, for the purpose of vindicating the
proper originality of the Greek gospel of Matthew; and en-
deavoured to prove, that the Greek language was in current
use throughout Palestine at the commencement of the Chris-
tian era—so much so, that the people generally understood
it, that our Lord himself often employed it, nor had His evan-
gelists and apostles any proper reason for resorting to another
in those writings, which were intended for ciroulation in Pa-
lestine and the neighbouring regions. But the fullest and,
we believe, also the ablest defence of this view, is to be found
in the treatise of an Italian Ecclesiastic, Dominici Diodati,
entitled De Christo Grsece loquente exercitatio, originally
published at Naples in 1767, and re-published in this country
not many years since. In this treatise the subject is discussed,
partly on general grounds, as on its own account interesting
and important to the Biblical student, and partly also with
reference to its bearing on the question of the original lan-
guage of Matthew’s Gospel. The position which the author
labours to establish, is, that “neither Hebrew, Syriac, nor
Latin, was the vernacular language of the Saviour, but Greek.”’
It will be readily understood, on the other side, that those who
held the contrary opinion respecting Matthew’s Gospel—viz.,
that it was originally written in Hebrew for the use of the
Jewish believers in Syria—were naturally led to controvert
the position, that Greek was generally spoken and understood
in Palestine: they held, that not Greek, but Aramaic, a sort
of broken Hebrew, was the only language in general use, and
that also commonly employed by our Lord and his apostlea in .
their public discourses.

Now, on a question of this kind, it is not difficult for an
ingenious theorist, or an eager disputant, to sort and apply
some scattered notices of ancient writers, either directly or
indirectly bearing on the subject, in such a way as to give
them a plausible appearance, and compel them to pay tribute
to the side of the controversy he has espoused. But there
are certain great principles applicable to the case which, with
all sober and impartial minds, must go far to settle it, and
which cannot be overthrown, or materially modified by any
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occasional statements or fragmentary notices culled out of
" ancientrecords. It is found, not in the history of one people,
but in the history of nations generally, that there is nothing
which is more tenacious of its grasp, and which more slowly
yields to the force of foreign influences, than the vernacular
language of a people. “ Language is after all the most du-
rable of human monuments. Conquerors may overthrow em-
pires and states; earthquakes may swallow up cities; time
may confound all things besides:—but the winged words, in
which man gives utterance to his feelings and thoughts, often
outlast all these ravages, and preserve the memory of nations
long after they have cegsed to exist. That which seems the
most fragile, the most variable, the most evanescent of human
attributes or possessions, becomes in reality the most perma-
nent, the most indestructible. If no longer able to support
an independent existence, it clings to and coalesces with some
more recent and robust dialect:—if lost in one form, it is al-
most certain to re-appesr in another—exhibiting amidst all
changes and disfigurations incontestable traces of its origin.
This law of decay and reproduction, of fluctuation yet perma-
nence, is so general, that it is principally from analytical in-
quirieg into the origin, composition, and affinities of language,
that we derive what knowledge we possess of the early history
and fortunes of nations.’””*

In confirmation of this, it is only necessary to point to a
few well-known examples. One of the most striking is fur-
nished by the ancient country of the Pharaohs, after the time
that their dynasty came to an end, and a succession of con-
quests, followed by the ascendency of a foreign power, swept
over the land. Persian, Macedonian, Roman, and Arabian
conquerors in turn held possession of the throne of Egypt,
each endeavouring to establish as firmly as possible their do-
minion over the vanquished, and to render their sway enduring
and complete. Yet after this subduing and fusing process
had been proceeding for twelve or fourteen centuries, we have
the best grounds for believing that the language of the Pha-
raohs still survived, and continued, though not, we may well

1 Encyclopedia Britannica, 7th ed., Art. ¢ Hieroglyphics,’ o. 2d.



THE NEW TESTAMENT. 17

conceive, without the introduction of many foreign admixtures,
to form the staple of the vernacular tongue of the people.
What is called the Coptic language is but a correct form of
the old Egyptic, (as the name also, perhaps, is.") "Into this
language the Scriptures were translated in the earlier ages of
Christianity; a liturgy in common use probably about the
fifth or sixth century, is still employed by the few remaining
Copts of the present day—though the Coptic tongue in which
it is written is no longer understood by them. They adhere
to it merely as a venerable relic of the better past of their
hiatory; of which it forms an abiding, though a mournful and
mummy-like witness. But its introduction into the churches
of Egypt a few centuries after the Christian era testifies to
the fact, that the substance of the ancient language had with-
stood the influences of foreign conquest and dominion for more
than a thousand years.

We may, however, take an example nearer home. The
Norman conquest took place in the year 1066; and it is well
known to have been the policy of the first Norman kings—a
policy, too, that was continued with steady aim by their suc-
cessors—to get rid of the old Saxon entirely, and have it sup-
planted by their own Norman French. In this French the
statutes of the realm were written; 80 also were commentaries
upon the laws, and the decisions of the courts of justice. In
many places it was at length introduced into the common
schools; so that an old chronicler (Ralph Higden) complains
of it a8 a thing ‘‘against the usage and manner of all other
nations,” that * children in schools are compelled for to leave
their own language, and to construe their lessons and their
things in French.” A change in this respect only began to
be introduced about the year 1385—more than three centu-
ries after the conquest—when the English again resumed its
place in the schools;—and though it was English materially
altered, betraying in many respects the influence of Norman
domination, yet it still retained its old Saxon root and trunk.
The power and policy of the conquerors, though in active ope-
ration for more than three centuries, could prevail no further

1 A’iyvxrrec—Gyptos, Coptos, Coptic.
2%
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than to superinduce some partial changes upon the mother
tongue of the people, and introduce some additional terms;
and that, too, while this tongue itself was in & comparatively
crude state, and very far from having reached its matured
form.

Other examples might be referred to—such as the Welsh,
the Gaelic, and the Irish-speaking portions of the British Isles,
from which still more powerful and long-c .ntinued influences
have not been sufficient to dislodge the ancient dialects from
their place, as the customary vehicles of intercourse among
the people. But it is needless to enlarge. The cases adduced
are by no means singular; they are but specimens of a multi-
tude—exemplifications of principles and habits that are inhe-
rent in human nature, operating equally among all races and
in all climes. And is it, then, to be conceived, with such facts
presenting themselves in the linguistic history of tribes and
nations, that the effect of a foreign rule in Palestine—a rule
that had not for more than two or three centuries possessed
the form of a stringent and pervasive domination—the rule,
too, of masters, who themselves spoke different languages,
first Persian, then Greek, then Roman, and who never were
g0 closely identified with the subjects of their sway as in the
cases already noticed—is it yet to be conceived, that the ef-
fect here was to be such, as to bring about an entire revolu-
tion in the vernacular language of the people? The suppo-
sition is in the highest degree improbable—we may even say,
morally impossible; the rather so, as the Jews had reasons
connected with their religion, their history, and their pros-
pects, for cleaving to their language, which no other people,
either in ancient or in modern times, equally possessed.
Every thing in the past and the future contributed to throw
an air of sacredness and grandeur around the Hebrew lan-
guage, which must bave doubly endeared it to their minds,
and, on the part of their conquerors, have greatly aggravated
the difficulty of supplanting it by another altogether different.

It is, therefore, against all analogy, and in opposition to
the strongest tendencies of human nature, to suppose that in
such circumstances the Greek tongue should, in the age of
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our Lord and His apostles, have come into general use in Pa-
lestine, and to any considerable extent taken the place of
Aramaic. With far more probability might it be maintained
that Norman and not Anglo-Saxon was the language of com-
mon life among the English in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries, or that in the present day English is understood
and spoken by the mass of the population in the Principality
of Wales, or in the Highlands of Scotland. It is true, how-
ever, that the ancient language of Palestine had undergone a
certain change; it had in some degree suffered by the misfor-
tunes of the people, and had lost its original purity. The
long sojourn in Chaldea, in the first instance, then the in-
tercourse kept up with the neighbouring Syrian tribes through
commerce, war, and marriage relationships, naturally brought
into it foreign elements, and imparted to it a Syro-Chaldaic
form. Of this we have undoubted indications, both in the
later books of the Old Testament, and in occasional notices
and expressions that occur in the New. Baut these successive
changes only affected the accidents of the language; they in-
troduced new dialects, antiquated particular words and phrases,
and obtained currency for others in their stead; but—as in
all similar cases—they left the bones and sinews of the lan-
guage, its structure and essence, substantially what they were.
The historical proofs of this are perfectly sufficient. Jose-
phus, for example, constantly distinguishes between his native
tongue and the Greek. While he speaks of having applied
diligently to domestic and foreign literature, so as even to be
acknowledged by all his countrymen a8 a person of superior
learning, he yet confesses himself to have been so long accus-
tomed to his own tongue (wdrpro¢ guvrjfeca) that he could not
attain to an accurate pronunciation of the Greek, (Antiq. xx.
11, 2.) In thejntrdduction, as well to the Antiquities as to
the Wars, he speaks of writing in the Greek language and in
his native tongue, as two distinct things, and says, that what
he originally wrote in the one he afterwards translated into
the other, (‘EAAdde yAw' ooy petafadav, 8 toic fapfdooc Ty wa-
tpiq ovvrdSac, Bell. Jud. Pro. 1, Antiq. Pro. 2.) And once
and again he represents the communicatices sent from Titus
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during the siege of Jerusalem as being interpreted by himself
to the Jews, or by some other person who Hebraised (¢fac"wy,)
as he terms it, or spake to them in their own tongue (rarpéiw
rAd'aay, Bell., v. 9, 2, vi. 2, 11.) At the same time he shows,
by occasional allusions to Syriac or Babylonian terms, that
the Hebrew ‘current in his day was not altogether identical
with that of earlier times—as when, speaking of the high
. priest’s upper robe or girdle, he tells us the old designation
for it had been dropt (13, abaneth,) and it was now called by
the Babylonian name Emia, (Antiq. iii. 7, 2,)—a proof that
the foreign influence had reached even to the terms for sacred
things, and if to these, then assuredly to many others.
When we turn to the New Testament, the evidence is not
less clear on both points—both, that the language in common
use in Palestine was of the Hebrew, not of the Greek cha-
racter, yet Hebrew of the Aramaic, not of the older and purer
Hebrew stamp. Thus, when our Lord appears in the attitude
of addressing any one very familiarly, of giving or adopting
designations for common use, He is represented as speaking
in Aramaic:—as when He said to the daughter of Jairus, Ta-
litha cumi, ('mp xn'ow, Mark v. 41,) and to the blind man,
Ephphatha, (nnamk, Mark vii. 84;) or when He referred to
the terms currently employed among the people, such as raka,
rabbi, corban; when he applied to His disciples such epithets
as Cephas, Bar-jona, Boanerges, (¥'3)’32;) or when on the
cross He exclaimed, Eli, Eli, lama Sabacthani. Similar in-
dications are also to be found in the Acts of the Apostles—-
in the name, for example, reported to have been given by the
Jews to the field purchased by the reward of Judas’ treachery,
Aceldama, (properly ‘Axiadepa, ¥7 9PN, i.19;) or of tabitha
as the familiar term, the native word for the Greek &opxas,
(ix. 86;) or, finally, in the fact of St. Paul addressing the
Jewish multitude on the occasion of his being apprehended in
the temple, in the Hebrew tongue, and their giving, on that
account, the more attentive heed to him, as addressing them
through a medium which was at once intelligible and congenial
to their minds, (ch. xxii. 1.) The composition also of Targums
among the Eastern Jews, some time about the apostolic age,
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(certainly little if at all later,) can only be explained on the
supposition that the Aramsic langnage in which they were
written, was that currently employed at the time by the Jews
in Palestine and the adjoining regions. Nor is there any clear
or even probable evidence of the Greek translation of the Old
Testament Scriptures ever having been used in the synagogues
of Palestine and Syria. The efforts that have been made to
establish this point, have utterly failed ; indeed, it can scarcely
be said, that 8o much as one of the proofs advanced by Dio-
dati in support of it, has any proper bearing on the subject.!

On all these grounds it appears to us a matter of historical
certainty, that the Aramaic, or later Syro-Chaldaic form of
the Hebrew, was in the age of our Lord the vernacular lan-
guage of the Jewish people, and consequently the medium of
intercourse on all ordinary occasions. At the same time, it
cannot be reasonably doubted, on the other side, that from a
long and varied concatenation of circumstances, the Greek
language must have been very commonly understood by the
higher and more educated classes throughout Syria. It was
the policy both of Alexander and of his successors in that
part of the world, to extend the language and culture, as well
as ascendency of Greece. With this view cities were planted
at convenient distances, which might be considered Grecian
rather than Asiatic in their population and manners. The
Syrian kings, by whom the Macedonian line of rulers was
continued, kept up Greek as the court language, and were
doubtless followed by their official representatives, and the
influential classes gemerally throughout the country. The
army, too, though not entirely, nor perhaps even in the major
part, yet certainly in very considerable proportions, was com-
posed of persons of Grecian origin, who could not fail to make
the Greek language in some sense familiar at the various mili-
tary stations in the regions of Syria. Even after the Mace-
donian rule had terminated, and all became subject to the
sway of the Romans, it was still usually through the medium’

! The arguments by Diodati are well met by Dr. Pfannkuche, in vol. I,
of Bib. Cabinet. A fair summary of the arguments on both sides is given by
Dr, Davidson, in his Introduction to the New Testament, I. pp. 88—40.
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of the Greek tongue that official intercourse was maintained,
and the decrees of government were made known. Itisin
the very nature of things impossible that so many Hellenizing
icfluences should have continued in operation for two or three
centuries, without leading somewhat generally to a partial
knowledge of Greek among the better olasses in all parts of
Syria. There were also circumstances more strictly peculiar
to the Jewish people, which require to be taken into account,
and which could not be without their effect in bringing them
to some extent acquainted with the Greek language. Partly
from special encouragements held out to them at the founding
of Alexandria, a Grecian city, and partly, perhaps, from the
mercantile spirit which began to take possession of them
from the time of the Babylonish exile, Alexandria became
one of their great centres, where, as we are told by Philo,
they formed about two-fifths of the entire population. They
abounded also, as is clear alone from the Acts of the Apostles,
in the Greek-speaking cities of Asia Minor, and in those of
Greece itself. From whatever causes, the dispersion seems,
for some generations previous to the Christian era, to have
taken very much a western, and specially a Grecian di-
rection; in every place of importance inhabited by Greeks,
members of the stock of Israel had their homes and syna-
gogues. It is only, too, what might have been expected in
the circumstances, that the culture and enterprise which dis-
tinguished the communities in those Grecian cities, would act
with stimulating effect upon the Jewish mind, and bring. its
powers into more energetic play and freedom of action, than
was likely to be found among the Palestinian Jews, who were
sealed up in their national bigotry and stagnant Pharisaism.
Hence, the only moral and religious productions which are
known to have appeared among the Jews between the closing
of the Old Testament canon and the birth of Christ—those
contained in the Apocryphal writings—came chiefly if not
entirely from the pen of the Hellenistic Jews, and exist only
—most probably never did exist but—in the Greek language.
Hence also the Greek translation of the Old Testament, which
was completed several generations before the Christian era,
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and which, there is good reason to believe, was in extensive
use about that era among the Jewish people. So that, look-
ing to the numbers, the higher intelligence, and varied resources
of the Hellenistic Jews, and taking into account their frequent
personal visits to Palestine at the ever-recurring festivals, we
cannot doubt that they materially contributed to a partial
knowledge and use of the Greek tongue among their brethren
in Palestine.

As regards the question, then, whether our Lord and his
immediate disciples ever spoke in Greek to their countrymen
in Judea, it may be admitted as perfectly possible, perhaps
even probable, that they sometimes did so—but the reverse of
probable, that such should have been their usual practice, or
that their public addresses should have been originally de-
livered in that tongue;—the more so, as their intercourse for
the most part lay, not with the more refined and educated,
but with the humbler classes of society. But in respect to
the further-question, why in such a case the books of the New
Testament, including those which contain our Lord’s personal

discourses, should, with at most one exception—if the Gospel

of St. Matthew be indeed an exception—bave been originally
composed in the Greek, rather than the Aramaic language?
the answer is obvious—that at the time those books were
written, and for the individuals and communities whose spiri-
tual good they more immediately contemplated, the Greek
language was on every account the fittest medium. It was
comparatively but a small portion of the people resident in
Jerusalem and Judea, who embraced the Christian faith; and
those who did, having in the first instance enjoyed many op-
portunities of becoming personally acquaintad with the facts
of gospel history, and enjoying afterwards the ministry of
apostles and evangelists, who were perfectly cognisant of the
whole, were in a manner independent of any written records.
Besides, the troubles which shortly after befel their native
land, and which were distinctly foreseen by the founders of
the Cbristian faith, destined, as they were, to scatter the
power of the Jewish nation, and to render its land and people
monuments of judgment, presented an ‘anticipative reason
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against committing the sacred and permanent records of the
Christian faith to the Hebrew language. That language, it-
self already corrupted and broken, was presently to become
to all but the merest fragment of the Jews themselves, anti-
quated and obsolete. The real centres of Christianity—the
places where it took firmest root, and from which it sent forth
its regenerating power among the nations—from the time that
authoritative records of its facts and expositions of its doc-
trines became necessary—were to be found in Greek-speaking
communities—the communities scattered throughout the cities
of Asia Minor, of Greece, at Rome and the West—where also
the first converts to the faith consisted chiefly of those whose
native tongue was Greek. Whether, therefore, respect were
had to the immediate wants of the first Christian commaunities,
or to the quarters in which the gospel was to find its most ac-
tive agents and representatives, and the direction it was ap-
pointed to take in the world, the Greek was obviously the lan-
guage in which its o¥iginal and authoritative documents be-
hooved to be written. Whatever reasons there were for the
adherents of Judaism getting the Scriptures of the Old Tes-
tament rendered into Greek; whatever reasons also Josephus
could have for translating into Greek his Jewish histories, and
the authors of the Apocryphal writings for adopting that lan-
guage in preference to Aramaic, the same reasons existed,
and in far greater force, for the inspired writings, which were
to form in earlier and later times the fundamental records of
the Christian faith, being composed in the Greek language,
and in that language committed to the faithful keeping of
the church. Had they not been originally composed in Greek,
the course of Poovidence would presently have required that
they should be translated into Greek; and considering how
much depended on the correct knowledge of them, and how
many sources we have for illustrating Greek, as compared
with Aramaic productions, it was unspeakably better that,
from the first, they should have appeared in a Greek form.
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SECTION SECOND.

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

I. Being satisfied that the books of the New Testament
were written in Greek, our next inquiry naturally turns on
the precise character of this Greek. Is it fashioned after the
model of classical Greek, or has it laws and properties of its
own? If the latter, wherein consist its distinctive peculiari-
ties? This is evidently a subject of no small moment for the
correct interpretation of the New Testament writings, and de-
mands a careful examination. In the present day, it can
scarcely be said, that there is any material difference of opi-
nion upon the subject. This common agreement, however,
is the result partly of a long controversy, and partly of the
more exact and impartial treatment of Scripture, which is the
general characteristic of present, as compared with earlier,
times. Indeed, the question, in 8o far as it has been agitated,
has usually turned, not so much upon the fact of a difference
between New Testament and classical Greek, (which no com-
petent scholar could fail to perceive,) as upon the eztent of
the difference, and the precise light in which it was to be re-
garded. So early as the period of the Reformation, we find
distinct notice taken of the difference. Erasmus, for exam-
ple, says on Acts x. 38, ¢ The apostles had not learned their
Greek from the speeches of Demosthenes, but from the lan-
guage of common discourse; and I should think it best suited
to the gospel of Christ, that it was communicated in a simple
and unpolished style, and that the discourse of the apostles
resembled their clothing, their manners, and their whole life.
Pious persons should as little take offence at the language of
the apostles, as at their unwashed bodies, and their plebeian
garments.” Beza, in a long note on the same chapter, only
80 far controverts the sentiments of Erasmus, as the latter had
affirmed the language of the apostles to be relatively imper-
fect and obscure, as well as unpolished; but he admits the

3
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existence of Hebraistic peculiarities, and of occasional sole-
cisms. Practically, however, the theological writers of that
period treated the language of the New Testament much as
they would have done any other production in Greek, and as
if it had no very marked peculiarities of its own. The doc-
trinal discussions, too, in which they, and their immediate
successors in sacred learning, were so much engaged, tended
not a little to impede the exact philological study of the Greek
Scriptures, and their relation in point of dialect to other Greek
writings, from a too prominent regard to polemical discussions.

Often, indeed, Greek studies were prosecuted for the pur-
pose mainly of impugning or defending out of Scripture a par-
ticular class of doctrines; and, as a natural consequence, the
New Testament came to be.regarded as an ordinary specimen
of Greek, and to be commonly used as a class-book for the
acquirement of the language. Nor, by and by, were there
wanting persons to contend for the absolute purity of its style
—including among others the well-known printer, Robert Ste-
phens—persons who sought to prove, that the seeming pecu-
liarities of the New Testament dialect were also to be met
with in the contemporaneous and earlier writings of Greece.
It was the more common opinion, however, among learned
men during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, that
there are certain terms and modes of expression frequently
employed in the New Testament, and derived from the Hebrew,
which characteristically distinguish it from the writings belong-
ing to Greece proper; but yet that the introduction of these
—to use the language of Pfeiffer, who speaks the general sen-
timent of his age'—¢is to be sought, not in any degeneracy
of the Greek language into a distinct Hellenistic dialect, but
in an assimilation of the style of the New Testament to that
of the Old, through an especial direction of the Holy Spirit.
Such Hebraisms are not to be reckoned as solecisms, or barba-
risms, but modes of speech, which are peculiar to the Holy
Spirit. If the style of the New Testament (he adds) may be
designated by any name, it should rather be called after the
authors, the sacred Greek style, than either Hellenistic, or

1 Klausen's Hermeneutik, p. 260.
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half Hebraistic, or Hebrew Greek, or Hebraizing, to say no-
thing of disfigured Greek.”

We have here, no doubt, in substance, the right view of the
matter—though with an error in the formal representation of
it, the offspring of a not unnatural, though mistaken dread,
lest, in conceding the strict purity of New Testament Greek,
a kind of slight should be thrown upon the medium of the
Spirit’s communication. The strongest representative of this
feeling, perhaps, may be found in Blackwall, who, in his Sa-
cred Classics, both denied that many of the alleged peculiari-
ties of New Testament Greek are Hebraistic or Oriental
idioms, and claimed for such, as he admitted to be of this de-
scription, the character of true and proper ornaments. ¢ He
did not consider,” as justly remarked by Dr. Campbell, in the
first preliminary dissertation to the gospels, ¢ that when he
admitted any Hebraisms in the New Testament, he in effect
gave up the cause. That only can be called a Hebraism in a
Greek book, which though agreeable to the Hebrew idiom, is
not 8o to the Greek. Nobody would ever call that a Scotti-
cism, which is equally in the manner of both Scotch and Eng-
lish. Now, such foreign idioms as Hebraisms in Greek, Gre-
cisms in Hebrew, or Latinisms in either, come all within the
definition of barbarism, and sometimes even of solecism—
words which have always something relative in their significa-
tion; that term of expression being a barbarism or a solecism
in one language, which is strictly proper in another, and, I
may add, to one set of hearers, which is not so to another.
It is in vain, then, for any one to debate about the applica-
tion of the names barbarism and solecism. To do so, is at
best but to wrangle about words, after admitting all that is
meant by them.”

So obvious is this view of the matter, and so readily does
it commend itself to one’s practical judgment, that it secms
strange there should ever have been any unwillingness to ad-
mitit. The unwillingness, as we have mentioned, simply arose
from a mistaken idea of some necessary connexion subsisting
between purity of diction and inspiration of sentiment; cer-
tainly a mistaken idea, for the imagined purity is expressly
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disclaimed by the most learned of all the apostles, who repre-
gents himself as naturally sppearing to a Greek audience
“‘rude in specch;” and of his method of discourse generally,
including doubtless the language in which it was expressed,
he declares that it did not aim at excellency of words. A
strictly classical diction would not have been natural to him
and the other apostles. And as it was the rule of the Spirit
in all His supernatural gifts and operations to proceed on the
basis of what is natural, it would, in the first instance, have
been contrary to the usual method of the Spirit’s working, if
they had given utterance to their thoughts in language of fine
polish and unexceptionable purity. It would, in fact, have
required a kind of second inspiration to secure this, and one
8o little in accordance with the principle usually acted on in
like cases, that it might well have suggested a doubt as to the
reality of the first. If the apostles had written with the clas-
sical taste, which is sometimes claimed for them, thoughtfal
minds would have found some difficulty in believing them to
be the authors of their own productions. And we, in this
remoter age, should have wanted one of the most important
evidences of the authenticity and genuineness of New Testa~
ment Scripture—its being written in the style natural to the
persons by whom, and the age in which, it was produced. The
language is precisely what might have been expected from
Jews at that particular time expressing themselves in Greek.
And this, beyond doubt, is the fundamental reason for the
style being precisely what it is. But the apostle Paul con-
nects with it in his own case—connects with its very deficien-
cies in respect to classical refinement and rhetorical finish— -
the further and higher reason, that it but served the more
strikingly to exhibit the direct agency of God’s Spirit in the
success of the gospel. He spake, in delivering the Divine
message, and of course also wrote, *not with the wisdom of
words, lest the cross of Christ should be made of none effect;”
and “his preaching was not with enticing words of man’s wis-
dom, but in demonstration of the Spirit and of power, that
your faith (the faith of those who listened to his preaching)
might not stand in the wisdom of men, but in the power of
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God,” (1 Cor. ii. 4, 5.) His meaning evidently is, that in
himself and the other heralds of the gospel, in their personal
attributes and in their whole manner of address, there were ob-
vious defects and imperfections, as judged by the standard of
worldly taste and refined culture; and that, not as a matter
of accident, but of Divine choice—for the purpose of render-
ing more palpable and conspicuous the operation of God’s hand
in the results that were accomplished through their instrumen-
tality.

Even this is not the whole. Another reason still may be
added for the same thing, and one too commonly overlooked
by-those who contended against the purists. There was a ne-
cessity in the case for securing the proper ends of a divine
revelation—a necessity for a certain departure from the pure
classical style, and calling in the aid of Jewish idioms and
forms of speech, in order to exhibit in the most distinot and
appropriate manner the peculiar truths of the gospel. As
these truths required the preparation of much time and special
providences for their proper growth and development, so also
did the language, in which they were to be finally presented
to the world, require something of a peculiar conformation.
The native language of Greece, though in some respects the
most perfect medium for the communication of thought which
has ever been employed by the tongue of man, yet from being
always conversant with worldly things, adapted to express
every shade of thought and every variety of relationship with-
in the human and earthly sphere—but still only these—it was
not fully adequate to the requirements and purposes of Chris-
tian authorship. For this higher end it needed to borrow
something from the sanctuary of God, and be, as it were,
baptized in the modes of thought and utterance which were
familiar to those who had enjoyed the training of the Spirit.
So that the writings of the Old Testament formed a necessary
preparation for the language of the New, as did also the his-
tory and institutions of the one for the religious ideas of the
other. Nor is it too much to say, as indeed Aas been said,
“that a pure Greek gospel, a pure Greek apostolic epistle is

? ge
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inconceivable. The canonical and the Hebrew are most inti-
mately connected.’

It is perfectly consistent with all this, and no less true, that
the writers of the New Testament often show a correct ac-
quaintance with the idioms of the Greek language, and knew
how to distinguish between the nicer shades of meaning in
many of its expressions. There are numberless passages in
their writings which are scarcely less remarkable for the lofty
elevation of thought they convey, than for the graceful and
felicitous form in which it is embodied. And if we must say,
on the one hand, that their language, as a whole, exhibits
frequent deviations from the purity of Attic Greek, we must
say also, on the other, that it often makes near approaches
to this—differing, if not only, yet most distinctly and chiefly,
when the higher purposes for which they wrote required them
8o to do. Their language may thus be said to be of a some-
what irregular and oscillatory character. ¢ In many cases it
rises superior to the common dialect of the time, and approaches
marvellously near to the vigour and precision of Attic Greek,
while in other usages it seems to sink below the average stand-
ard, and to present to us the peculiaritics of the later Greek,
distorted and exaggerated by Aramaic forms of expression.
This mixed character of tlie language is very interesting and
suggestive. It shows us how at one time the august nature
of the narrative, from the vital force of the truths it revealed,
wove round itself a garb of clear and vigorous diction of Attic
power, and more than Attic simplicity: and yet how, at other
times, in the enunciation of more peculiarly scriptural senti-
ments and doctrines, the nationality of the writer comes into
view, and with it his inaptitude—his providential inaptitude
(we may thankfully say)—at presenting definite Christian
truths in the smooth, fluent, yet possibly unimpressive [and
spiritually defective] turns of language, which the native
Greek—the Greek of the first century—would have instinec-
tively adopted. Where, however, in a merely literary point
of view, the sacred volume may thus seem weakest, it is, con-
sidered from a higher point of view, incomparably strongest.

1 Hengsteuberg on the Revelation of St. John, ii., p. 442.
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It is this investitute of its doctrines with the majesty of He-
braistic imagery [and the peculiar richness and force of He-
braistic modes of expression,] rather than with the diffluent
garb of & corrupted and decaded Hellenism that does truly re-
veal to us the overruling providence and manifold wisdom of
God."? -

Whether, therefore, we look to what was in itsélf natural
and proper at the time, to what was in fittest accordance with
the purposes for which the gospel revelation was given, or,
finally, to what was required by the demands of the revelation
itself, on each account there appears ground for concluding,
that not the earlier and purer Greek of the classics, but the
later Greek of the apostolic age, intermingled with and modi-
fied by the Hebraisms, which were natural and familiar to
those whose style of thought and expression had been moulded
by Old Testament Scripture, was the appropriate diction for
the writers of the New Testament. Admitting, however, that
such 48 and ought to have been its general character, we have
still to inquire into the special characteristics of this dialect
—to notice the more marked peculiarities that belong to it,
and which require to be kept in view by those who would suc-
ceed in the work of interpretation.’

II. Undoubtedly the basis of the New Testament dialect is

! Frazer’s Magazine for December, 1865. Subatantially, indeed, the cor-
rect view was given by Beza, in the note already referred to on Acts x. 46.
After noticing the fine specimens of powerful and affecting writing to be
found, especially in the epistles of Paul, he adds, ¢ As to the intermixture of
Hebraisms, it arose, not only from their being Hebrews, but becaunse, in dis-
coursing of those things which had been transmitted through the Hebrew
tongue, it was necessary to retain much peculiar to it, lest they should seem
to introduce some new doctrine. And certainly I cannot in the least wonder
that so many Hebraisms have been retained by them, since most of theseare
of such a description, that by no other idiom could matters have been 8o hap-
pily expressed, nay, sometimes not expressed at all; so that, had those for-
mulas not been used, riew words and novel modes of expression would have
needed to be sometimes employed, which no one could properly have un-
derstood.”

? For a short account of the earlier part of the controversy on the style of
the New Testament, and a notice of some of the leading authors and works it
called forth, see Planck’s Sacred Philology, Bib. Cab. vii., pp. 67706,
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the xowy’ dedlexroc, the common, or Hellenic dialect, as it has
been called, of the later Greek. This is the name given to
the form of the Greek language, which came into general use
after the Macedonian conquests. It was called common, and
sometimes also Macedonian, because it originated in a sort of
fusion of the particular dialects which had prevailed in earlier
times; and this again arose, in great measure, from the fusion
of the several states of Greece into one great empire under
kings of the Macedonian dynasty. Indeed, what are known
a8 the four classical dialects of earlier times—the Ionic, Aolic,
Dorie, and Attic—were not so properly the dialects in common
use among the people, circulating in their separate localities,
as the forms appropriated to so many departments of litera-
tare, which severally took their rise among the tribes that bore
the distinctive names referred to. There may have been, and
most probably were, other varieties in current use throughout
Greece, but none, except one or other of the four specified,
were allowed to appear in written productions. The Attic,
however, surpassed the others so much, both by its inherent
grace, and by the number of distinguished men who employed
it in their writings, that it came to be generally regarded as
the model form of the Greek language, and was cultivated by
nearly all who were ambitious of writing in the purest style.
Certain changes began to pass upon this dialect after the pe-
riod of the Macedonian conquests, arising chiefly from the
Doric peculiarities which predominated in Macedonia, and
which now obtained a more general currency; while, along
with these, occasional peculiarities from the other dialects
were also introduced, probably, in the first instance, from col-
loquial usage;—the whole combining to form the common
speech of Greece in later times. Salmasius was among the
first to draw the attention of the learned to this subject, and
since his day many others have contributed to the same line
of investigation. Of these Henry Planck may be named as
one of the most careful and accurate, whose treatise on the
subject has been translated into English, and forms part of
Vol. IL of Clark’s Biblical Cabinet. The characteristics of
this common dialect were not quite uniform; but there are
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some general features which distinguish it pretty broadly from
the Greek of the strictly classical times. They fall into two
leading classes—lexical and grammatical peculiarities—the
one relating to the form and usage of words, the other to their
fiexion and government. We shall notice under each head
the more marked and important distinctions, and in each shall
select only such examples as have a place in New Testament
Seripture.

1. Under lexioal peculiarities, or such as relate to the form
and usage of words, there are, (1.) Words that received a new
termination :—such as peromesia, Matt. i. 11, for which pe-
toimoec or petocxia was employed in earlier times; xatyyocc
often in St. Paul’s writings for the act or object of glorifying,
as previously in the Septuagint, but in Attic writers xabyy
or xabyypa; revéaea, which in the earlier Greek writers was
wont to signify the solemnities offered to the dead, on the pe-
riodical return of their birth-day, was latterly used for the
birth-day itself, as in Matt. xiv. 6, instead of revéfica; &'xra-
lac for mdAac; various words with terminations -in pa, as
' typa for a’'tyacc, dvranddypa for dvranddooe, dolfévypa
for doféveca, Jebapa for Pevdoc, (though it is found also in
Plato.) We have also Basikooa, queen, for fadideca or fa-
odic, drooracta for dndarasec, and various other alterations
of a like nature. (2.) Words, and forms of words, which were
but rarely used in classical Greek, or found only with the
poets, passed into common use in the later common dialect:
—such as adfevrety, to govern; dAéxrwp, & cock; diexrpo-
¢wvia, cock-crowing; didizroc, that is not, or cannot be
spoken, etc. (3.) Certain words formerly in use came latterly
to acquire new meanings;—such as mapaxaleiv, in the sense
of admonishing or beseeching; wardebew, of chastising; edya-
peatety, of giving thanks, (originally, to be thankful ;) ebayjuwy,
of respectable or noble standing, (originally, graceful, decent,
or becoming;) d¢dpeoy, diminutive, from d¢ov, (from Eyw,)
strictly, boiled meat, then any thing eaten with bread to give
it a relish, seasoning, sauce—in particular, at Athens, fish,
which were there reckoned among the chief dainties—whence
also the diminutive d¢dpeov acquired the sense of fish, as in
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John vi. 9, in Plutarch too, and Athensus. Under the same
class may be ranked verbs with an active meaning, which, in
classical Greek, are used only intransitively; for example,
palyrevew, to disciple, instead of being or taking the place
of a disciple; dpcapfevew, to cause to triumph, instead of
leading in triumph. Such transitions, however, from the re-
ceived intransitive to a transitive sense, should rather perhaps
be ascribed to the Hebraistic impress of the New Testament
diction, than regarded as a peculiarity of the common dialect
of the later Greek—the sacred writers very naturally giving,
in certain cases, the force of the Hiphil to the simple mean-
ing of the verb. Bat, undoubtedly, traces of such alterations
are also to be found in other writers. (4.) Words and phrases
entirely new entered, especially compound words; for exam-
ple, dAorproeniaxomos, dvlpwndpeaxoc, povéplaluoc, etdwlo-
Aarpeia, ondayyvi{eobar, with many others—some peculiar to
the Septuagint and the writings of the New Testament, others
common to these and the productions in later Greek generally.
Peculiarities of this class are distributed by Planck, not in-
aptly, into three kinds:—the first comprehending those which
were expressly asserted by the ancient grammarians to have
belonged to the common language of later times; the second,
such as were not explicitly noted in this way, but are only
found in the productions which appeared subsequently to the
Macedonian era; and finally, those which nowhere occur but
in the Septuagint, the Apocrypha, the writings of the New
Testament, and the Greek Fathers. It is quite possible that,
in regard to many of the words comprised in each of these
divisions, the use made of them in the later Greek writings is
not absolutely novel; they may have existed before, most
likely did exist, but only as provincialisms, which bad not re-
ceived the sanction of any pure writer, or a8 expressions so
seldom employed, that the earlier writings in which they oc-
curred have not been preserved among the remains of anti-
quity. (5.) A fifth class consists of words imported into the
Greek tongue from the Latin—a natural result of the subju-
gation of the Greek-speaking countries by the Romans; of
these it is enough to notice such expressions as doadpeoy,
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anvdpeoy, xijyaoc, Reysw'y, axdpeoc, ete., Aapfdvey aupBobiiov,
(consilium capere,) éprasiav dobvar, (operam dare,) ete.’

2. In regard to the other great class of peculiarities be-
longing to the common dialect—those relating to flexion and
syntax—Grammatical peculiarities—they also fall into seve-
ral divisions. (1.) We have peculiarities in the flexion of
verbs, such as dJvy as 2d pers. sing. of indic. pass. for the re-
gular dvvasar, xdfy for xdfyoar; second aorists with the ter-
minations proper to the first, as efra for elmov, éresa for éme-
aoy, even jjuaptijoa for Juaprov; various endings also in av,
instead of agr, such as &yvwxav for éyvw'xaar, elpyxay for elpij-
zaoe. Verbs occur, too, with double augments, as Fuelle,
7BobAnlyy, jovvybjoay, as sometimes also with Attic writers;
and again occasionally without the augment, according to the
best readings, for example, in Luke xiii. 13; 2 Tim. i. 16.
Besides, certain Doric forms came into general use—such as
zeav@y for mev, dup@v for defyjv, apudvac for apugver.
- (2.) Peculiarities alsd appear in regard’to the gender and
flexion of nouns; thus &'2co¢, which, with all good Greek au-
thors, is masculine, is neuter in the New Testament and ec-
clesiastical writers—but occasionally also masculine; 7lovroc
in like manner is used as a neuter; Aud, which was used by
the Greeks generally as a masculine, but was feminine in the
Doric dialect, occurs in this gender also in the New Testa-
ment twice, (Luke xv. 14, Aruds loyupd; Acts xi. 28, Apdy
peydiny,) according to the best copies. On the other hand,
the sacred writers and the later Greek writers make pdrog,
a bramble, feminine, as the Greeks generally were wont to do,
while the Attics treated it as a masculine. The peculiarities
in flexion are fewer; but ydpcra, the later and rarer form, oc-
curs occasionally for ydoerv; and éd¢ of the accus. plural is
always dropt for eic. (3.) As further distinctions, there may
be added the nearly entire disuse of the dual, and a few pe-
caliarities in respect to syntax. These latter consist chiefly
(to take the summary of Winer) “in a negligent use of the
moods and particles. In the New Testament the following

1 For a more complete list, see Klausen, Hermencutik, pp. 838—343; also
Winer’s Jdioms, § 2.
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may be noticed as examples: 8rav used with the indicative
preterite, &/ with the subjunctive, fva with the indicative pre-
sent;! the dispensing with fva in forms like #élw tva, dSeoc
fva, ete.; the coupling of verbs like yedesfar with the geni-
tive, and wpogxvyeiv with the dative; the use of the genitive
infinitive, such as oD moesiy, beyond the original and natural
limit, and of the subjunctive for the optative in the historical
style after preterites; and, above all, the rare use of the opta-
tive, which became entirely obselete in the late Greek. Also
a neglect of the declensions begins to be exhibited, as e/7
xaleic, (after év xaféy,) and even xafeic; then also dva eit,
€ic map’ €ic; 80 also perad tod év, and similar instances.”
These constituate the leading peculiarities of the later Greek,
appearing in the writings of the New Testament. But no
doubt, as Winer also remarks, this later and more popular
dialect had in some districts peculiarities which were unknown
elsewhere. And in this category some have been disposed to
place the expressions, which Jerome called Cilicisms of the
apostle Paul. But of such peculiarities we know too little to
enable us to form any correct judgment; and examples have
been found in good Greek authors of, at least, some of Jerome’s
alleged Cilicisms. Winer, however, is disposed to reckon of
the class in question, the occasional use of ‘va in expressions
where the pure Greek writers would have used the infinitive,
and would explain it as a sort of free and colloquial usage (§ 45,
9.) It is, certainly, difficult to maintain the strictly telic use
of tva throughout the New Testament, as Meyer, for example,
endeavours to do; nor can it be done without at times leading
to strained and somewhat unnatural explanations. That the
telic force should be retained in the great mass of cases, and, in
particular, in the formula fva 72ypw0y, we have no doubt;
for when so employed there always is the indication of design.
So also is there in various passages, in which it does not at
first sight appear, but discovers itself on a closer inspection ;
as in 1 John v. 8, ¢ This is the love of God, {va rac dvrodas
1 He might have added, what is still more peculiar, the occasional use of

‘a with the future, as at 1 Cor. xiii. 8, Rev. vi. 11, if these are, as they ap-
pear to be, the correct readings.
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ajrod typdpey,”’—not that we do keep, as a fact—but ¢n or-
der that we may keep the commandments of God, as a scope
or aim; the tendency and striving of Divine love in the heart
is ever in the direction of God’s commandments; or again, in
Matt. v. 29, ovugéper yip ooe tva, x.7.A., it is for thy advan-
tage, viz., to cut off the right hend, in order that one (one
merely) of thy members may perish, and not thy whole body
be cast into hell-fire; this, at least, is a perfectly admissible
explanation. But there are others—such as Rev. vi. 11;
Matt. xviii. 6; Mark vi. 25, ix. 30—in which it is, no doubt,
possible, by copious supplementings, to bring out a design,
yet scarcely to do it in a way that appears consistent with the
simplicity of the sacred writers.

But of the peculiarities generally, which have been noted
as characterizing the dialect of the New Testament, in com-
mon with that of the later Greek writers, there is no room for
difference of opinion. They distinguish the Greek of the apos-
tolic age from the Greek of classical times. They must, there-
fore, be understood, and have due allowance made for them by
all, who would exhibit the precise import of Scripture, and
would even avoid mistakes in interpretation, which have some-
times been committed by persons of high attainments in clas-
sical learning, from their too exclusive regard to simply clas-
sical authorities.

III. But another, and scarcely less important class of pecu-
liarities, must be taken into account for the correct knowledge
and appreciation of the original language of the New Testa-
ment—those, namely, arising from its Hebraistic impress. The
common dialect of later times was, in the case of the sacred
writings, intermingled with the free and frequent use of forms
derived from the Hebrew, which, as already stated, was to some
extent unavoidable in the case of the sacred penmen. Very
commonly the Greek of the apostolic age, with the addition
of this Hebraistic element, is called Hellenistic Greek, from
the namé Hellenists, which was usually applied to the Greek-
speaking Jews, and who naturally spoke Greek with an ad-
mixture of Hebrew idioms.

4
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It is to be borne in mind, however, that while all the writers
of the New Testament partook to some extent of the Hebraistic
influence, some did so considerably more than others; and
~ they are by no means uniform in the admission of Hebraisms
into their style. The Hebraistic element was a very variable
one among them. It differed with the same writers in different
parts of their writings, as in the Apocalypse of St. John, which
is considerably more Hebraistic than either his gospel or epis-
tles—while these again have more of that element than many
other parts of the New Testament. The gospel of St. Luke
is decidedly less marked with Hebraisms than those of St.
Matthew and St. Mark; and in St. Paul's epistles also there
are diversities in this respect. The epistle to the Hebrews
approaches more nearly to the classical diction than any other
book of the New Testament. Viewing the subject generally,
however, and without reference to the peculiarities of indivi-
dual writers, there are three several respects in which the He-
braistic influence appears in the style of the New Testament.

1. The first is of a somewhat general kind, and consists of
a sensible approximation to the Hebrew in the usual cast and
complexion of the style, namely, in those things in which the
Hebrew characteristically differed from the Greek. As (1.)
in the more frequent use of the prepositions for marking re-
lations, which were wont to be indicated in.classical Greek by
means of cases. This characteristic pervades so much the
style of the New Testament, that particular examples are al-
most unnecessary. But take one or two:—In Heb. i. 2, 6v
&0nxe xdyporopoy wdyrwy, “whom he appointed heir of all,”
is classical Greek; but Acts xiii. 22, jyecoey tov Javid eis
puacdéa, literally “raised up David for king,” is Hebraistic.
Again, tive pap efwsy wote T@y dyyélwy, *for to which of the
angels said He at any time,” is pure Greek,—but the use of
the preposition in the following expressions is Hebraistic, 77
&rxaléoet xuta éxlext@y 6eod, Rom. viii. 88; dyamvaxrobyres
7pog Savrody, Mark xiv. 4; dfdo; dwd tob aiparog, Matt.
xxvii. 24, (s0 Sept. transl. ™'PJ in 2 Sam. iii. 28;) opoloyeiv
év adr@, Matt. x. 82, ete. (2.) It formed another marked
difference between the two languages—the paucity of con-
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junctions which existed in the Hebrew, and their great abun-
dance, one might almost say, their superfluity, in the Greek.
But the New Testament writers constantly show an inclina-
tion to adhere to the simplicity of the Hebrew in this respect,
rather than to avail themselves of the greater wealth of the
Greek. How often in their productions do we meet with a
zat, where we would rather have expected an dild, a xaiwep,
or a xa‘ro:? and a yap or an oly where we would have looked
for an éxst, a dote, or a O, if judging from the usage of clas-
sical writers? In the narrative portions, more especially, of
the New Testament, it is the remarkable nakedness and sim-
plicity of the Hebrew language, as to conjunctions and other
particles, which presents itself to our notice, rather than the
copiousness of the Greek. (3.) A further Hebraistic turn
appears in the frequent use of the genitive pronouns, instead
of the possessives—ao0, 00, abrod, fudy, budv, adrayv. This
naturally arose from the inspired writers being used to the He-
brew suffixes, and was also encouraged by a growing tendency
in the Greek language itself to substitute the genitives of the
personal pronouns for the possessives. The practice, how-
ever, is greatly more frequent in the New Testament and
the Septuagint, than in other productions of the same period.
Indeed, we often meet with the personal pronouns generally
in the Greek Scriptures, where simply Greek writers would
have alt.ogether omitted them; as in Gen. xxx. 1, do¢ poe
téxva, e 08 /177, tehevtiow éyw; Ex. ii. 14, pp dvelsty pe ab
éheeg, Oy TpomoY dv-ds\ y0éc Tov Jz;w;rov (in both cases imi-
tatmg the Hebrew;) so in John iii. 2, raira vd opusia Toesty
a ob moesic; Rev. v. 4, xai éyd> Exdazov wodb; 2 John 1, ob¢
éyw dyam@ &v diylsig, ete. (4.) Another pronominal pecu-
liarity, arising from assimilation to the Hebrew, is occasion-
ally found in the New Testament, and abounds in the Septua-
gint. In Hebrew there is only one relative pronoun, WX
(sometimes abbreviated into ¥;) and this without any distine-
tion as to number, gender, or case:—on which account the
suffixes of the personal pronouns, or these pronouns themselves
with a preposition, required to be added, in order to give the
necessary point and explicitness to the reference. Hence
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such expressions as the following: ¢ the land in which ye
dwell upon it,” ¢ the place in which ye sojourn in it,” and so
on. As the Greek language possessed a declinable relative
8¢, and adverbs derived from it, o, 60¢cv, 6mov, there was no
need, when employing it, to resort to this kind of awkward
circumlocution. But those who had been accustomed to the
force and emphasis of the Hebrew usage, appear still occa-
sionally to have felt as if they could not give adequate expres-
sion to their mind without availing themselves of the Hebrew
form. Hence such passages in the Septuagint as the follow-
ing: # 17 8¢’ ¢ oV xaromei ¢ én’ adri, Gen. xxviii. 13; wdc
oopd¢ T3] deavoiq, ¢ 8800y oopia xai émomipa év abroic, Ex.
xxxvi. 1; also Deut. ix. 28; Ex. xxx. 6; Deut. iv. 5, 14, ete.
In the New Testament the peculiarity occurs more rarely;
but still it is found, as in Mark vi. 55, “ They carried about
the sick on couches,” dwov #xovov 8rc éxsi édoriv; vii. 25, fic
elyev 70 Ouydrpeoy adtic mvebpa dxdfaprov; Rev. vii. 2, oi¢
éd0fy abroic; xii. 6, dmov Eyec dxef Tomov frocpaopbvov; ver.
14, 6mov tpéyperar éxsi xarpév. The usage is found also in
some quotations from the Old Testament, (Acts xv. 17; 1 Pet.
ii. 24,) but it is certainly of rare occurrence in the New Tes-
tament writings themselves. (5.) A further distinctive im-
press arose from a marked difference between the Hebrew and
the Greek in respect to the tenses of the verb, giving rise to a
peculiarity in the general character of the New Testament
style, and imparting to it something of a Hebraistic air.
Here again the Hebrew was as remarkable for the fewness,
as the Greek for the multiplicity of its forms—the one having
its simple past and future tenses, while the other had its pre-
sent, imperfect, perfect, pluperfect, first and second aorists,
first and second futures, and paulo-post future—certainly a
plentiful variety, if not, in some respects, a needless redun-
dancy; and all these, again, subject to variations of mood—
" indicatives, subjunctives, optatives—which are unknoWn in
Hebrew. There can be no doubt that the New Testament
writers were well acquainted with the principal tenses of ‘the
Greek verb, and some of its more peculiar modes of construc-
tion, such as those with neuter plurals, with {va and dv; at
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the same time, there are occasional anomalies, with a mani-
fest preference for the simple past and future of the Hebrew,
and, as in the latter, a tendency to use the future, as expres-
sive of necessity and continued action, (must and iz wont,)
somewhat more frequently than is usual in ordinary Greek.
(6.) Once more, there are some peculiar case-usages, though
rare in the New Testament, as compared with the Septuagint.
The most noticeable of these is the employment, though in the
New Testament occurring only in the Apocalypse, of a kind
of nominative absolute—not such as is to be found in Acts
vii. 44, 6 yap Mwbais oitog 6 dvflpwros, in which, merely for
the purpose of giving prominence to the leading noun, the
sentence begins with it in the nominative, and of which exam-
ples are to be wet with in ordinary Greek—but one in which
the nominative comes after, and stands in apposition with,
other nouns in the oblique cases. This arose from a close
imitation of the Hebrew, prefixing the indication of case, or
the. preposition, to the first noun in a sentence, and dropping
it in those that followed. Thus at Num. xx. 5, ei¢c tov ooy
Tov oyypov Tobroy: Tomos o) ob areiperac; Deut. iv. 11, xad
70 Gpog éxateto Tt Sw¢ TOD 0dpavod® axdtog, yyogos, Yuelda;
also ver. 22; Deut. viii. 8, x. 7. Though an anomalous con-
struction, it had the effect, as Tiersch justly remarks, (Pent.
Versione Alexandrina, p. 133,) of giving force and emphasis
to the terms placed thus absolutely in the nominative—which
were thereby isolated. This also is very decidedly the effect
of the employment of the nomiuative in Rev. i. 4, where grace
and peace are sent a0 6 Qv xai 0 Yy xai 0 épyopevos; retain-
ing in the nominative the words, which express the Lord’s
eternal Being, and so taking them, as it were, out of the com-
mon category of declinable nouns, and placing them inan in-
dependent position. Other examples occur in Rev. ii. 20, iii.
12. In the same connexion may be mentioned a kind of He-
braistic extension of the accusative of place, this accusative
being sometimes coupled with a following genitive, in a way
not usual with the Greeks; of which we have such examples
in the Old Testament as Deut. xi. 30, odx idob raira mépay
705 ’ lopddyov, oxtow, 600y Svopdy fkov; i. 19; Ex. xiii. 17.
4%
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And in the New Testament, the peculiar expression in Matt.
iv. 13, 77 Naglaleip, 680v Galdsorc, which has its parallel
in the passages of the Old Testament referred to, and should
not have been regarded in so exceptional & light as it is by
Winer, (Gr. § 32, 6.) Bat such peculiarities exercise compa-
ratively little influence on the Greek of the New Testament.

2. Socondly, the Hebraistic cast of the New Testament
style appears in the use of words and phrases, which have
their correspondence only in the Hebrew, but are not found
in profane Greek writers, whether of the earlier or of the later
periods. Among these, certain words might be included, which
are transferred from the Hebrew and other Oriental languages
into the text of the New Testament :—such as d33a, dfaddwy,
dupy, mapddecoos, yeévva, oardy, etc. Terms of this sort are
merely Oriental words in Greek letters, or with a Greek ter-
mination; and it is by a reference to their Oriental usage that
their meaning is to be determined. It is not these, however,
so much that we have in view under the present division, as
‘words and phrases which are strictly Greek expressions, but
expressions thrown into a Hebraistic form, and conveying a
sense somewhat different from what would naturally be put
upon them by a simply Greek reader. There is a considera-
ble number of this description,—among which are ef< in the
sense of 7«c or wpdrog, according to the Septuagint rendering
of MW (efc ypapparedc, Matt. viii. 19, eic pay (fpépav) tav
aafBfdrowv—piay for mparyy,) {yreiy Ty Juyjy Tevd, Bavdrov
reveolae, Odvaroy (0sey, mepemarety évwmioy tivos, moeety &leog,
Tpdswroy TPdS Tpdbownoy, Aapfdvey mpbowmoy Tevds, adpé xai
alpa, ete.

To refer more particularly to one or two examples, the
phrase mdoa adpf, for all men, mankind at large, is quite a,
Hebraism, being a literal translation of the Hebrew W3-13 by
two terms, which in the one language, as well as the other,
signify all flesh—while still native Greek writers never used
odpf in the sense of men, and such an expression, if employed
by them, would have meant, not all mankind, but the whole
fiesh, (of & man or an animal, as it might happen.) Some-
times the Hebraism is further strengthened by the addition of
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8 negative, in a manner different from the practice of good
Greek writers. In Hebrew, W3-93%7 not all flesh, is equi-
valent to no flesh, and in this same meaning o) wdga adpf is
used in New Testament Scripture; as when our Lord says,
Matt. xxiv. 22, “ If the days should not be shortened, odx dv
dowly ndoa odps,” no flesh should be saved; or St. Paul, 1
Cor. 1. 29, drwg ) xavyfjayrar mdoa odpé, so that no flesh
might glory. -Such phrases are to be explained by coupling
the negative with the verb, and regarding the two together as
predicating the negation or want of something—the all com-
prehending the entire circle or genus to which such predicate
extends. Thus, in the sentence last quoted, the not being in
a condition to glory is the thing predicated, and the mwdoca
adp$, the all flesh, which follows, denotes the sphere of being
to which the predicate applies—the entire compass of huma-
nity. So that, when rightly viewed, the expression presents
no material difficulty, though it is a form of speech not na-
tive to the Greek, but imported into it from the Hebrew.

The Vulgate has not been sufficiently observant of this pe-
caliar idiom; hence it renders the passage in Matt. non salva
fieret omnis caro, and that in 1 Cor. ut non glorietur omnis
caro. Qur translators, however, in the authorized version
have commonly attended to it, and given the correct render-
ing—though still in one case they appear to have missed it.
The passage we refer to is 1 John ii. 19, where the apostle is
speaking of those who had once belonged to the true church,
but had since fallen into Gnostic errors, and assumed an an-
tichristian position:—¢ They went out from among us, but
they were not of us; for if they had been of us, they would
have continued with us; but that (the sentence here is plainly
elliptical, and we must again supply ¢ they went out’ that)
they might be made manifest, 8rc odx elor ndvrec & Huay'—
that they were not all of us, our version has it—but the apos-
tle had already said of them, wholly and absolutely, that they
were not of us; and it would be strange, if now, at the close,
he should have introduced a limitation, and, when speaking
of the evidence of their having assumed an antichristian posi-
tion, or being in deadly heresy, should have used terms that
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were applicable only to a portion of them. The terms, how-
ever; become quite plain, if understood in conformity with the
idiom now under consideration; i. e., if the negative and the
verb (o0x cfoc) are taken together, as constituting the predi-
cate, and the mdvrec following as indicating the extent of its
application—embracing the totality of the parties spoken of.
Their going out from the company of the faithful, the apostle
. then affirms, shows that they are not—all of them—of us;
f. e., that none of them are of us; the whole went out, that
they might be seen—one and all—not to be of the true church
of Christ. Such, substantially, is the view adopted, not only
by several foreign commentators, but also in the English An-
notations of 1645, by Hammond, Guyse, Whitby, Peile, and
others.

This, however, is rather a digression, and we return to our
proper subject—simply remarking further, in respect to the
second class of Hebraisms, that a considerable portion of the
words and phrases comprised in it, are still to be taken in their
ordinary sense, but, at the same time, with such reference to
the Hebrew use and application of them, that in the sense ne-
cessary to be put upon them they must be regarded as He-
braisms. For example, in the common expression afpa éxysiv,
to pour out, or shed blood, what is really meant, is not the
simple shedding of blood, but the pouring out of this unto
death—the words being those used in rendering the Hebrew
D7 79% —the usual sacrificial formula for taking the life of an
animal victim, when presenting it to God. It hence passed
into a common phrase for taking the life of any one; and in
the lips of a Jew, the phrase naturally became more peculiar-
ly and distinctly indicative of death, than it should have done
when uttered by a Greek. In like manner, in the use of the
word dvopa, in a great variety of expressions, such as * call-
ing upon the name,” or doing any thing in the name of an-
other, ¢ hallowing God’s name,” ‘believing on the name of
Christ,” ¢ trusting in the name of the Lord,” and such like—
while the ovoua precisely corresponds to the 0¥ in Hebrew,
and name in English to both, it is still only through the He-
brew usage that we can get at the proper import of the ex-
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pressions. The Hebrews were wont to regard the name of an
individual, as, what it doubtless originally was, the index to
the nature; and when the primary name failed ‘properly to
do this, they very commonly superseded it by another, which
yielded a more significant or fitting expression of the indivi-
dual properties. Hence, with them, the name was very much
identified with the person, as, on the other side, the person
was very often contemplated in the light of the name. Among
the Greeks the eignificance of names never assumed the same
place that it did among the Hebrews; they were regarded
more as arbitrary signs, having their chief use in distinguish-
ing one person or one object from another; and consequently
the same identification did not prevail in the ordinary Greek
usage, as in the Hebrew, between the name, and the person
or properties of the individual. In dealing with such expres-
sions, therefore, as those specified above, we must have re-
course to the Hebrew, in order to arrive at the proper import.

8. There is still a third respect, in which the Hebraistio
cast of the New Testament dialect appears; viz., in the for-
mation of derivatives from words belonging, in the sense em-
ployed, to the Hebrew, and not to the Greek. For example,
the word oxdvdalov, the rendering of the Septuagint for 793D
s stumbling-block, or offence, is the root of a verb found only
in the New Testament, axavdaiiZw, to stumble, or cause to
stumble, (corresponding to 7930 %21 ;) amlayyvileabar from
oxldyyva (as in Hebrew oM\ and 00N )—dvabeparileofa
from dvdfepra, and so on. In such cases one is thrown en-
tirely upon Hebrew ideas and usages; and from these it is
necessary to ascertain and determine the precise meaning to
be attached, if not to the original noun, at least to the verb
derived from it.

IV. It is plain, therefore, from the occurrence of such He-
brew or Aramaio peculiarities as we have referred to, that the
Greek of the New Testament adds to the later Greek—the
common Hellenic dialect—elements derived from the verna-
cular language of the sacred writers, on account of which it
may justly be denominated a peculiar idiom. It exhibits sin-
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gle Greek words, which are nowhere found in Greek writers
out of Palestine; it exhibits also IHebrew and Chaldaic
phrases, expressed in Greek terms, but conveying a sense dif-
ferent from what a simply Greek reader would naturally have
put upon them; and, finally, it exhibits in the grammatical
construction various features of a Hebraistic kind;—all ne-
cessarily requiring, in order to attain to a correct interpreta-
tion of New Testament Scripture, an acquaintance with the
Hebrew as well as with the Greek languages, and, in particular,
with the usages established by the Septuagint Version of Old
Testament Scripture. But there are two important conside-
rations, which ought to be borne in mind in connexion with
those Hebraisms—the one having respect to their number,
and the other to the proper mode of dealing with them.

(1.) In the first place, they are not nearly so numerous as
they were at one time represented to be; nor much more nu-
merous than was rendered necessary by the circumstances of
the writers. By far the greater part of them are so essen-
tially connected with the position of the writers, as not only
trained under the economy of the Jewish dispensation, but
called also to unfold truths and principles, which were but the
proper growth and development of such as belonged to it, that
they could not justly have been dispensed with. They entered,
by a kind of moral necessity, into the cast of thought and ex-
pression adopted by the apostles of the New Testament. And
hence also they occur less frequently in grammatical con-
structions than in other respects, and only so as to impart to
the style, in that particular respect, an occasional Aramaic
colouring. . The Greek syntax differs in many things from the
Hebrew; the one has its own marked and peculiar characteris-
tics, as well as the other; yet in most of these we find the
New Testament writers regularly accommodating themselves
to the foreign idiom—as in the distinctive use of imperfects and
aorists, in the coupling of neuter plurals with a verb in the
singular, in the construction of verbs with dv, in the attraction
of the relative, etc. It may not be improper to point to an
example or two, in a single line, of this conformity to the
foreign idiom:—in the discriminating use of the aorist and
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perfect tenses—the aorist as denoting the historic past, and
the perfect as denoting the past in its relation to the present,
the past continuing with its effects and consequences to the
present. -Even St. John, who has often been treated as igno-
rant of the commonest Greek idioms, we find, at the very
beginning of his Gospel, carefully observing this distinction,
when he says of the work of the. Logos, érévero obdd & d
rérovey, mothing whatever that has come to be, and still is in
being, was made without Him. So also in Col. i. 16, point-
ing to the act-of creation by Christ in the indefinite past, év
@it éxriolly ta wdvra; but when Christ’s continued relation
to, and interest in, what was created, is in view, then the apos-
tle changes from the aorist to the perfect, 7a ndvra &/ adrod
xai ei; abroy €xteorar.  Another striking example of a simi-
lar change may be seen in ch. iii. 8 of the same epistle, in the
drefdvere used of the old life once and for ever put away, and
the xéxpuzrac of the new begun at conversion, but continuing
still on. In connexion with such dlscnmmatmg employments
of the aorist and perfect tenses, it is justly remarked by the
late Professor Scholefield, that the English translation is often
obscared by failing to mark the distinction as observed in
the original, and consequently inserting or omitting at the
wrong place the auxiliary have.—(Hints for Improvements in
the Authorized Version, Preface X.)

In respect, however, to the excessive multiplication of He-
braisms, Titmann very justly says, in his Synonyms, ii. p.
163, *“Many expressions in the New Testament have been
stamped with the name of Hebraisms, for no other reason
whatever than because it was taken for granted that the wri-
ters of the New Testament have imitated the llebrew mode
of speaking; just as if they could not have derived those forms
from the like usage of the Greek language, which they were
writing. Many Hebraisms bave thus been pointed out by
Vorstiug, Leusden, and others, which might with equal justice
be called Hellenisms. Because, forsooth, they appear in the
New Testament, in writers ‘£3pac’fovres, they are llebraisms;
while the same things, when found in Demosthenes, Thucy-
dides, Xenophon, or Polybius, are pronounced to be good and
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elegant Greek. Thus, in the New Testament, the use of the
demonstrative pronoun without apparent necessity after a noun
or relative pronoun, has been regarded as a Hebraism, inas-
much as the Hebrews do indeed use this construction, as also
the Arabs, Syrians, Greeks, and Romans, (we might add the
Germans and English.) Still that cannot surely be reckoned
a8 a Hebrew idiom, which is also employed by the best writers
of other nations.”” He proceeds to give various examples of
the usage,—among which are, from Cicero, Illud guod supra
seripsi, ¢d tibi confirmo; from Sallust, Sed urbana plebes, ea
vero preeceps ierat; from Thucydides, ¢ the most Attic of all
Greek writers,” 7@ 0¢ “Inmoxpdree dvre mepi to dijheov, ix
air JrréAy; and concludes by saying, *The construction
in all these usages is evidently the same as in Matt. iv. 16,
viii. 5; John xv. 2, xviii. 11.”

Michaelis remarked sharply, but not without cause, on this
tendency to discover Hebraisms in New Testament Seripture,
“It is extraordinary, that those very persons who are least
acquainted with the Hebrew are the most inclined to discover
Hebraisms; and it has been as fashionable, as it is convenient,
to ascribe the difficulty of every passage to an Oriental idiom."
(Intro. iv. 6.) Yet he has not himself altogether escaped the
contagion ; for we find him, in the same chapter, ranking some
things as Hebraisms, and giving them on that ground a false
rendering, which ought to be taken in their strictly Greek
meaning; for example, e/c vixoc, in 1 Cor. xv. 54, which he
designates ¢ a harsh Hebraism” signifying “ for ever,” while
really the proper import is best given by the literal rendering,
‘“into victory,” <. e., towards this as the end aimed at—death
being viewed as the great enemy, with whose swallowing up
the final victory comes. Gerard, (Bib. Criticism, p. 54,) as
usual, follows Michaelis in this; and, along with many others
then and since, he also gives p7ua, in the sense of thing, as a
Hebraism, in such passages as Luke i. 87, ii. 15; Acts v. 32.
But it always bears the sense of word or saying, or of things
only in so far as they have become matters of discourse.
Thus, at Luke i. 87, the exact rendering undoubtedly is, “ No
word shall be impossible with God;” and hence the verb is



NEW TESTAMENT GREEK. 49

in the fature, ddvvanjoe:, pointing to the futurity of the ac-
complishment, as compared with the period when the word
was spoken.

(2.) Then, while we should thus beware of maultiplying He-
braisms in the New Testamont beyond what really exist, we
should, in the second place, also beware, in handling what
really are such, and the peculiarities generally of the New
Testament dialect, of setting them down as mere extravagan-
cies, or barbarous departures from a proper diction. On the
contrary, we should endeavour to ascertain the idea in which
they originated, and get at the precise shade of meaning, or
aspect of a subject, which they set before us. This 7 the
course, a8 Winer remarks, which has latterly been taken by
grammarians in their investigations concerning the Greek
language: “ The idea which gave rise to each particular form
has been accurately apprehended, and its various uses reduced
to the primary signification. The language thus becomes a
directly reflected image of the Greek thought, as a living tdiom.
One does not stop at the mere externals, but there is a refe-
rence of each form and inflexion of the language to the think-
ing soul, and an effort to apprehend it in its existence in the
mind itself. For a long time Biblical philologists took no no-
tice of these elucidations of Greek grammar and lexicography.
They followed Viger and Storr, and separated themselves en-
tirely from the profane philologists, under the impression that
the New Testament Greek, being Hebraistic, could not be an
object of such philological investigations. No one believed
that the Hebrew, like every other language, admitted and re-
quired a rational mode of treatment. The rational view is
now gaining ground. It is believed that the ultimate reasons
of the phenomena of the Hebrew must be sought out in the
nation’s modes of thought; and, above all, that a plain, sim-
ple people could not contravene the laws of all human lan-
guage. It is no longer, therefore, considered proper to give
a preposition diverse meanings, sccording to one’s own plea-
sure, in a context superficially examined. Nor must it be
supposed that a Hebrew, instead of ¢ this is my brother,’ could
say pleonastically, * this is of my brother,’ or ¢ this is in the
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wise man,’ instead of ¢ this is a wise man;’ but the origin of
changes 8o contrary to rule must be sought for in the speaker’s
mode of thought, as with every rational being each deviation
has its reason.”’—(Idioms, pp. 19, 20.)

This, it will be understood, is said simply of the manner in
which deviations of the kind here referred to should be con-
sidered and explained; and determines nothing as to what
may be called the comparative pureness and elegance of the
diction, or the reverse. In some of them, possibly, the thought
expressed may be cast into a form, which is not justified by
the usage of the most corrett writers, nor accordant with the
native idioms of the language; but possibly also there may
be no real departure from these;—and the apparent devia-
tion, or peculiarity, may lie in the thought expressed being
somewhat different from what a superficial consideration, or a
common point of view, might be apt to suggest. Such, no
doubt, will be found sometimes to be the case. But the ques-
tion at present has respect, not simply, nor indeed 8o much to
the purity of the diction, as to the proper and rational mode
of explaining its real or apparent peculiarities. These should,
in every case, be considered with reference to the specific cir-
cumstances and mental habits of the writer. And had they
been so—had due regard been paid to the considerations which
have just been advanced—not only would many senseless and
improper laxities have been spared from our grammars, lexi-
cons, and commentaries, but the received text also of the New
Testament and our authorized version would have been in a
better state than they at present are. Schleusner’s Lexicon
of the New Testament, and Macknight’s Commentary on the
Epistles, may be referred to as specimens, out of the more
learned oclass, which egregiously err in the respect now men-
tioned, more especially in the laxity with which they render
the prepositions and the particles of the New Testament Greck.
For example, in Schleusner, the prepositions eic and év have
ascribed to them, the one 24, the other no fewer than 30, dis-
tinct uses and meanings; and, though Macknight does not
carry it quite so far, yet, from the diverse and disconnected
senses he puts upon them in his Preliminary Essays, it seems
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as if, when handled by a Hellenistic Jew, these prepositions
might express almoat any relation whatever. Ei, as it hap-
peus, may be tnto or ¢n, concerning or with, against, before,
by, in order to, among, at, towards, or it may stand without
.any definite meaning—as a mere expletive—and had better
been wanted. So also with év,?

Of course, in the writings of the New Testament, as in all
popular productions, there is a considerable freedom in the
use of such parts of speech—especially in what are called preg-
nant constructions and current phrases—yet never without a
respect to the fundamental meaning of the word—never with
a total abnegation and disregard of this. Thus, in the New
Testament, as with Greek writers generally, the preposition
e/c is not unfrequently coupled with verbs of rest, and hence
comes to be rendered as if it were év:—as Matt. ii. 23, xar¢-
maey elc mohev Aeyopévyy Nalapéd; Aots viii. 40, @idmmog
edpély eic * Afwrov; John i. 18, 6 &v eig tdv x0Amoy tob llar-
pos.  Bat in all such cases there is an implied reference to
the preceding motion towards the place indicated, or some sor¢
of terminal relation to it. Thus, in the examples noticed, we
must explain, in the first, having gone so far as to the city
called Nazareth, having entered into it, he dwelt there; in
the second, Philip was found as far as Azotus, carried thither,
and so at it; in the third, He that is (viz. set, who has His
proper place of being) into the bosom of the Father, so close,
so deep into the personal indwelling, and union with, the Fa-
ther. In none of the cases is there properly an interchange
of one preposition for another; but a complex thought is ut-
tered in an abbreviated and elliptical form.

In many cases of this description, however, it is only by a
comment that the full and proper meaning can be brought out,
and in a simple translation it is scarcely possible to keep up
the peculiarity of the original. But there are others, in which
that was perfectly poseible, and in which our authorized ver-
sion has suffered from the too prevalent notion of Hebraistic
laxity—nor has even the received text of the original escaped

1 This looseness has also been countenanced to some extent by Ernesti, and

etill more by his foreign and English annotators.—See Eib. Cabinet, vol. iv.
163, 154. .
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occasional corruptions.” Under those of the latter description
we may point to Rev. ii. 14, where the undoubtedly correct
reading of what is said of Balaam is, 6¢ édidaoxey ¢y Balax
Paldety axdyvoaroy évwmeov taw viwy ’lapayd; but which, from
the apparent anomaly of the verb d:ddoxw being coupled with,
a noun in the dative, for its direct object, (as was supposed,)
the resort was made by grammarians and commentators to
Hebrew usage, according to which it was alleged the dative
was put for the accusative; and certain copyists went a step
further, and, taking the dative for an error, substituted the
accusative in its place, which is the reading of the received
text—roy Balax. It is not a Hebraism, however, to couple
such a verb with the dative; the Greek and Hebrew usage
here entirely correspond; and that John was perfectly cogni-
santof the Greek usage is manifest from his coupling the same
verb with an accusative in ver. 20, as in every other instance,
in which he has placed a noun in regimen with it, except the
one before us, (John vii. 85, viii. 2, 28, ix. 34, xiv. 26; 1
John ii. 27, thrice.) This sufficiently shows, that the dative
in Rev. ii. 14 is put, not by oversight or from the usage of a
foreign idiom merely, but on purpose; that it is what gram-
marians call the dativus commods, indicating that what was
done, was done, not upon the individual concerned, but tn Az
tnterest—not that Balaam taught Balak, (as in the English
version,) but that he taught for Balak, on his account and in
his behalf, to cast a stumbling-block before the children of
Israel. We are not, in short, told whom he taught, though
we know from the history it was the people of Balak, but for
whose advantage he did so; he taught in the service of the
king of Moab, not of the God of Israel.

We must refer to a few other passages, in which, though
the received text remains correct, the authorized version has
missed the precise shade of meaning by giving way to the idea
of laxity on the part of the original writers. Thus, in the
prayer of the converted malefactor, Luke xxiii. 42, Remember
me when Thou comest &v 73 fagedeig aov—not into Thy king-
dom, which might seem to point to the glory into which the
Lord was presently going to enter—but ¢n Thy kingdom, viz.,
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when the time comes for Thee to take to Thyself Thy great
power and to reign among men; for this future manifestation
of glory was undoubtedly what the faith of the penitent man
anticipated and sought to share in, not the glory which lay
.within the vail, which only the answer of Christ brought within
the ken of his spiritual vision. The same preposition has also
been unhappily translated in another important passage—Phil.
it. 10, fva év Ty dvépare 'Inaot—not at, but tn the name of
Jesus, every knee should bow; in it as the ground and prin-
ciple of the act, not at its mere enunciation. Again in Eph.
iii. 19, “That ye may be filled ei¢c way t6 mAjpwpa rod Geod,”
not strictly with, whieh would imply an infinite recipiency,
but into all the fulness of God—lifted, like empty vessels,
into the boundless pleroma of Godhead, that ye may take to
the full satisfaction of your desires, snd the measure of your
capacity. So, again, in 2 Pet. i. 8, where God is said to have
given to us all things pertaining to life and godliness, through
the knowledge of Him xadéaarroc fudc ded 60Snc xai dperig,
who called us—not, a8 in our version, to glory and virtue,
which puts a most arbitrary and unauthorized sense upon the
dia, and converts, besides, the meauns into the end—but by or
through glory and virtue—namely, the glory and virtue, the
divine energy exhibited in the way and manner, in which we
, are called of God, in consequence of which, as is presently
added, there have also been given to us exceeding great and
precious promises; the promises are so great and precious,
because the call conducting to them was so distinguished by
divine power and glory. The very next verse but one of the
same epistle, ver. 5, furnishes another example of unfortunate
laxity in the translation, which in consequence misses the
precise shade of thought expressed in the original: the words,
xat aird toUro 8¢, rendered, * And besides this,”’—altogether
sinking the adversative particle 62, and mistaking also the
force of the adverbial accusative adrd rouro. The object of
the clause, is partly to suggest a difference, and partly to
mention an agreement, between what precedes and what fol-
lows: “ And on this very account indeed,” or “but for this
8ame reason, give all diligence,” etc.
05*
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. These are only a few specimens out of many, that might be
adduced, of the evil that too long and generally prevailed, of
supposing that the sacred writers of the New Testament were
so Hebraistic, or otherwise so peculiar in their use of words
and phrases, that any sort of license might at times be taken
with their language. It is but rarely that the evil discovers
itself in the authorized version, and within narrow limits, com-
pared with what has appeared often in later versions and com-
mentaries. But it is still occasionally found there; and spe-
cial notice has been taken of it, not for the purpose of dispa-
raging that version, which, as a whole, is so admirable, but
in order to show, how even there, when the proper line has
been deviated from, and with the best intentions, the effect
has only been to substitute one shade of meaning for another
—a meaning that could only at first view have seemed the
natural and proper one, for another more accordant both
with the idioms of the language and with the truth of things.

V. To pass now, however, from the real or alleged Hebra-
isms of the New Testament, we may mention as another cha-
racteristic feature of its diction, that which it occasionally de-
rives from the new ideas and relations introduced by the gos-
pel. These of necessity called into existence a class of ex-
pressnons, not in themselves absolutely new, but still fraught
with an import which could not attach to them as used by any °
heathen writer, nor even in the production of any Greek-
speaking Jew prior to the birth of Christ. With the marvel-
lous events of the gospel age, a fresh spring-time opened for
the world; old things passed away, all things became new;
and the change which took place in the affairs of the Divine
kingdom could not fail to impress itself on those words and
forms of expression, which bore respect to what had then for
the first time come properly into being. In so far as the terms
employed might embody the distinctive facts or principles of
Christianity, their former and common usage could only in
part exhibit the sense now acquired by them; for the full
depth and compass of meaning belonging to them in their new
application, we must look to the New Testament itself, com-
paring one passage with another, and viewing the language
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used in the light of the great things which it brings to our
apprehension.

When handling such terms as those now referred to, it is
peculiarly necessary to understand and apply aright the fun-
damental principles of language, ag to the relation in which
the spoken word stands to the internal thought, of which it
serves as the expression. ¢ Language,” it has been justly
said,! ““is the outward appearance of the intellect of nations:
their language is their intellect, and their intellect their lan-
guage; we cannot sufficiently identify the two. . . . Un-
derstanding and speaking are only two different effects of the
same power of speech.” In confirmation of this statement,
wemay point to the twofold meaning of the Greek word Adyoc,
which denotes alike the internal and the external reason—
either reason as exercising itself and forming conceptions in
the mind itself, (A6yoc évdedferoc,) or reason coming forth into
formal proposition, and embodying itself in the utterance of
buman speech, (20yoc mpogopixoc)—comprising, therefore, in
one term, what the Latins, with their more objective and re-
alistic tendencies, took two words to express—ratio and oratio.
Now, as the external reason, or reason embodied in the form
of spoken or written words, ought to be the exact image of
the internal, a correct representation of the thoughts and con-
ceptions of the mind, 8o, in proportion as these thoughts and
conceptions vary, the language employed to express them
must present a corresponding variation; and if the same terms
are retained, which may have been previously in use, there
must be infused into them a somewhat new and more specific
import. To some extent this is done, even in comparatively
common circumstances, and as the result of individual thought
and feeling; for speech, as has also been well said by the
writer just referred to, ‘ acquires its last definiteness only
from the individual. No one assigns precisely the same mean-
ing to & word that another does, and a shade of meaning, be
it ever so slight, ripples on, like a circle in the water, through
the entirety of language.” That is—for the sentiment must
be understood with such a limitation—it will so perpetuate

! William Von Humboldt, quoted in Donaldson’s Cratylus, p. 56.



56 THE CHARACTERRISTIC3 OF

and diffuse itself, if circamstances favour it, and the particu-
lar shade of meaning introduced is one not confined to too
narrow a sphere of thought, not merely local or temporary,
but requiring, by the exigencies of human thought, to have
an abiding place in its medium of communication. Whenever
that is the case, it will certainly ripple on like a wave, widen-
ing and enlarging its range, till it has embraced the whole
field.

Such peculiarly has been the case in respect to those terms,
which the great events of gospel history served to bring into
general use, and through which expression is given to some
of the more distinctive ideas and relations of gospel times.
Among the foremost of these is the phrase, fastdeia o 6ecou,
or 7@y odpav@v—a phrase composed of words perfectly fami-
liar to all accustomed to the Greek tongue, but, as applied to
the state of things.introduced by Christ, and growing out of
the events of His earthly career, expressive of ideas essentially
novel to heathen minds, and but partially possesséd even by
Jewish. We can have no doubt about its origin, and the rea-
son of its employment in this connexion. It points back to
those prophecies of the Old Testament, in which promise was
made of a king and kingdom, that should unite heaven and
earth, God and man, in another way than could be done by
a merely human administration; and especially to the prophe-
cies of Daniel, in ch. ii. and vii., where, after a succession of
kingdoms, all earthly in their origin, and ungodly in their
spirit and aims, the Divine purpose was announced, of & king-
dom that should be set up by the God of heaven, and that
should never be destroyed—a kingdom imaged by one like a
Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven, and destined to
be possessed by the saints of the Most High. Some notion
might, therefore, be obtained of the import of the expression,
by those who were acquainted with Old Testament Scripture ;
yet only a vague and imperfect one, as the precise nature of
the kingdom, and its distinctive characteristica could only
be correctly understood, when they were brought clearly to
light by the facts and revelations of the gospel. The general
unbelief and apostacy of the Jewish people, after Christ came,
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showed how little previous intimations had served to bring"
them properly acquainted with the nature of the kingdom;
and both that, and the palpable errors and mistakes regard-
ing it, which frequently discovered themselves even among
the followers of Christ, but too clearly proved how difficult it
was for the minds of men to rise to a just apprehension of
the subject. The difficulty, no doubt, chiefly arose from the
imperfect earthly forms under which the prophetic Spirit had
presented it to their view, and from the not unnatural ten-
dency in their minds to shape their idea of it too much after
the monarchies and governments of this world, which kept
them from realizing the change in spirit, aim, and administra-
tion, involved in the divine character of its Head. But as
soon as the true idea came to be realized, and the kingdom
in its real properties began to take root in the world, as a na-
tural result, the phrase fascleia tov Becov, which gave ex-
pression to the idea, became informed, we might say, with a
new meaning, and bore a sense which it were vain to look for
any where but in the writings of the New Testament. Even
there the sense which it bears is not quite uniform; for in a
subject so complex, and branching out into 8o many interests
and relations, the expression could not fail to be used some-
times with more immediate reference to one aspect of the
matter, and sometimes to another. This is clearly the case
in the parables, where a manifold variety is found in the images
employed to represent the kingdom of God, with the view
of presenting under diverse, though perfectly consistent and
harmonious representations, a comprehensive exhibition of
the truth respecting it:—some (as in the parable of the mus-
tard-seed) pointing more to its growth from small beginnings;
others, (as in the parables of the ten virgins and the husband-
man,) to its final issues in evil and good, according to the part
taken on earth by its members; others, again, to its intérnal
principles of administration, (as the parable of the talents, or

of the labourers in the vineyard;) to its external means and .-

agencies, with the diversified results springing from them (as
the parables of the sower, the tares and wheat, the fishing-
net;) or to the relation of the members of the kingdom to its
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Divine Head, and to each other, (as the parable of the unfor-
giving servant.) But with all this variety in the use of the
expression, two ideas are never lost sight of, which in truth
form the two most prominent things connected with it, viz.,
those of a Divine king on the one hand, and of huinan sub-
jects on the other—the one ordering, providing, directing,
and controlling all; the other, according to the line of con-
duct they pursue, receiving at His hand blessing or cursing,
life or death.

If these remarks are kept in view, there will appear no need
for dividing (as Dr. Campbell, for example, does, in his preli-
minary Dissertations and Translation of the Gospels) and ren-
dering Paoselcia tay obpaviy sometimes the reign of heaven,
and sometimes the kingdom of heaven. This is not only un-
necessary, but fitted also to mislead; since it gives, whenever
the word reign is used instead of kingdom, only a partial and
imperfect representation of the proper idea. It was one of
the prevailing tendencies of Campbell’s mind—a mind cer-
tainly of great pemetration, of remarkable clearness of per-
ception, of much philosophical acumen, and singular perspi-
cacity in thought and diction—partly in consequence of these
very excellencies, it was a tendency in his mind to make pre-
cision, rather than fulness of meaning his aim; and for the
sake of that precision, both in his preliminary Dissertations
and his Notes, he often seizes only a part of the meaning,
couched under a particular phrase or expression, and exhibits
that as the whole. This is, indeed, the most characteristio
and general defect of his work on the Gospels, which, notwith-
standing that defect, however, and a few others that might be
named, is well entitled to a perusal. It was the tendency now
referred to which led Dr. Campbell to substitute so often the
word reign for that of the kingdom of beaven, on the ground,
that the expression most commonly relates to that “sort of
dominion,” as he terms it, which is understood by the dispen-
sation of grace, brought in by the Gospel; while the phrase,
“kingdom of heaven,” he thinks, properly indicates * the state
of perfect felicity to be enjoyed in the world to come.” Now,
this is to divide what Scripture seeks to preserve entire, and
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fixes the mind too exclusively on a part merely of the idea,
which it ought to associate with the expression. It was never
intended that we should think of the Messiah’s kingdom as
baving to do merely with the inner man, and, for the present,
laying claim only to a sway over the thoughts and affections
of the mind. His kingdom, according to its scriptural idea,
is no more a divided empire, than He is Himself a divided
person. It comprehends the external as well as the internal
—although, from having its seat in the latter, it is most fre-
quently depioted with special relation to this; but still it com-
prehends both, and embraces eternity as well as time—though
its condition, now on this side, now on that, may at times be
brought most prominently into view. But even in those pas-
sages, in which it points to the present mixed state, and im-
perfect administration of the affairs of the kingdom, we should
take nothing from the full import of the expression, but retain
it in its completeness; as it serves to keep before the Church
the idea of a kingdom in the proper sense, and to prompt her
to long for, and aim at, its realization.

We have dwelt at the greater length on this particular ex-
ample, as it is one of considerable moment, and it affords an
intelligible and ready explanation of the peculiarity with which
it has been here associated. But it is only one of a class be-
longing to the same category : such asdc*wy uéAhwy, dxacobola,
daxacoaivy, edayredifw, {wy and Odvaroc (understood spiri-
taally,) xdijoec, pootjpeoy, vépoc, Tapdxinrog, niot, Thjpwpa,
1dpec, ydpeopa, mvevarmde, puyexds.  All these, and, perhaps,
several others that might be named, are used in New Testa-
ment Scripture with the same radical meaning, indeed, as
elsewhere; but, at the same time, with so much of a specific
character derived from the great truths and principles of the
Gospel, that their New Testament import must be designated
a8 peculiar. .

VI. Once more, it may be given as a still further note of
distinction characteristic of the New Testament Greek, that,
while there are peculiarities of the several kinds already de-
scribed, distinguishing the language as a whole, there are also
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peculiarities distinguishing the Greek of one writer from that
of another—words and phrases used by one and not used by
the others, or used in a manner peculiar to himself. There is
an individual, as well as a general, impress on the language.
And if, as in the class last mentioned, a special regard must
be had to the revelations and writings of the New Testament
as a whole, there should, in the class now under consideration,
be a like regard had to the writings of the particular person
by whom the expressions are more peculiarly employed.

The terms belonging to this class are not of so extensive a
range as some of the preceding ones; and they are to be found
chiefly in two writers of the New Testament—the Aposties
Paul and John. In the writings of John we meet with vari-
ous expressions, which, as used by him, are almost peculiar
to himself: such as dAjfeca, in the specific sense of denoting
what is emphatically the truth—the truth of the Gospel; moeezy
73y dA%0ecav, in the sense of giving practical exhibition of that
truth; yevvplfijvar dvwbey, or éx tob Beob; 6 Adyog, as a perso-
nal designation of the Saviour in respect to his divine nature
and relationship; 0 Adyo¢ 3¢ wic, 0 povorevig viog, 6 mapd-
xAytog, dpywy Tob xbopov, Epyealar i Tov x0apoy, ete. In
like manner, there is a set of phrases nearly as peculiar to the
Apostle Paul: such as ypdppa put in contrast to mvebpa, dro-
Ovijoxery Tovi, dexacobolfae, Epya aapxic, xany xtiee, Tijpwpa
70D 8e00, vopos 8y Toic péleae, aravpoialfas Tevi, atoysia (taken
in a figurative sense of rudimental principles,) rimoc, ete.

We refrain at present from entering on the examination of
any of these peculiar forms of expression—the greater part of
which, viewed simply in themselves, properly belong to some
of the preceding classes, and are now mentioned only as con-
nected with a further peculiarity—their exclusive or prevail-
ing use by particular writers. And as they undoubtedly ac-
quired ¢his further peculiarity from some mental idiosyncrasy
on the part of the person using them, or from some determi-
native influences connected with the circumstance of his posi-
tion, these ought, as far as possible, to be ascertaited, that
the several expressions may be considered from that point of
view, which was held by the writer, and may be interpreted
in accordance with the laws of thought under which he wrote.
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SECTION THIRD.

COLLATERAL SOURCES FOR DETERMINING THE SENSE AND EXPLAIN-
ING THE PECULIARITIES OF NEW TESTAMENT SCRIPTURE.

OuR attention has hitherto been confined to the original
language itself of the New Testament, and to the things which
concern both its general character and its more distinctive
peculiarities. In considering these, it has been implied, ra-
ther than formally stated, that for the correct and critical
study of the writings of the New Testament, there must have
been acquired a competent acquaintance, not only with the
common dialect of the later Greek, but also with the idioms
of the Hebrew tongue, and with ‘that combination of Greek
and Hebrew idioms, which appears in the Septuagint version
of the Old Testament. In this version all the leading - pecu-
liarities, as well of the later Greek as of the Hebraistic style,
which have been noticed in connexion with the language of
the New Testament, are to be found ; and some of them, those
especially of the Hebraistic class, in greater abundance, and
in bolder relief, than in the writings of the New Testament.
In regard to the earlier portions of the Septuagint, this has
been exhibited with scholarly acumen and precision in a late
publication by the younger Thiersch (De Pentateuchi Versione
Alexandrina, Libri Tres, 1851,) to which reference has already
been made. Considerable use has long been made of the
materials supplied by the Hebrew Bibles and the Septuagint
for illustrating the diction of the New Testament in some of
the more learned commentaries ; particularly those of Grotius,
Wetstein, Koppe, Kuinoel, and the more recent commentaries
both of this country and the Continent. Some additional ser-
vice has been rendered in the same line by the Editio Helle-
nistica of the New Testament of Mr. Grinfield, which is de-
voted to the single purpose of collecting under each verse ex-
amples of the same or of similar words and phrases occurring
in the Septuagint, and other writings of the period. The
Lexicons also of Bicl and Schleusner, and, above all, the

6 -
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Grammar of Winer, have contributed to establish and eluci-
date the connexion between the Greek of the New Testament
and of the Septuagint, and the characteristics of the dialect
in which they are written. All this, however, has respect to
the elements of the subject under consideration; it bears di-
rectly upon the form and structure of the language itself of
the New Testament; so that, without a certain knowledge of
the one, there can be no accurate and discriminating know-
ledge of the other. But there are also certain collateral sources
of information, from which incidental and supplementary aid
may be derived, to illustrate both the phraseology and some
of the more characteristic notices and allusions of New Testa-
ment Scripture. These we must now briefly describe, with
the view of indicating the nature and amount of the aid to be
derived from them, before entering on the examination of spe-
cific rules and principles of interpretation.!

I. The sources that may be said to lie nearest to the inspired
writings, and which should first be named, are the contempo-
rary Jewish writers, who used the Greek language. These
are simply two—Philo and- Josephus; the former, there is rea-
son to believe, born about a quarter of a century before Christ,
though he appears to have outlived the Saviour; and the other
fully as much later. The birth of Josephus is assigned to A.p.
87. In astrictly exegetical respect, little help, comparatively,
is to be obtained from the first of these writers. Philo was
much more of a philosopher than a religionist; and living in
Alexandria, and ambitious mainly of ranking with its men of
higher culture, both his sentiments and his style stood at a
wide distance from those peculiar to the writers of the New
Testament. Even in respect to the points, in which his
writings bear a kind of formal resemblance to those of the
Apostle John, in the vse of a few terms relating to the Being
and operations of Godhead, no real advance has been made

11t should be borne in mind by those who are entering on the prosecution
of such studies, that the Septuagint is far from being a close translation, and
that those commentators and grammarians, who have proceeded on the prin-

ciple of always finding in it the key to the exact meaning of particular words
and phrases, are by no means to be trusted.
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by the efforts that have been put forth to interpret the one
by the other. It has turned out rather—the more carefully
the subject has been examined—that as their conceptions of
divine things were essentially different, so their language, even
when it seems most nearly coincident, is by no means agreed ;
and little more has resulted from such comparative investiga-
tions than learned disputations about the meanings of words
and phrases, which sometimes look as if they yielded what was
sought, but again deny it. As for the principles of interpre-
tation adopted by Philo, they have, indeed, a close enough
affinity with what is found in many of the Fathers of the third
and fourth centuries, but are by no means to be identified with
those sanctioned by the writers of the New Testament. Such
deliverances, therefore, as the following of Ernesti, which has
often in substance been repeated since—* Philo is particularly
useful in illustrating the allegorical and mystical reasonings,
80 much used by St. Paul ”’'—must be rejected as groundless,
and fitted to lead in a wrong direction. The statement is made
by Ernesti with apparent moderation, as it is again in recent
times by Klausen,® with the view simply of pointing attention
to Philo as a master in that kind of allegorizing, which was
pursued especially by the Apostle Paul—not that Paul was
actually conversant with the writings of the Alexandrian, and
followed in his wake. This latter is noted by Ernesti as a
fanciful extreme, advanced by Wetstein and some others, and
is declared to be destitute of historical support; unnecessary
also, since both Paul and Philo but imbibed the spirit of their
age, and adopted a style of exposition which was already com-
mon. In opposition to this view, we maintain, that the alle-
gorizings of Philo and those, as well of the Jewish cabalists
who preceded, as of the Christian theosophists who followed,
belonged to anather class than the so-called allegorical inter-
pretations of the New Testament. The latter are not alle-
gorical, in the distinctive sense of the term; they are not, as
allegorical meanings properly are, adaptations of matters in
one sphere of things to those of another essentially different,
and consequently arbitrary and uncertain. On the contrary,

1 Institutes, P. IIL, ch. 8. * Hermeneutik, pp. 96, 7.
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they are applications of the truths and principles embodied
in the institutions or events of preparatory dispensations to
the corresponding events or institutions of an ultimate dispen-
sation, to which, from the first, they stood intimately related.
Ia short, they are typical explanations, as contradistinguished
from allegorical, and have nothing about them of the caprice
and extravagance to which the others are liable. DBut as we
have investigated this elsewhere,! it is needless to do more
here than mark the confusion of ideas, on which this assimila-
tion of Paul and Philo is grounded, and declaim against the
dishonour which is thereby done to the character of the apo-
stolic teacbing.

So far, therefore, ag Philo is concerned, there is little to be
reaped from his writings for the exposition of New Testament
Scripture; his language, his style of thought, and his manner
of dealing with Old Testament Scripture, all move in different
channels from those followed by the apostles; and his refer-
encesalso to existing manners and circumstances are extremely
few and unimportant. In this last respect, however, his con-
temporary Josephus may justly be said to compensate for the
defect of Philo. A man of affairs, and bent on transmitting
to posterity an-account of what he knew and understood of the
events of his times, as well as of former generations, his writings
abound with details, which are calculated to throw light on, at
least, the historical parts of the New Testament. In the
words of Lardner, who has done more than any other person
to turn to valuable account the notices of Josephus, ¢ He has
recorded the history of the Jewish people in Judea and else-
where, and particularly the state of things in Judea during
the ministry of our Saviour and His apostles; whereby he. has
wonderfully confirmed, though without intending it, the ve-
racity and the ability of the evangelical writers, and the truth
of their history.”? It was for the richness of materials in
this respect, contained in the writings of Josephus, that Mi-
chaelis strongly recommended a diligent study of his works,
from the beginning of Herod’s reign to the end of the Jewish

1 Typology of Scripture, vol. i., . I., and App. B., ¢ 1.
* Works, vi. p. 502. .
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Aautiquities, and spake of him as furnishing the very best com-
mentary on the Gospels and the Acts.! Of course, a com-
mentary so furnished could only have been of the external
and historical kind, which too much accorded with the taste
of Michaelis; but, in a revelation pre-eminently historical, the
incidental light and attestations derived from such a source
are not to be undervalued; and though, doubtless, the imper-
fections in Josephus’ accounts, and what probably we may
eall his occasional errors and studied omissions (in respect to
the subject of Christianity,) have given rise to some perplexi-
ties, yet his writings, on the whole, have contributed greatly
to elucidate and confirm the narratives of the New Testament.
His style, however, which he aimed at having as pure as possi-
ble, is of little service in illustrating the more peculiar idioms
of Scripture; though, in regard to some of those common to
it and the later Greek dialect, and the meaning also of par-
ticular words and phrases, considerable benefit has accrued
from the study of his productions. Two works, of about the
middle of last century (the Observationes of Krebs, and the
Specilegium of Ottius,) were specially directed to the elucida-
tion of the New Testament from this source; and many of the
examples adduced by them, with others gathered by subse-
quent inquirers, have found their way into recent grammars
and commentaries.

It is proper to add, that there are questions on which even
the silence of Josephus is instructive, and fairly warrants
certain conclusions respecting the existing state of things in the
apostolic age—for example, on the subject of Jewish proselyte-
baptism ; since, treating, as he does, of matters bearing upon
the reception of proselytes, and remaining silent regarding
any such practice, this, conpled with the like silence of Serip-
ture, is well nigh conclusive on the subject. (But see Disser-
tation on Paxrifw in PartII.) Again, there are other points,
chiefly of a formal or legal description, on which the testimony
of Philo and Josephus runs counter to that delivered in the
later Jewish writings; and in such cases, we need scarcely
say, the testimony of those who lived when the Jewish institu-

1 Introduction, vol. iii. P. 1, ¢. 9.
6*
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tions were actually in force is entitled to the greater weight.
Nothing of this sort, however, has to be noted in connexion
with New Testament affairs.

IL. The next source of illustrative materials that falls to be
noticed, is that supplied by the Jewish Rabbinical writings—
writings composed near to the apostolic age, though subsequent
to it, and composed, not in Greek, but in modern Hebrew.
These writings consist of two main parts, the Mischna and the
Gemara,—the Mischna being the text, viz., of the traditions
abount the law, and the Gemara the comments of learned men
upon it. Two sets of comments grew up around it,—the one
earlier, produced by the Palestinian Jews, and called, along
with the Mischna, the Jerusalem Talmud; the other, origi-
nating with the Chaldean Jews, and forming, with the Mischna,
" the Babylonian Talmud. It is important to bear in mind the
ascertained or probable dates of these productions, in order to
determine their relation to the writings of the New Testament.
The Mischna being a compilation of traditional lore, may, of
course, in many of its parts, be really more ancient than the
Gospels; but as it was not committed to writing till the latter
half of the second century after Christ, and probably even later
than that,! there can be no certainty as to the actual existence of
particular portions of it before that period ; and still more does
this hold with the Talmudical comments, which were not pro-
duced, the one till 800, and the other till 600 years after Christ.
Besides, undoubted traces exist in these writings of references to
the events of Gospel history, showing the posteriority of some
of the things contained in them to that period; and if some,
who can tell how many! They were, it must be remembered,
the productions of men who wrote in the profoundest secrecy,
and who, though not formally assuming a hostile attitude to-
wards the Christian cause, could not but be conscious of a
certain influence from the great events of the Gospel and the
writings of apostolic men.

There are few ancient writings extant, perhaps, that con-
tain a larger proportion of what may be called rubbish than
these Talmudical productions. Lightfoot speaks of the stu-

1 See Prideaux, Connexion, at . c. 446; Lightfoot's Opers, i., p. 369:
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penda inanitas et vafrities of the subjects discussed in them,
and says of them generally, nugis ubique scatent. There is
the more reason that we should cherish feelings of gratitude
and admiratien toward him, and such men (in particular the
Buxtorfs, Bochart, Vitringa, Surenhusius, Schoettgen,) who,
with the simple desire of finding fresh illustrations of the
meaning of sacred Scripture, have encountered the enormous
labour, and the painful discipline, of mastering such a litera-
ture, and culling from it the comparatively few passages which
bear on the elucidation of the Word of God. They have un-
. doubtedly, by so doing, rendered important service to the
cauge of Biblical learning; although it must also be confessed,
that & very considerable proportion of the passages adduced
might as well have been left in their original quarries, and
that some have been turned to uses which have been preju-
dicial, rather than advantageous, to the right understanding
of Scripture. The special benefit derived from them has been
in respect to ancient rites and usages, the meaning of Ara-
maic expressions occasionally occurring in New Testament
Scripture, the synagogal institution and worship, and the state
of things generally in the closing period of the Jewish com-
monwealth, to which so many allusions are made. But in
respect to the points in which the Scriptures of the New Tes-
tament may be said to differ from those of the Old—the doc-
trines, for example, relating to the person of Messiah, His
peculiar office and work, the characteristics of the Christian
community, etc.—nothing definite can be learned from the
Rabbinical sources under consideration. Endless quotations
have been made from them, apparently favouring the Christian
views; but it were quite easy to match them with others of an
opposite description; so that all belonging to this department
was evidently but idle talk or free speculation. In regard
also to the treatment of Scripture—especially the method of
expounding and applying it to things, with which it might
seem to have no very direct connexion—this, which Surenhu-
sius (in his BBlos Karallayryp;) and Eisenmenger (in his
Entwecktes Judentum) have shown to be so much the practice
with the Rabbinical Jews, and which rationalistic interpreters
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have so often sought to connect also with the writers of the
New Testament, must be held to be altogether foreign to the
territory of inspiration. It was quite natural to the Talmud-
ists and their followers; for they could find separmate meanings
not only in every sentence, but in every word, and even letter
of Scripture, and in the numerical relations of these to each
other. With them, therefore, Scripture admitted of manifold
senses and applications, of which some might be ever so re-
mote from the natural import and bearing. But apostles and
evangelists belonged to another school; and when they apply
Old Testament Scripture to a circumstance or eventin Gospel
times, it must be in the fair and legitimate sense of the terms;
otherwise, their use of it could not be justified as a handling
of the Word of God in simplicity and godly sincerity.

We may add, that on points of natural history the Talmuds
seem just about as capricious guides as on texts of Scripture.
The writers would appear to have wantoned sometimes with
the field of naturc around them, much as they did with the
volume of God's revelation in their hands; and to have found

- in it what no one has been able to find but themselves. A
fitting specimen of this peculiarity may be seen in the quota-
tions produced by Lightfoot in connexion with the cursing of
the fruitless fig tree. Among other wonderful things about
fig trees there noticed, mention is made of a kind which bore
fruit, indeed, every year, though it only came to maturity on
the third; so that three crops, in different stages of progress,
might be seen on it at once; and on this notable piece of na-
tural history an explanation of the evangelical narrative is
presented. In such matters it is greatly safer to trust the
accounts of scientific naturalists and travellers than Jewish
Rabbis; and when they report the existence of such figs in
Palestine, it will be time enough to consider what aid may be
derived from the information, to illustrate the narrative referred
to. Meanwbile, no great loss is sustained; for the narrative
admits, without it, of a perfectly satisfactory explanation.

There are points, however, of another kind, in respect to
which this species of learning is not unfrequently applied, nog
so properly for purposes of elucidation, as with the view of
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showing how the teaching of the Gospel appropriated to itself
elements and forms of instruction already existing in the Jew-
ishschools. Here the question of priority is of some moment ;
and though the things themselves remain the same, their re-
lative character is materially affected, according as the priority
may appear to have belonged to the authors of the Gemara,
or to the originators of Christianity, The teaching of our
Lord, for example, by parables, is certainly one of the most
distinctive features of His public ministry; and, accordingly,
when He began more formally to employ it, the Evangelist
Matthew saw in it the realization of a prophetic utterance
(Matt. xiii. 85;) nor can any one attentively read the Gospels,
without discerning in the parables the most impressive image
of the mind of Jesus. But this impression is apt to be.con-
siderably weakened by the array of quotations sometimes pro-
duced from those Rabbinical sources, to show how the Jewish
teachers delighted in the use of parables, and even exhibiting
some of our Lord’s choicest parables as in the main copies of
what is found in the Talmud.! The same thing has also been
done in regard to the Lord’s Prayer; so that not only its
commencing address, *Our Father which art in heaven,” but
nearly all that follows, is given as a series of extracts from
Jewish forms of devotion. Now, this style of exposition pro-
ceeds on a gratuitous assumption; it takes for granted that
the existing forms in the Talmud were there before they were
in the Gospels,—and, of course, that the Rabbinical gave the
tone to the Christian, rather than the Christian to the Rabbi-
nical. The reverse is what the palpable facts of the case tend
to establish. The prayers of the synagogues before the Chris-
tian era were doubtless moulded after the devotional parts of
the Old Testament, and to a large extent composed of these.
But in none of them does the suppliant, even in his most ele-
vated moments, rise to the filial cry of “My Father in hea-
ven;” it was the distinctive glory of the Gospel to bring in
this spirit of adoption; and the theological as well as the his-
torical probability, is in favour of the supposition, that Rabbis

! Lightfoot, Hors Heb. on Matt. vi. xiii.; and Schoettgen, Horee Heb. on
Matt. xx. xxi., Luke xv.
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here followed in the wake of Jesus, not Jesus in the wake of
Rabbis. The same probability holds equally in regard to the
parables. The parabolical form, possibly, to some extent ap-
peared among the earlier traditional lore of the Jews; for it
is not unknown in Old Testament Scripture; but the parable,
such as it is found in the teaching of our Lord, bears on it the
impress of originality; and the few straggling specimens that
have been produced from Rabbinical sources, nearly identical
with those of Christ, may confidently be pronounced to be
the echoes of the latter—the productions of men, who were
greatly too feeble and puerile to invent, but who had enough
of sagacity to imitate. The slaves of the letter and of tradi-
tion were not the persons to originate anything new or fresh,
not even in form.!

III. The more ancient versions may be mentioned as the
next collateral source, from which aid should be sought in en-
deavouring to ascertain the meaning, and expound the text of
New Testament Scripture. Those versions have their primary
use, as among the helps for determining the text itself that
should be preferred; since they exhibit the one that was pre-
ferred at an early period by some, and possibly should still be
retained, where there is a variation in the readings. In this
respect, however, they can never amount to more than sub-
ordinate authorities; since it must ever remain doubtful whe-
ther due pains were taken by the translator to obtain a pure
text, and doubtful, still further, whether the translation may
not to some extent have been tampered with in the course of
its transmission to present times. There is necessarily the
same kind of relative inferiority adhering to the use of ver-
sions in connexion with the import of the original. While, in
the simpler class of passages, they could scarcely fail to give
the natural meaning of the original, it must still be a matter
more or less problematical, how far they did so in those cases
where there is some dubiety or difficulty in the passage, and

1 Owen, in his Theologoumena, Lib. v., 0. 15, Dig. 4, discusses the ques-
tion of our Lord's relation to the Talmudical doctors, but chiefly with respect
to religious usages and services. He indignantly rejects, however, the idea
of a borrowing on the part of Christ.
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consequently some possibility of the precise import having
been misunderstood. Still, considerable weight must always
be attached, especially in respect to the meaning of particular
words and phrases, to those versions, which were made by com-
petent persons at a time when the original language of the
New Testament continued to exist as a living tongue. And
of such versions so made, the Vulgate seems entitled to hold
the first place. The Vulgate, that is, as it came from the
hands of Jerome, and as it appears with probably substantial
correctness in the Codex Amiatinus, the oldest MS. of the
Vulgate extant, not the common Vulgate of the Romish Church,
which in many parts has undergone alteration for the worse.
In point of learning and critical tact, Jerome, we have reason
to believe, was the most competent man in the ancient Church
for executing a translation of the Scriptures; and the version
he produced would have been probably as near perfection as
the translation of a single individual, and in so early an age,
could well be expected to be, if he had been left altogether
free to exercise his judgment in the performance of the work.
His version of the Old Testament, with the exception of the
Psalms, was the unfettered production of his hand; it was
made directly from the Hebrew, as he himself testifies once
and again, although, as it now exists, it contains not a few
accommodations to the Septuagint, and departs from the He-
brew.! But in regard to the New Testament, he professed to
do nothing more than fulfil the request of Pope Damasus,—
revise the current versions, and select out of them the best;
so that, as he said, “he restrained his pen, merely correcting
those things which appeared to affect the sense, and permit- .
ting other things to remain as they had been.” What was
called the Old Italic, or Latin version, therefore, was simply
the current version, in one or other of the forms in which it
existed before it had been the subject of Jerome’s collating
and emendatory labours. It now exists only in part, but most
fully in the Codex Claromontanus, which is of great antiquity.
In some things the rendering contained in it is even prefer-
able to that adopted by Jerome, and, consequently, where ac-

1 See Walton’s Prolegomens, x. o. 9.
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cess can be had to it, it is worthy of being consulted. But it
is not so properly a distinct version from that of Jerome, as a
variation of what became his. And, as a whole, Jerome's ,
form of the Latin version must be held to be the best. Re-
strained and limited as his object was, he undoubtedly accom-
plished much good. And with all the defect of polish that
appears in the version that goes by his name, its occasional
Hebraisms, the imperfect renderings, and even erroneous re-
presentations of the original, sometimes to be met with in it,
there can be no doubt that it is in general a faithful transla-
tion, and has rendered essential service toward the elucidation
of the sacred text.

Some of the blemishes in the Vulgate, especially in the New
Testament portion, are obvious, and have often been exposed ;
such as the pcenitentiam agite, in Matt. iii. 2, and other pa-
rallel places; Ave gratia plena, Luke i. 28; mortuus est au-
tem et dives, et sepultus est in inferno, Luke xvi. 22; et (Ja-
cob) adoravit fastigium virge ejus, Heb. xi. 21; panem nos-
trum supersubstantialem da nobis, Matt. vi. 11, etec. And,
unfortunately, they are mistranslations which too often afford
a sort of handle to the advocates of corruption in the Church
of Rome. Yet it is proper also to add, that some of the ex-
amples occasionally referred to in that connexion yield no real
countenance to those corruptions; and some again, that are
more correct than the English translation, which hag been ex-
alted to the prejudice of the other. Thus at 1 Pet. iii. 19,
the rendering, in quo et his, qui in carcere erant, spiritibus
veniens praedicavit, is substantially correct (though the mean-

- ing expressed, of course, may be, and often is, perverted by
Romanists to a wrong use,) and the ¢n quo, in which; is more
exact than the by whick of the authorized version. In not
a fow cases, indeed, the Vulgate is decidedly more correct
than our version in the rendering of prepositions and connect-
ing particles:—as, to refer to one or two examples partly
mentioned already in another connexion, ut ¢n nomine Jesu
omue genu flectatur, Philippians ii. 10; gratia vobis et pax
adimpleatur in cognitione Dei, 2 Pet. i. 2; qui vocavit nos
propria gloria et virtute, ver. 8; ut impleamini in omnem ple-
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nitudinem Dei, Eph. iii. 19. In these, and many other cases,
the Vulgate contrasts favourably with our English version in
respect to gmmmatical precision; ang, if judiciously used, it
may often be of service in suggesting some of the nicer shades
of meaning. It is due also to the memory of Jerome to no-
tice (though it does not belong to the criticism of the New
Testament,) that the well-known mistranslation in the autho-
rized Vulgate of Rome, of Gen. iii. 15, ipsa conteret caput
tuum, which ascribes to the woman the victory over the tempter,
and which the Romanists usually apply direct to the Virgin,
is a later corruption. The correct reading as given by Val-
larsius, runs, ipse conteret caput tuum, and, in a note, he de-
clares this to be beyond doubt the reading established by the
authority of MSS.

The version next in importance to the Vulgate of Jerome,
and undoubtedly prior to it in origin, is the Old Syriac, or
Peschito—a production, in all likelihood, of the latter part of
the second century. We know nothing of the author of this
version (which, however, wants the second Epistle of Peter,
the last two of John, Jude, and the Apocalypse;) but without
going into the extravagance of Michaelis, who pronounced it
‘‘the very best translation of the Greek Testament he had ever
read,” we may safely regard it as, in general, a faithful and
spirited translation. The chief use, to which it has hitherto
been turned, is as a witness in behalf of the genuine text. This
may have partly arisen from the Syrian language being so
little understood, even by Biblical scholars. They may, how-
ever, to some extent, avail themselves of its aid by means of
the translations which have been made of it. It has long
existed in Latin; and a few years ago the portion containing
the Gospels was rendered into English by Mr. Etheridge, ac-
companied with preliminary dissertations.

The remaining versions which, from their age or their fide-
lity to the original, are entitled to consideration, and calcu-
lated to be of occasional service in the work of exposition, are
the Ethiopic, the Memphitic, and the Gothic of Ulphilas. The
aid, however, to be derived from any of them is extremely li-
mited. Mr. Ellicott, in the preface to his last volume (his

7
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Commentary on the Epistles to the Philippians, Colossians,
and Philemon) speaks in strong terms of the excellence of the
Ethiopic version, and ¢f the satisfaction he haseerived from
consulting it, since he has been enabled to find his way with
some certainty to its meaning. Baut, in truth, we have so
many more helps for getting at the precise import of the
Greek New Testament, than for arriving at an intelligent ac-
quaintance with the old Ethiopie version of that Greek, that
most people will feel greatly more assured of coming at the
object of their search by repairing directly to the original
source; nor, with the defective. literature of Ethiopia in the
early centuries, can such a version—even if it were thoroughly
understood—attain to a place of much authority. Its renm-
derings can, at the most, confirm meanings obtained by other
and surer lines of investigation. And the same may be said
of the Memphitic and Gothic versions. So that, whatever in-
cidental benefits or personal satisfaction the study of such ver-
sions may yield, little comparatively can now be expected
from them as to the correct understanding of New Testament
Scripture.

IV. Among the collateral sources of information, that may
be turned to account in the interpretation of New Testament
Scripture, we must unquestlonably reckon the wrmngs of the
earlier Fathers. It is, certainly, but a mixed service they
render; since, from the strong tendency among them to al-
legorical and arbitrary modes of interpretation, if they are not
used discriminatingly, they will often prove false guides. They
were a8 a class defective in critical discernment, and that well-
poised balance of mind, which in such matters is rarely pos-
sessed, excepting as the result of an efficient training in lin-
guistic and critical studies, such as they did not enjoy. Had
the earlier Fathers but possessed a little more of the critical
faculty, and employed in connexion with it the advantages of
their position for the good of the Church in future times, they
would have directed their minds particularly to the investiga-
tion of the facts and circumstances of the Gospel age, ex-
amined with minute care the information that lay within their
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reach respecting the local and historieal allusions in the New
Testament, searched into the meaning of all words that in any
way bore upon them the peculiar impreas of the time, and by
philological or antiquarian researches endeavoured to make
plain the obscurer passages in the Gospels and Epistles. These,
however, are the provinces which they have most thoroughly
neglected to cultivate, and in respect to which, apparently,
they felt least conscious of any need of special application.
We have scarcely left the inspired territory, till we find our-
selves involved in the strangest misconceptions even as to
matters of fact, and, instead of careful discriminations be-
tween fable and history, are presented with a confused jum-
bling of both together. In what is probably the earliest of
sub-apostolic writings extant, one also of the best—the epistle
of Clement to the Corinthians—we have the fables about the
Danaids and the Phoenix classed with the biographical notices
of sacred history, and treated as equally deserving of eredit
(c. 6, 24.) Justin, in like manner, swallows without a suspi-
eion the story of Aristeas about the translation of the Septua-
gint, and even speaks of Herod as having sent to Ptolemy the
seventy elders who executed the work; as if the two had been
countemporaries! (Apol. o. 81, Exhor. ad Grazcos, § 11.) Even
in the face of plain statements in the Gospel history to the
contrary, he once and again, in his Trypho, represents Jesus
as having been born in a cave of grotto. Irenseus falls into
mistakes and inanities still more extraordinary; not only ac-
crediting the senseless tradition of Papias respecting the fruit-
fulnees of the millenial age (B. V. ¢. 33,) but also affirming it
to have been the teaching of St. John, that our Lord’s person-
al ministry lasted from His thirtieth till His fifkieth year (ii:
c. 4,5.) Even when we come down to the more regular and
elaborate expositors of New Testament Scripture, Augustine,
Jerome, Chrysostom, while they contain much that deserves,
and will repay a careful perusal, they are marvellously defi-
cient on those points in which their comparative proximity to
apostolic times, had they known how to avail themselves of
its opportunities, should bave given them an acknowledged
superiority over more distant generations. In respect to dates
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and places, customs and manners, they knew nothing of the
accuracy of our age. Their references to Old Testament af-
fairs contain often the most egregious blunders (of which a
striking example will be found in the Dissertation on the Ge-
nealogies ;) and of the spirit and design of the Old Testament
economy, both as a whole, and in its several parts, they are
ever evincing the most defective understanding. Not unfre-
quently, also, in matters connected with the New, we meet
with explanations utterly puerile and fantastic; as in the in-
stance produced by Archdeacon Hare from Augustine re-
specting the gift of the Spirit to the disciples on two distinet
occasions—an explanation that turns on the mystical value of
pumbers—and of which Hare justly remarks:—* The striking
thing is, not that the explanation is a bad one, but that it
implies an ignorance of what an explanation is, and of the
method in which we are to attain it; and the same thing we
find perpetually, as well in the Fathers, as in the contempo-
rary grammarians and rhetoricians.’’!

Another thing, that may equally be characterized as striking
in the mode of exposition adopted by the Fathers, is the per-
petual interchange beween the most spiritualistic meanings
and the grossest literalism; so that one is puzzled to under-
stand how the same minds that took pleasure in the one could
possibly rest satisfied with the other. For example, we have
not one merely, but a whole’series of the Fathers (Barnabas,
Tertullian, Clement Alex., Ambrose, Augustine, etc.,) finding
in the letter T, when occurring as a numeral in the Old Tes-
tament, an indication of the cross, numbers of all kinds spiri-
tualized, the spring in Eden with its four streams made to
signify Christ and the four cardinal virtues (Ambrose de Pa-
rad.-8;) and, in short, the principle of Augustine carried out
in all directions, ‘“that whatever in Scripture cannot be re-
ferred to purity of manners or the realities of faith, is to be
understood spiritually”” (De Doc. Chris. iii. 14.) Bat, on the
other hand, there ever and anon meets us the most literal and
fleshly application of the prophecies: if these speak of New
Testament things under the images supplied by the Old, of

1 Mission of the Comforter, p. 812.
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priesthood and sacrifice, they are interpreted to mean things
equally outward and earthly still. Some of the Fathers (such
a8 Irenmus, Tertullian, Ambrose, Lactantius,) even carried
this species of carnalism into the future world, and held that
flesh and blood only in the sense of unregenerate nature, shall
not inherit the kingdom of God; but that the bodies of be-
lievers—lJimb for limb, member for member, precisely the
same bodies as now—shall be raised up from the dead, and
shall regale themselves with corporeal delights (Tert. de Resur.
¢. 85, Irenseus, v. 9, etc.) . This exegetical caprice, which os-
cillated between two extremes, and inclined to the one or the
other as the fanoy or exigence of the moment might prompt,
unfits the patristic writings for being employed as exegetical
guides; and, along with the other defects mentioned, obliges
the student at every step to exercise his discretion.

Still, considerable benefit is to be reaped for Scriptural
interpretation from the perusal of the more eminent Fathers
—although one that we must be content to seek in fragments.
To say nothing of the bearing they have on the text of Scrip-
ture, the development of Christian doctrine, and the varied
evolution of evil and good in the history of the Church,
which constitute their chief historical interest, they are
valuable for the manifestation they give of mind in the ancient
world, when brought into contact with the revelation of God
in Christ, and of the effect produced by this in turning the
tide of thought and feeling, and directing it into a channel
somewhat accordant with the realities of the gospel. Even
when the explanations given of Scripture are one-sided and
imperfect, they are far from being uninstructive; for, when
not absolutely erroneous, they still present one aspect of the
truth, whioch the events and relations of the ancient world
served more particularly to call forth. In this respect they
contribute an element—often a very important element—to
the full understanding of the Divine record. And in writers
of the higher class—writers like Augustine and Chrysostom
—one is continually rewarded with passages, which discover
the profoundest insight into the truth of Scripture, and pre-
sent it to our view in the sharpest outline. The Greek expo-

T*
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sitors, too, among the fathers, have a value of their own in
regard to occasional words and phrases, the precise import of
which they not unfrequently enable us to apprehend, or at
least to determine, in a way that might otherwise have been
impracticable. With all the exceptions, therefore, and seri-
ous abatements that require to be made, in regard to the exe-
getical value of the fathers, there are advantages to be de-
rived from their judicious perusal, which no well-furnished in-
terpreter can dispense with; and however, in certain quarters,
their employment may have been pushed to excess, the full
and correct knowledge of New Testament Scripture has cer-
tainly gained by the revived study of their writings.

V. In the way of collateral sources, nothing further requires
to be mentioned, excepting the occasional employment of the
various materials, furnished partly by ancient, partly by
modern research, which serve to throw light on the historical,
social, or geographical allusions of the New Testament. If
the earlier Christian writers have done little to supply us with
such materials, the deficiency is in a great degree made up by
contributions from other quarters. From the nearly station-
ary character of society in the lands of the East, the manners
and usages of the present time, which have been amply illus-
trated by modern travellers, have brought us almost equally
acquainted with those of the Gospel age. All the scenes, too,
of Gospel history, not only the places trodden by the footsteps
of Jesus, but those hallowed by the labours, the journeyings,
and voyages of the apostles, have been with laborious accu-
racy explored. The chronology of the New Testament has
been so frequently and so fully investigated, that the probable
period of every event of any moment has been ascertained.
And even the local details, and casual occurrences of single
chapters—such as the 27Tth of the Acts—have been verified
and explained with a minuteness and fidelity, which leaves
nothing further to be desired, (Smith on the Voyage and Ship-
wreck of St. Paul.) With sources of such a kind the intelli-
gent interpreter of Scripture must make himself familiar ; and
be prepared at fitting times to use the information, which past
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care and industry have accumulated. In its own place this is
valuable, and, in a sense, indispensable; yet still only as a
subsidiary aid; and the work of exposition turns into a wrong
channel, when it finds its chief employment in matters of so
incidental and circumstantial a kind.

SECTION FOURTH.

GENERAL RULES AND PRINCIPLES TO BE FOLLOWED IN THE INTER-
PRETATION OF PARTICULAR WORDS AND PASSAGES.

‘W& must now make the supposition, that the points adverted
to in the preceding sections have been duly attended to; that
an acquaintance has been formed with the peculiar dialect of
the New Testament, and with the collateral sources of infor-
mation fitted to throw light on its terms and allusions. It by
no means follows, however, that when we Aave become thus
furnished with knowledge in such elementary matters, we have
all the qualifications necessary to render us safe or skilful in-
terpreters of New Testament Scripture, capable of unfolding
with clearness and accuracy the meaning of its several parts.
For this various other things are requisite, the want or neg-
lect of which may as certainly ensure our failure in the work
of interpretation, at least as regards the more select portions
of Scripture, as if we had yet to learn the peculiar structure
and characteristics of the language. We proceed, therefore,
to lay down some general rules and principles, which it is of
essential moment that we be in a condition to embrace and act
upon, in order to exhibit aright the meaning of Scripture.

1. The first we shall notice is one, that bears on the state
of mind of the interpreter—he must endeavour to attain to a
sympathy in thought and feeling with the sacred writers, whose
meaning he seeks to unfold. Such a sympathy is not required
for the interpretation alone of the inspired writings; it is
equally necessary in respect to any ancient author; and the
possession of it, to some extent, must be held to be altogether
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indispensable. Language is but the utterance of thought and
feeling on the part of one person to another, and the more we
can identify ourselves with the state of mind out of which
that thought and feeling arose, the more manifestly shall we
be qualified for appreciating the language in which they are
embodied, and reproducing true and living impressions of it.
An utter discordance or marked deficiency in the one respect,
cannot fail to discover itself in the other by correspondmg
blunders and defects.

It is the virtual abnegation of this pnnclple, and the pal-
pable want of the qualification which it presupposes, that has
rendered the really available results so inadequate, which have
been accomplished by the rationalistic school of interpreters.
Not a few of them have given proof of superior talents, and
have brought to the task also the acquirements of a profound
and varied scholarship. The lexicography and grammar, the
philology and archaology of Scripture, have been largely in-
debted to their inquiries and researches; but, from the grie-
vous mental discrepancyexisting between the commentator and
his author, and the different points of view from which they
respectively looked at Divine things, writers of this class ne-
cessarily failed to penetrate the depths of the subjects they
had to handle, fell often into jejune and superficial represen-
tations on particular parts, and on entire books of Scripture
never once succeeded in producing a really satisfactory expo-
sition. What proper insight, for example, into the utterances
of the apostle John—utterances that are remarkable for the
combination they present of simplicity in form, with depth
and comprehensiveness of meaning—could be expected from
‘one, who calls, indeed, upon the reader to sympathize with the
sacred writer, but how to do so? To sympathize * with the
apostle, as being, at the time of his writing the epistle, a weak
old man, who had no longer the power of thinking in any
connected manner.”’ Such is the manner in which even Langé
speaks, though in many respects greatly in advance of the
proper rationalists. Dr. Paulus of Heidelberg was long one
of the leading champions of this school—a man of no or-
dinary gifts, both natural and acquired, and a man, too, who
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possessed what many learned and useful commentators have
wanted—the power of so far sympathizing with the sacred
penmen, as to realize, in a vivid and attractive manner, the
scenes of their history, and the circumstances in which they
were placed. But all being brought to the test of a so-called
rational—namely, an anti-supernatural—standard, the epirit
evaporates in his hands, and every thing in a sense becomes
common and unclean. The most miraculous occurrences
shrink into merely clever transactions or happy coincidences;
and even when he comes to such a passage as this, * Blessed
art thou, for flesh and blood have not revealed it to thee, but
My Father that is in heaven,” he can see nothing but a refe-
rence to the force of circumstances in awakening the mind to
reflection, and giving it a practical direction and impulse to-
ward what is good; or to such another passage as this, I
must work the works of Him that sent Me while it is day:
the night cometh, when no man can work,” the whole he can
extract from it is, “ I must heal the diseased eyes before the
evening twilight comes on, because when it is dark we canno
longer see to work.”!

This school of interpretation, however, at least in the ex-
treme shape represented by Dr. Paulus, has become virtually
extinct. In Germany itself the tide has long since turned,
and been steadily setting in a better direction; nor would it
be easy to find any where better specimens of a truly sympa-
thetic and congenial spirit in the work of interpretation, than
are furnished by some of the later expository productions from
that country. There still is, no doubt, and probably will
ever be, both there and here, a class of interpreters, who in
a certain modified form exhibit a defect in the respect under
consideration; but a conviction, a8 to the real nature of the .

1 The entire note on the first of the two passages is: ¢¢ All circumstances
leading to insight and pursuit after the good are, in the New Testament, con-
pidered as grounded in the Godhead, educating men in a spontaneous and
moral, not juridical manner. When they awaken the mind to reflection, fur-
nish to its activity matters of practical insight, keep these before it, and
thereby quicken the energetic working toward what is good, then the pater-
nally inclined Godhead reveals to man something which the grovelling and
earthly disposition in man could not have discovered to him.”
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things which constituted the great aim and substance of the
gospel, and to the necessity of a correspondence in belief and
spirit between the inspired penmen and those who would en-
gage in the work of interpretation, such a conviction being
now more generally diffused and constantly growing, renders
it probable, that that specific work will in the future be left
more in the hands of persons, whose productions shall mani-
fest a becoming unison of sentiment between the original au-
thor and the modern disciple. Hence it is laid down as a
fundamental point by a distinguished German theologian—by
Hagenbach in his Encyclopedia, that *an inward interest in
the doctrine of theology is needful for a Biblical interpreter.
As we say, that a philosophical spirit is demanded for the
study of Plato, a poetical taste for the reading of Homer or
Pindar, a sensibility to wit and satire for the perusal of Lu-
cian, a patriotic sentiment for the enjoyment of Sallust and
Tacitus, equally certain is it, that the fitness to understand
* the profound truths of Scripture, of the New Testament espe-
cially, presupposes, as an indispensable requisite, a sentiment
of piety, an inward religious experience. . Thus is it ever true,
that the Scriptures will not be rightly and spiritually compre-
hended, unless the Spirit of God become himself the true in-
terpreter of His words, the angelus ¢nterpres, who will open
to us the real meaning of the Bible.”

The more we take into consideration the distinctive charac-
ter of Scripture, a8 a revelation from God, the more shall we
be convinced of the necessity and the importance of the prin-
ciple now stated. That character constitutes a special reason
. for a harmony of spirit between the interpreter and the ori-
ginal writer, beyond what belongs to Scripture in common
with other ancient writings. For, as an authoritative revela-
tion of the mind of God, it unfolds things above the reach of
our natural desire and apprehension, and unfolds them, not
as things that may be coolly surveyed and thoroughly under-
stood from a position of indifference, but as things affecting
our highest interests, and demanding our implicit and cordial
acceptance. In such a case something more is evidently re-
quired than mere intellectual discernment, or competent scho-
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larship. The heart as well as the head must be right; there
must be the delicacy of a spiritual taste, and the humility of
a childlike disposition. So true is the sentiment, which Neau-
der took for his motto, Pectus est quod theologum facit. Our
Lord, indeed, declared as much at the outset, when He said,
in His address to the Father, “Thou hast hid these things
from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them unto
babes.” It is only with the attainment of such a spiritual
condition, that ‘the eye opens to a clear perception of the
truth, or that the mind is able to discern the full import of the
words which embody it, and catch the nicer shudes of mean-
ing they convey. So that what has been said of religion ge-
nerally, may be specially applied to the interpretation of its
sacred records: ¢ As in all subjects we can understand lan-
guage only as far as we have some ezperience of the things'it
reports, so in religion (by the very same principle) the spiri-
tual heart alone can understand the language of the Spirit.
In every book whatever, it is the mind of the reader that puts
meaning in the words; but the language of the New Covenant
is a celestial language, and they who would give their fulness
to its blessed words, must have caught their secret from hea-
ven.”’! ‘

2. Necessary, however, and important as this sympathetic
spirit, this spiritus interpres, is, on the part of the interpreter
of Scripture, when possessed in fullest measure, it can never
entitle any one to use arbitrariness in the explanation of its
words, or warrant him to put a sense on these different from
that which properly belongs to them. Its value lies simply in
guiding to the real import, not in modifying it, or in superin-
ducing something of its own upon it. And we, therefore, lay
it down as another principle to be sacredly maintained in
Seriptural interpretations, that nothing should be elicited from
the text but what i3 yielded by the fair and grammatical ez-
planation of the language. The import of each word, and
phrase, and passage, must be investigated in a manner per-
fectly accordant with the laws of language, and with the ac-
tual circumstances of the writers. Not what we may think

1 Sermons by Mr. A. Butler, First Series, p. 94.
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they should have said, or might possibly wish they kad said,
but simply what, as far as we are able to ascertain, they did
say—this must be the sole object of our pursuit; and the more
there is of perfect honesty and discriminating tact in our ef-
forts to arrive at this, the more certain is our success. For
in the words of Bengel:! “It is better to run all lengths with
Scripture truth in a natural and open manner, than to shift,
and twist, and accommodate. Straightforward conduct may
draw against us bitterness and rancour for a time, but sweet-
ness will come out of it. KEvery single truth is a light of it-
gelf, and every error, however minute, is darkness as far as it
goes.”

Nothing i3 more directly at variance with this principle of
interpretation, and more surely fatal to success, than a party
or polemical bias, which brings the mind to the examination
of Scripture with a particular bent, and disposes it to work
for an inferior end. No doubt, it may be alleged, the posses-
sion of a spirit in harmony with that of the sacred penmen
implies something of this description—as such a spirit cannot
exist without the recognition of vital truths and principles
common to us with the inspired writers, and in conformity
with which our interpretation must proceed. To some extent
it must be so. But there is a great, and, for the most part,
easily marked distinction, between holding thus with the writers
of New Testament Scripture in a natural and appropriate man-
ner, and doing it in a controversial and party spirit—between
holding with them so as to give a fair and consistent interpre-
tation of their language, and doing it, or professing to do it,
while we are ever and anon putting a constrained or inade-
quate meaning on their words. If the latter be our mode of
procedure, it will not fail to betray itself in the manifest vio-
lence occasionally done to the words of the original, and the
various shifts resorted to for the purpose, either of evading their
proper force, or foisting upon them a sense they cannot fairly
be made to bear.

Previous to the Reformation, divines of the Romish Church
were wont to carry this style of interpretation to the worst

1 Life by Burck, p. 269.
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extreme. Individual writers, here and there, gave evidence
of a certain degree of candour and impartiality; but, for the
most part, the sacred text was treated in abject deference to
the authority of Rome, and the most arbitrary expositions
were fallen upon to establish her doctrinal positions. It was
only such a vigorous and general movement as the Reforma-
tion,—a movement basing itself upon the true sense of Scrip-
tare, and perpetually appealing to that for its justification,—
which would break the trammels that had so long lain upon
men’s minds in this respect, and recall sincere students of
Scripture to the simple, grammatical sense of its words. To
a great extent, it actually did this. Luther, Melancthon,
Calvin, and the other leading Reformers, were of one mind
here, though they sometimes failed, and differed from each
other, in the results to which the principle actually led them.
Their fundamental rule was, that “‘the sense of Scripture is
one, certain, and simple, and is everywhere to be ascertained
in accordance with the principles of grammar and human dis-
course.” (Elem. Rhet. II. of Melancthon.) “ We must not,”
says Luther, “make God’s word mean what we wish; we
must not bend 4, but allow it to bend us; and give it the
honour of being better than we could make it; so that we
must let it stand.” Of this fair, straightforward, grammati-
cal mode of handling Scripture, a8 characteristic of the spirit
of the Reformation, the Commentaries of Calvin are the no-
blest monument of the period, scarcely surpassed in that re-
spect, as in certain others not equalled, to the present day. It
was more, indeed, by what the Reformers did in their exegeti-
cal productions, and their comments on Scripture, than by
any formal announcement or explanation of their hermeneuti-
cal principles, that both they themselves and their immediate
followers gave it to be understood what those principles really
were. A hermeneutical work by Flacius Illyricus did appear
in 1567—entitled, Clavis Scripturee Sacree—somewhat cum-
brous indeed (comprising, along with his explanation of Scrip-
ture figures and expressions, two large volumes,) and in cer-
tain parts not a little prolix; but strong and earnest in its
advocacy of the great principle now under consideration, and
8
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for the period altogether a respectable and useful production.
It stood alone, however, in the 16th century, and was not
followed up, as it should have been, by Biblical students of a
more strictly exegetical and less controversial spirit. The au-
thor himself in this, as in his other works, was too much in-
fluenced by doctrinal prepossession and interest,—although
he justly condems Papists and sophists on this account, who
(he says) “pick out select -passages from the sacred books at
_their own pleasure, and combine them together again in the
most arbitrary manner; so that they speak, indeed, in the
plain words of Scripture, but at the same time utter their own
thoughts, not those of Scripture.” '

It is proper to note, however, that on this very point—the
point in respect to which the Reformation wrovght so benefi-
cial a change—Dr. Campbell pronounces a most severe and
caustic judgment against Beza, one of the most learned and
able expositors of the Reformation; he charges him with al-

- lowing his doctrinal tendencies to impart an improper bias to
his translation and notes. It cannot be questioned, we think,
that Beza did lay himself open to objection on this ground,
and his adversary Castalio proved himself quite ready to take
advantage of it. Some of the examples produced by Castalio,
and reproduced by Campbell, are certainly instances of wrong
translation and false exposition, such as but too clearly origi-
nated in undue doctrinal bias. But neither is it quite fair,
with Campbell, to ascribe them all to this source, nor are they
such as to merit that bitter acrimony which pervades the cri-
tique, and which looks more like the expression of personal
antipathy to Beza for the kind of doctrines he espoused, than
for occasional indiscretion in the way of introducing them.
That something of this sort did mingle in Campbell’s animad-
versions, one can scarcely doubt, not only from the pungency

" of their general tone, but also from the evident desire betrayed
in some of the examples to aggravate as much as possible the
charge of bad faith:—As when, in regard to Beza’s rendering
dwyy, in Acts ii. 27, by cadaver in his first edition, he is re-
presented as quite singular and arbitrary, while for that sense
(though in itself, we believe, a wrong one) Beza produces the
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authority of Jerome; and Suicer, in his Thesaurus, says of it,
Que Beza in prima editione sua RECTE interpretatus erat,—
referring, as Beza had done before him, to Virgil /En. iii.,
Animamque sepulchro condimus. So, again, in regard to the
word yzeporovjoavres, in Acts xiv. 23, which Beza renders per
suffragia creassent, Dr. Campbell can see nothing in the per
suffragia but Beza’s desire to thrust in his own views respect-
ing the popular election of -ministers. Beza, however, only
professes to give what he held to be the full and proper im-
port of the word, and what was undoubtedly its oriyinal mean-
ing; as Suicer also admits, when he says, it designates, ac-
cording to its primary signification, “an election, que fit per
suffragia manuum extensione data’’—eligere per suffragia ad
Episcopatum—a practice, he truly remarks, which long sur-
vived in the Church. Itmay be questioned, whether the word
should have this definite meaning ascribed to it in the passage
under consideration, as the word was often used in the more
general sense of designating or appointing. Suicer himself
thinks it does not; but Erasmus had already translated cum
suffragiis creassent, and the same sense is vindicated by Ra-
phelius, who supports it by examples from profane writers; to-
say nothing of Doddridge and others in later times. There
is, therefore, no just reason for charging Beza with bad faith,
as if, in ascribing such a sense to the word, he deliberately
tampered with the integrity of Scripture. These remarks
have been introduced merely for the purpose of guarding
against what appears an exaggerated representation of Beza’s
partiality, and of correcting the too depreciatory estimate
formed by Dr. Campbell of his merits as an interpreter of
Scripture. V

It may be confidently affirmed, that the partics, who, next
to the Papists, have erred most through doctrinal bias in per-
verting and narrowing the proper import of Sacred Scripture,
have been the elder Socinians and the modern Rationalists.
These, if not the only, are at least the chief parties who from
the ranks of Protestantism, and under a show of learning,
have systematically tampered with the sense (sometimes even
with the text) of Scripture; and have sought to obtain from
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it something else or something less than that which the words
by a natural interpretation yield. But the arts plied for this
purpose have signally failed. The forced interpretations and
arbitrary methods of the Socinian party have been obliged to
give way. By the establishment of a more accurate criticism,
by sounder principles of interpretation, and a more intimate
acquaintance with the original languages, it has been found
that Scripture will not surrender up any of its peculiar doc-
trines; so that, as has been remarked by Winer, *the con-
troversies among interpreters have usually led back to the ad-
mission, that the old Protestant views of the meaning of the
sacred texts, are the correct ones.”” These views are there,
the Rationalists of a past generation confessed, though only
by way of accommodation to the antiquated notions and doc-
trinal beliefs of the Jews, not as being in themselves absolutely
true or strictly Divine:—they are there, the Rationalists of
the present day still admit, but only as the temporary and im-
perfect forms of the truth, suited to an immature age, now to
be supplanted by higher and worthier conceptions. We thank
them both for the admission; in tkat we have the confession
of those whom nothing but the force of truth could have con-
strained to own, that the doctrines of the orthodox faith are
those which are elicited from Scripture by the grammatical
rendering and fair interpretation of its words. And by this
faith it behooves us to abide—till, at least, He who gave it may
be pleased to give us another and better.

The principle, however, of abiding in interpretations of
Seripture by the grammatical sense, not only requires a spirit
of fairness, as opposed to a doctrinal bias or polemical interest,
but also a spirit of discrimination in regard to the various ele-
ments, the Lexical and Syntactical peculiarities, by the ob-
servance of which the real grammatical sense is to be ascer-
tained. It is obvious, that if no proper discrimination is made
between the later and the more classical Greek—if due respect
is not had to-the Hebraistic element, which appears in some of
the phrases and constractions of New Testament Scripture—if
either the more distinctive meanings of particular words, or

1 Litteratur Zeitung, No. 44.
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the characteristic peculiarities of individual writers are aver-
looked, failures and mistakes in a corresponding degree will
inevitably be made in the exhibition of the correct meaning.
From deficiencies in one or more of these respects it is possi-
ble to give an unfair and erroneous view of a passage, not only
without any improper bias prompting one to do so, but even
with the most honest purpose of attaining to correctness, and
many-qualifications to aid in accomplishing it. When the
Apostle Paul, for example, in Gal. ii. 2, speaks of going up to
Jerusalem xara droxdivdev—if, from undue regard to classical
analogy, we should interpret with the learned Hermann, ez-
plicationis causa—for the purpose, that is, of rendering cer-
tain explanations to parties residing there, we should certainly
not give what is either the grammatical sense of the expres-
sion, or what accords with the Apostle Paul’'s use of the term
droxdlvgec; by whom it is always employed in the higher
sense of a Divine communication. And in such an expression
it is not so much classical analogy, as scriptural, and we may
even say Pauline, usage, that must determine the exact im-
port. It is in fact, as formerly stated, very much from the
more careful and discriminating attention, that has latterly
been paid to the various peculiarities both of the Greek lan-
guage generally, and of the New Testament style and diction
in particular, that advances have been made in precision and
accuracy of interpretation. Nor should it be forgotten, in
strictly critical expositions, what has been justly remarked by
Mr. Ellicot in his preface to the Epistle to the Galatians, that
“in the Holy Scriptures every peculiar expression, even at
the risk of losing an idiomatic turn, must be retained. Many
words, especially the prepositions, have a positive dogmatical
and theological significance, and to qualify them by a popular
turn, or dilute them by a paraphrase, is dangerous in the ex-
treme.”’

3. Assuming, however, what has been stated—assuming
that our primary object in interpreting Scripture, should be
to ascertain what sense the words of every passage may, by a
fair and grammatical interpretation, and in reality do yield:
assuming, moreover, that we both know and are disposed to

g*
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keep in view the more distinctive peculiarities belonging in
whole or in part to the language of the New Testament, there
are still guiding principles of great importance to be remem-
bered and followed, especially in those parts that have some
degree of difficulty about them. One of these, which we there-
fore specify as the third point to be noticed in this connexion,
is the regard that should be had to the simplicity which cha-
racterizes the writings of the New Testament. ¢ The excel-
lence of an interpreter,” says Ernesti, justly,  consists much in
simplicity; and the more any interpretation bears the mark of
facility, and it appears as if it ought to have struck the reader
before, the more likely is it to be true. ‘Padeov 70 dlybéc,
says Lycurgus; and Schultens, in his Preface to Job, well re-
marks that the seal of trath is simple and eternal.”

It is necessary, however, to explain here. The simplicity
that should characterize our interpretations of Secripture is
very different from shallowness, or from what lies entirely on
the surface and is found without difficulty, On the contrary,
great skill and study may often be required to come at it.
The simplicity we speak of is the proper counterpart of the
simplicity of Scripture itself——a simplicity that is compatible
with the most profound thought and the most copious mean-
ing—and which had its ground partly in the circumstances,
and partly in the design of the sacred penmen. In respect
to their circumstances, the position they occupied was that of
the comparatively humbler ranks of life; they lived and
thought in a simple, as contra-distinguished from an artificial

" gtate of society. Their manners and habits, their modes of
conception, and forms of speech, are such as usually belong
to persons similarly circumstanced; that is, they partake, not
of the polish and refinement, the art and subtlety, which too
commonly mark the footsteps of high cultivation and luxuri-
ous living, but of the free, the open, the natural—as of per-
sons accustomed frankly to express, not to concea] their emo-
tions, or to wrap their sentiments in disguise. On this ac-
count—because written by persons of such a type, and de-
picting characters and events connected with such a state of
society, the narratives of Scripture are pre-eminent above all

N
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other writings for their simplicity; they are nature itself, in
its unvarnished plainness and clear transparency; and from
this they derive a charm, which is more or less felt in every
bosom. But what so strikingly characterizes the narrative
portions of Scripture, has also given its impress to the others;
the whole are pervaded by the direct, the guileless simplicity
of men, who had to do with the realities of life, and were wont
to speak as from heart to heart.

But if the circumstances of the sacred writers tended to
produce, the design with which they wrote expressly called
for, this simplicity in writing; and, indeed, secured it. It
was to inform, to instruct, to save, that they wrote—this was
their one grand aim. They had no personal, no literary ends
in view; they were simply witnesses, recording the wonderful
things they had seen and heard, or ambassadors conveying
messages from another, not on their own behalf, but for the
interests of their fellow-men. Hence, they naturally lost
themselves in their subject. Having it as their one object to
unfold and press this upon the minds of others, they used, as
the apostle says, great plainness of speech—language the most
natural, the most direct, the most fitted to convey in appro-
priate and impressive terms the thoughts of their heart. The
simplicity which thus characterizes their writings is that of
men, who had a single aim in view, and so went straight to
the mark.

Such is the kind of simplicity which the writings of the
New Testament possess; and corresponding to this is the sim-
plicity which should appear in our manner of interpretation.
How, then, should it appear? Primarily, no doubt, and
mainly, in putting a natural construction on their words, and
ascribing to them, precise indeed and accurate, yet not re-
condite and far-fetched meanings. As in writing what they
were moved to indife by the Holy Ghost, the sacred penmen
were guided by the simplicity of an earnest purpose and a
lofty aim, so we should prescribe to ourselves (as Titmann has
said) this quality of simplicity as a rule, and not recede, ex-
cept for grave reasons, from that sense, which seems to be the
neargst and most direct. It may be quite possible, in certain
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cases, by the help of lexicons and other appliances, to bring
out interpretations of an ingenious nature, and display a good
desl of skill in supporting them; but no satisfactory results
shall thus be obtained, unless the meanings put upon the dif-
ferent words, and the sense extracted from them, are such as
might seem appropriate to men using the language of ordinary
life, and using it with the view, not of establishing subtle dis-
tinctions, but of unfolding in the most effective manner the
great principles of truth and duty.
. This, however, has respect only to our treatment of the

language; the kind of thoughts and feelings of which that
language might be expressive is another thing. Here there
was room for infinite depth and fulness. It is of the nature
of grace, in all its operations, to give a subjective elevation
to the soul—to increase, not only its appetency, but its power
of discernment also, for the inward and spiritual; and by the
help even of commeon things, through the instrumentality of
the simplest language, to open veins of thought, and awaken
chords of feeling, which lie beyond the reach of those who are
living after the course of nature. In the spiritually enlight-
ened mind there is, what may be called, a divine simplicity,
which, by drawing it into closer connexion and sympathy with
the mind of God, discovers to it views and meanings, which
would otherwise never have suggested themselves. So, we
see with the inspired writers of the New Testament themselves,
that not unfrequently they discern an import in the earlier
dispensations of God, or indicate thoughts in connexion with
the facts of later times, such as would not have occarred to
persons, even of superior and cultivated minds, looking from
a merely natural point of view. Yet not the less in what they
thus discern and indicate—in the inferences they dedace, and
the conclusions they build, as well as in the more substantive
part of their announcements, are there to be found the proper
characteristics of simplicity—a style of thought and expres-
sion, direct, plain, natural.

We simply add further, that in endeavouring to preserve
and copy this simplicity, we are in no respect precluded from
the necessity of applying careful thought and the resources
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of solid learning to the work of interpretation. It is only
through these, indeed, that we can hope to surmount the diffi-
culties which lie across the path of a thoroughly successful
exegesis of Scripture. In aiming at this we have to throw
ourselves back upon the times and circumstances of the sacred
penmen—to realize their position—make ourselves familiar
with their modes of thought and forms of expression, so as to
be able to judge what would have been for them a natural and
fitting mode of representation—what forced and unnatural.
And this we can only expect to do by close study, and the
judicious employment of the resources of learning. Not the
learning merely which is confined to the use of grammars and
lexicons, but all that can serve to throw light on the language,
the manners, the opinions and habits of those, among whom
Christ and His apostles lived and spoke. Whatever is calcu-
lated to aid us in arriving at such intimate knowledge, must
also be serviceable in enabling us to attain to a proper sim-
plicity in our interpretations of Seripture.

4. It is only following out the same line of thought, and
rendering the principle it involves specific in a particular di-
rection, when we mention as anather, a fourtk rule to be at-
tended to in scriptural interpretations, that in settling the
meaning of words we must have respect chiefly to the usus
loguendy, the current sense, or established usage at the time—
to this more than to their etymology. The reason for such a
rule is no further peculiar to the writings of the New Testa-
ment, than that they are of a popular and practical nature;
which rendered it expedient, and, in a sense, necessary, that
words and phrases should be taken in their prevailing signifi-
cation. Bat this signification often differs greatly from what
might be conjectured by looking simply to their etymology.
For the spoken language of a people is ever passing through
certain processes of change and fluctuation. Many of its
terms depart considerably, in the course of time, from their
original import, acquire new shades of meaning, and some-
times even become so entirely transformed in their progress,
that the ultimate use scarcely exhibits a trace of the primal
signification. A familiar example of this from our own lan-
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guage is to be found in the word villain—the English form of
the Latin villanus—originally, the poor serf attached to the
villa or farm of a proprietor—then, from the usual condition
and manners of such, the low, selfish, dishonest peasant—and,
finally, when villenage in the original sense became extinct,
those capable of the most base and dishonourable actions—the
morally vile and mean. Another instance is furnished by a
word, which by a strange coincidence has had the like fortune
in its English, that it seems formerly to have had in its Greek
form. Sycophant in the earlier stages of our literature meant
.8imply an accuser—by-and-by a false accuser—but in process
of time it lost this sense, and came to signify a fawning flat-
terer, one who speaks, not ill of a person behind his back,
bat good of him before his face, though' only for a sinister
and selfish purpose—the only sense now retained by the word.
In like manner, the Greek ovxogdvryc, according to the
ancient grammarians, and according also to its apparent com-
position, originally a fig-shower—an informer (as is said,
though there is no certain proof of such a use) against per-
sons exporting figs from Attica—then a common informer—
and ultimately a false accuser, or a false adviser, its only
signification in classical writings—while in the New Testament
it bears the still further, but collateral sense, of extorting
money under false pretences (Luke iii. 14.)

Not only do words thus in current use sometimes escape
altogether from their original meaning, but there are also
words, which, etymologically considered, ought to be identical
in their import, and should admit of being interchanged as
synonymous, which yet come to differ materially as to their
actual use. To refer only to one example: our two terms
Joresight and provision are each made up of two words pre-
cisely similar in meaning—only the one pair of Saxon, the
other of Latin origin. Undoubtedly fore by itself answers
to pre, and sight to vision; yet usage has appropriated the
two words to different ideas—the one to indicate what is anti-
cipated in the future, the other to what is laid up or done
with a view to the future. A foreigner not acquainted with
the usage, and guided merely by the etymology, might readily
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substitute the one for the other. And it is but lately that I
noticed in a letter written from abroad the expression used
respecting some one, that his * provigions were disappointed,”
evidently meaning by provisions what should have been ex-
pressed by foresight—the anticipations that had been formed
in respect to the future.

A similar sense of incongruity, as in this case, is occasion-
ally produced in one’s mind, when a word occurs in some of
~ our older writers, which since their day has undergone a con-
siderable change of meaning—especially if, as sometimes hap-
pens, it is employed by them, not only in its original accep-
tation, but also in conjunction. with an epithet, which seems
to indicate what is incompatible with the other. Thus in one
of Caxton’s prefaces, his preface to a translation of a Life of
Charles the Great, printed by him in 1485, beseeching the
reader’s indulgence toward his translation, he says, ¢ Though
there be no gay terms in it, nor subtle, nor new eloquence,
yet I hope, that it shall be understood, and to that intent I
have especially reduced (translated) it after the simple cunning
that God hath lent me,”’—the simple cunning, two words that
now bear antagonistic meanings, and seem incongruously
united together. Certainly, as now understood, a man of
cunning is any thing but a simple persan ; simplicity and cun-
ning cannot exist together. But cunning originally implied
nothing of a sinister kind. It has its root in the German
kennen, to know, from which our ken comes, and merely de-
noted the kenning, or knowing, which one might have of any
thing in art or science. Applied to works of art, it became
nearly synonymous with sk¢/l or power—approaching to an-
other cognate German word, kennen, canning, having the
power or ability to accomplish any thing—in which sense it
occurs in our English Bible, ‘ Let my right hand forget her
cunning,” namely, her acquired skill to play upon the harp.
It is only in comparatively late times, that the word lost this
meaning, and came to denote that sort of deceit, which is
united with a low kind of skill or cleverness.

Such examples show how cautiously etymology should be ap-
plied in determining the sense of words, as these come to be
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used in a living tongue. As our examples have been chiefly
taken from our own language, it may be added in passing, that
the person, who did most to turn the attention of English
scholars in this direction, and who originated inquiries which
have led to many interesting and profitable results—Horne
Tooke—has also exhibited in some of his deductions one of the
most striking examples of the danger of pushing such inquiries
to excess, and of being guided simply by the etymological ele-
ment in ascertaining the import of words. In the spirit of a
thorough-going Nominalist, he maintains, in his ¢ Diversions
of Purley,” that as words are merely the signs of ideas, and
as all our words, not excepting the most abstract, are ulti-
mately traceable to a meaning derived from sensible impres-
sions, so words must be understood not in their acquired or
metaphorical, but always substantially in their primitive and
sensational meaning:—consequently, as we have no words,
neither have we any ideas, of a properly absolute description—
both alike cleave inseparably to the dust. So inregard even
to truth: “Truth is nothing (he says) but what every man
troweth ; whence there is no such thing as eternal, immutable,
everlasting truth ; unless mankind, such as they are at present,
be also eternal, immutable, and everlasting; and two persons
may contradict each other, and yet both speak truth, for the
truth of one person may be opposite to the truth of another.”
This is carrying the subjective principle in our natures to an
extravagant height, and making words govern ideas in a
manner, which few, we should think, will be disposed to ac-
credit. We refer to it merely as a proof of the folly of push-
ing such a line of investigation to the utmost, and making
what is the primary ground of our words and ideas also their
ultimate standard and measure. Even with soberer inquirers
and safer guides we sometimes perceive an excess in the same
direction. It may be noticed occasionally in a work, which
a8 a whole is marked by just thought and fine discrimination,
and will repay a careful perusal—Dr. Trench on “the Study
of Words.” Thus, when treating of kind, he says, ‘“a kind
person is a kinned person, one of kin, one who acknowledges
and acts upon his kinship with other men. And so mankind
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is mankinned. In the word is contained a declaration of the
relationship which exists between all the members of the human
family ; and seeing that this relation in a race now scattered so
widely and divided so far asunder can only be through a com-
mon head, we do in fact, every time that we use the word man-
kind, declare our faith in the common descent of the whole
human race,” (p. 42.) We would, indeed, declare it, if, as
often as we used the word, we bad respect to that derivation, -
and assented to the principle implied in it; but how few in
reality do so! In thelanguage of every-day life, we employ
the word simply as current coin—we take it as expressive of
the multitade of beings who possess with ourselves a common
nature, but at the same time, perhaps, thinking as little of
their common origin, as, when speaking of truth, we have re-
spect to what every individual troweth.

Bat in all this we point only to the excess. There can be
no doubt, in regard to the thing itself, that it is of great im-
portance to attend to the derivation of words, and that with-
out knowing this we cannot get at those nicer shades of mean-
ing which they often express, or make a thoroughly intelligent
and proper use of them. In the great majority of cases, the
etymological is also the actual sense of the word; and even
when the acquired or metaphorical use comes materially to
differ from the primary one, the knowledge of the primary is
still of service, as most commonly a certain tinge or impress
of it survives even in the ultimate. How often does a refe-
rence to the original import of some leading word in a phrase
or sentence, enable us to bring out its meaning with a point
and emphasis that we must otherwise have failed to exhibit!
How often, again, when terms nearly synonymous are em-
ployed—so nearly, perhaps, that in rendering from Greek to
English we can only employ the same word for both,—does a
glance at the fundamental import disclose the difference
between them! Thus, in Gal. vi. 2, we have the exhortation,
“‘Bear ye one another’s burdens, and so fulfil the law of Christ ;"
and presently afterwards, in ver. 5, we have the announce-
ment, *“For every one shall bear his own burden.” Even an
English reader may see, by looking at the connexion, that the

9 .
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burden in the one case cannot be the same with what is meant
by it in the other; that the one, as Augustine long ago re-
marked, is the burden of one’s own trials or infirmities, which
may be shared in by others, while the other is something al-
together proper to the individual—the burden of his personal
responsibility, or rather, perhaps, the burden of his personal
state and destiny—which he must bear himself alone. But
the difference at once presents itself when we turn to the ori-
ginal, where we find two distinct words employed, each having
their respective shades of meaning. The burdens we are-to
bear one for another are ra Sdp, the weights, the things which
press like loads upon those who come into contact with them,
andin a manner call for friendly help; but the burden each
one has to bear for himself is 70 ¢dcov popriov, that charge of
what is more properly his own, which is indissolubly linked to
his personal consciousness and rationality, and of which no one
can relieve another.

Again, in Rom. ix. 15, 'Elefjow dv dv é1ed, xat oixtepriow
oy dv oixreipw, we have two verbs, which are of such cognate
meaning, that they are often loosely interchanged, and some-
times the one, sometimes the other, is held to be the stronger
expression. Even Titmann (Synon. I p. 122,) and after him
Robinson, in Lex., designates &ieo¢ and éAectv as stronger than
oixteppoc, and oéxreipey, because the former carry along with
them the additional notion of beneficence, a desire to relieve
the miserable. Bat if the greater strength had been there, we
should rather have expected the clauses in this passage of the
Epistle to the Romans to be in the inverse order—the weaker
to be first, and the stronger last. A more exact analysis
justifies the existing order; for, as Fritzsche has justly re-
marked on the passage, the words 6 ofxreppéc and odxreepety
signify more than 0 € Acog and éAectv. The latter stand related
to faog, iAdopar, fAdoxopa (the being propitious, kind, or
gentle;) the other to of (the oh! the cry of distress or sym-
pathy,) and olxro¢ (the tender pity or compassion, of which
that cry is one of the first and most natural expressions.)
Hence 6 &Acoc denotes that sorrow which a kindly disposition
feels at the misery of another, and is the proper word to be
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used when the general notion of mercy is to be expressed;
0 olxteppoc, however, denotes the sorrow awakened by the
sense of another’s misery, which calls forth tears and lamen-
tations—not pity merely, but pity in its keener sensibilities
and most melting moods. So that the passage referred to has
in it a real progression: “I will have mercy on whom I will have
mercy, and will have pity on whom I will have pity."”

An expression in 2 Cor. xii. 9, may be referred to as an
example of a somewhat different kind. The apostle there says
that he would most willingly rather glory in infirmities, va
émeaxyyaiay éx’ ud 1§ dovauec tob Xpeorod, the full import of
which is but imperfectly conveyed by the common rendering,
“that the power of Christ may rest upon me.” The verb em-
ployed belongs to the later Greek, and is found in Polybius
in the sense of dwelling in a tent, or inhabiting. This, how-
ever, i8 not safficient to explicate the meaning of the word
here; nor is any aid to be obtained from the Septuagint, since
it does mnot occur there. It can only be explained by a refe-
rence to what is said in Old Testament Scripture of the re-
lation of the Lord’s tabernacle or tent to His people; by such
a passage, for example, as Isa. iv. 6, where it is written, * And
there shall be a tabernacle for a shadow in the day time from
the heat;”’ that is, the Lord’s gracious presence and protection
spread over them as a shelter.. So in Rev. vii. 15, the Lord
is represented as “ tabernacling upon” the redeemed in glory.
In like manner, the apostle here states it as the reason why
he would rejoice in infirmities, that thereby Christ’s power
might tabernacle upon him—might serve, so to speak, as the
abiding refuge and confidence in which he should hide him-
self.

- We need not multiply examples further of this description.
But we may add, that for those who would know generally how
much may be gained in drawing out the more precise and deli-
cate shades of meaning, by a reference to the radical and
primary eense of words, one of the best helps will be found to
be Bengel's Gnomon, which, notwithstanding occasional fail-
ures, is in a short compass the happiest specimen extant of this
kind of interpretation. This should be taken as an habitual
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companion. But occasionally, also, in writers of a more po-
pular cast, good examples are to be met with of the same tact—
in none, perhaps, more than in Leighton, who, if he sometimes
strains rather unduly the original meaning, more commonly
turns it to good account, and that in a natural and happy
manner. As in the following example: “ God resisteth the
proud—dyrerdooetaz—singles it out as His grand enemy, and

-sets Himself in battle array against it; so the word is. It
breaks the ranks of men, in which He hath set them, when
they are not subject—démoragaopevor,—as the word is before;
yea, pride not only breaks rank, but rises up in rebellion
against God, and doth what it can to dethrone Him, and
usurp His place; therefore He orders his forces against it;”
and so on.

On the other hand, in passages presenting some difficulty,
or affording scope for the display of fancy on the part of the
interpreter, it is quite possible, and, indeed, very common, to
err by pressing unduly the etymological import of words.
Horsley, for example, gives a marked somewhat ludicrous ex-
hibition of this, when rendering, as he occasionally does, the
Greek word ¢diarar by the English word derived from it,
tdiots,'—a word, no doubt, bearing much the same significa-
tion with its Greek original—denoting, first, the merely private
man, as contradistinguished from one conversant with affairs
and offices of state; then a person of rude and unskilled con-
dition—in manners and intellect unpolished ; and, finally, one
altogether destitute of the ordinary powers of human intelli-
gence—bereft of reason, to which last sense it has long been
confined in the common intercourse of life. So that, with
Horsley, to turn the expression used of the apostles in Acts
iv. 18, “unlearned men and idiots,” is only, by a misplaced
literalism, to give a false representation of the meaning. Not
much better is his rendering and interpretation of Luke i. 4,
“That thou mightest know the exact truth of those doctrines
wherein thou hast been catechised”—nepi v xaryyylyc:—
on which he remarks, “St. Luke's own Gospel, therefore, if
the writer’s own word may be taken about his own work, is an

1 Tracts against Priestley, p. 46.
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historical exposition of the Catechism, which Theophilas had
learned when he was first made a Christian. The first two
articles in this historical exposition are, the history of the Bap-
tist’s birth, and that of Mary’s miraculous impregnation. We
have much more, therefore, than the testimony of St. Luke,
in addition to that of St. Matthew, to the truth of the fact of
the miraculous conception ; we have the testimony of St. Luke,
that this fact was a part of the earliest catechetical instruction ;
a part of the catechism, no doubt, which St. Paul’s converts
learned of the apostle.”! We see here, too plainly, the po-
lemical interest, endeavouring to make the utmost of an argu-
ment, but overreaching its purpose by putting an undue strain
on the principal word in the passage. That our word cate-
chise might originally correspond to the Greek word xaryyéw,
from which it obviously comes, may be certain enough; but it
does not follow, that what xaryyéw imports, as used by St.
Luke, is fairly given by catechise, in its current acceptation.
The Greek word did not originally bear the technical import
of catechise; it meant, to sound out towards, to resound, or
sound in one’s ears; then more specially to do this by word
of mouth, to instruct, and ultimately to instruct by way of
question and answer. As used in the New Testament, and
Greek writers generally, except the Fathers, it indicates no-
thing as to the specific mode of instruction; and to represent
it by the word catechise, would only render our translation in
most cases unintelligible or ridiculous. Thus, at Gal. vi. 6,
it would run, ¢ Let him that is catechised in the word commu-
nicate to him that catechiseth in all good things;” and at
Acts xxi. 22, “But they have been catechised concerning thee,
that thou teachest all the Jews to forsake Moses.”” To sound
forth, or communicate instruction, in the active voice, and in
the passive, to hear by way of rumour, or be instructed any-
how,—these are the only senses which the word bears in the
New Testament. In later times the xaryyovuévor were those
who were under special instruction for admission to the Church,
and, as we might say, the catechised portion in Christian com-

munities.
1 Sermon on the Incarnation.

g%
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In Dr. Campbell’s Fourth Preliminary Dissertation will be
found some good remarks and apposite illustrations on the
subject before us. Not, however, without some grounds for
exception. His jealousy in respect to etymological considera-
tions is carried to excess, and in some of the instances he pro-
duces, leads him, more or less, into error. We formerly al-
luded to his remarks on yseporovéw, as used in Acts xiv. 23,
and his severe denunciation of Beza for so far giving heed to
its etymological formation, as to express in his translation a
reference to the mode of appointment to church offices by
popular election, signified by holding up the hand. He would
exclude everything from its import but the simple idea of ap-
pointment, although in the only other passage in the New
Testament, where it is similarly used of appointment to church
offices (2 Cor. viii. 19,) it plainly does include the element of
popular suffrage. We shall rather point, however, under the
present division, to another example, in which Dr. Campbell
is still less successful, though he labours hard to make good
his point. It turns on the word 7poywdoxw, whether this
should be rendered, as its component elements would lead us
to expect, by foreknow, or by some more general mode of ex-
pression. Dr. Campbell holds, it should be less strictly taken
in Rom. xi. 2, where we read in our common version, ¢ God
bath not cast away His people, whom He foreknew” (dv
npoéyvw;) he would separate the preposition, 7po, from the
verb, and also impose an the verb itself a somewhat different
meaning,—that, namely, of acknowledging or approving; and
thus he obtains a, no doubt, very plain and intelligible sense:
“God hath not cast off his people, whom heretofore He ac-
knowledged.” DBut is this really the sense intended by the
apostle? We find him using the same compound verb a little
before at ch. viii. 29, “ Whom He did foreknow (0l mpoéyve,)
them He also did predestinate;”—and there it is scarcely
possible to understand it otherwise than in the sense of fore-
knowing given to it by our translators, being plainly used of
an act of the Divine mind toward His people, prior to that of
their predestination to blessing: He foreknew, then He fore-
appointed. Is there any necessity for departing from the
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same literal sense in the passage before us? None that ap-
pears worthy of notice. Dr. Campbell has, indeed, said, that
to speak there of God’s people as those whom He foreknew,
“‘conveyed to his mind no meaning whatever;” and, by a
strange oversight in so acute a mind, he founds his statement
on’ the assertion, that to foreknow ‘“always signifies to know
some event before it happens’’—as if it might not equally im-
port, when used in reference to an act of God, to know a per-
son before he exists. Presently, however, he resorts to another
consideration, which implies a virtual abandonment of the
other, and objects, that * God knew Israel before, in the ordi-
-nary meaning of the word knowing, could never have been
suggested as a reason to hinder us from thinking, that Ile
would never cast them off; for, from the beginning, all na-
tions and all things are alike known to God.” True, indeed,
in one sense, but not in. another. They were not all alike
known to God as destined to occupy toward Himself the same
relation, and to receive the same treatment; and that is pre-
cisely the point in the eye of the apostle. God could not
cast away His own people, whom He foreknew as His own.
Their friendly relation to Him being descried as among the
certainties of the coming future, nothing in that future could
arise to hinder its accomplishment. In another passage (2
Tim. ii. 19) of quite similar import, the apostle finds the
ground of the believer’s security from perdition in the simple
fact, which he calls a seal, that ‘“‘the Lord knoweth them that
are His"’—a thought which had consoled the Psalmist ages.
before, as appears from the words in the first Psalm, ¢The
Lord kAnoweth the way of the righteous.” For such know-
ledge necessarily implies a corresponding treatment. ¢If
the way of the righteous is known by God as the omniscient,
it cannot but be blessed by Him as the righteous. Hence,
there is no necessity to ascribe to know the sense of having
care and affection for, loving, which it never properly pos-
sesses. It is enough, if only God with His foreknowledge is
not shut up in the heavens; the rest flows spontaneously from
His nature, and does not need to be particularly mentioned.”?

1 Hengstenberg on Ps. i.
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We bave referred under this division to so many illustra-
tive examples, on the one side and the other, because it is
chiefly through these, that the danger of running into an ex-
treme is made apparent; and along therewith the necessity of
care and skill in avoiding it. It is, no doubt, one thing to
know, in what direction a tendency to excess in such a matter
lies, and another thing to keep clear of it. Yet it will be of
importance to remember, that while one should always seek
to be acquainted with the etymological import of words, this
cannot in every case be taken for the actual meaning; this is
determined by the current usage, which must be ascertained
and adhered to.

So far as concerns the language of the New Testament, or
the precise meaning and interpretation of its words, the general
rules and principles now given appear to comprise all that is
necessary. They will serve to mark-out the course of inquiry
that must be pursued, if any measure of success is to be at-
tained. For the actual result, much will necessarily depend
upon the greater or less degree of exegetical tact possessed
by the student, and the extent to which it has been cultivated
by personal application and proper exercise. Hermeneutical
skill, like skill of other kinds, must not only have something
in nature to rest upon, but have that also matured by diligent
and well-directed practice, thhout which no proficiency can
be expected.

For those cases, in which some more peculiar difficulty is
felt in getting at the precise sense of a passage, there must,
first of all, be brought into play the requisite qualifications
connected with the application of the rules and principles
already laid down. There must be an acquaintance with the
original language, in its proper idioms, the etymology and
usage of its words—a knowledge of the distinctive peculiari-
ties of the writer, in whose productions the passage occurs—
of the circumstances of the time in which he wrote, its man-
ners and custorms, modes of thought and principles of action
—in a word, an insight into the nature of the language em-
ployed, and the various things, of a circumstantial description,
fitted to tell upon the views of the writer and his more im-
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mediate circle. It is clear, that without knowledge of such
compass and variety, no one can reasonably expect to succeed
in dealing with a passage, which involves any difficulty in
respect to the proper construction of its words, or the real
meaning which they bear. But it is possible, that where so
much is possessed and used, the difficulty may still fail to be
overcome. In that case, the next, and more special thing that
should be done, is to look very carefully and closely to the
connexion in which the passage stands—which will often do
much to remove the darkness or uncertainty that rests upon
its import. Then, let the peculiar phrase or construction,
which occasions the difficulty, be examined in connexion with
others of the same, or nearly the same description, in what
remains besides of the individual writer ;—or if none such may
occur, then in other parts of Scripture; and, still again, in
other writings of the apostolic age, and periods not remote
from it. The nearer to the passage itself, then the nearer to
him who indited it, that any light can be found, the more
likely to prove satisfactory. So that the examination should
usually be made in the order of his own writings first, next of
the other inspired productions, and, finally, of writings as near
as possible to the age and circumstances in which he wrote.
In such investigations, we need scarcely say, all available
helps, whether ancient or modern, should be brought into re-
quisition. Access to these in any considerable degree must
always be a special advantage to those who enjoy it. But
even where it is very imperfectly possessed, no inconsiderable
progress may be made in the exact knowledge and interpreta-
tion of Scripture, if this Scripture itself is but carefully studied,
with a few good grammars and lexicons; as, when 8o used, it
will be found to supply many materials for interpreting itself.
Let no one, therefore, wait till he has all requisite means
within his reach; but let each rather endeavour to make the
most profitable use of what he can command—in the persua-
sion, that though he may be far from accomplishing all he
could wish, he will still find his labour by no means in vain.
And, however he may stand as to inferior resources, let him
never forget to seek the enlightening and directing grace of
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the Holy Spirit, who to the humble and prayerful mind will
often unlock secrets, which remain hid to the most learned
and studious.

SECTION FIFTH.

OF FALSE AND TRUE ACCOMMODATION; OR, THE INFLUENCE
THAT SHOULD BE ALLOWED .TO PREVAILING MODES OF
THOUGHT IN FASHIONING THE VIEWS AND UTTERANCES OF
THE SACRED WRITERS. '

" TaE previous discussions have had respect mainly to the
language of the New Testament, and the principles or rules
necessary to be followed, in order to our arriving at the pre-
cise and proper import of its words. There are, however,
elements of various kinds, not properly of a linguistic nature,
which must yet, according to the influence allowed them, ex-
ercise an important bearing on the sense actually obtained
from the words and phrases of Scripture—eélements, which
will affect the interpretation of some parts of Scripture more
than others, or tend to modify the meaning put on certain of
its passages. The points referred to less properly concern
the explanation of particular terms, thun the nature of the
ideas contained in them. They respect the question, what is
there precisely of truth to be received, or of practical instruc-
tion to be obeyed, in the portions which have been analyzed
and explained? It is quite possible, that one may know with
perfect correctness every word in a passage, and yet, from
some false conceptions or misleading bias, may have a very
imperfect apprehension of its real purport, or, perbaps, give
a wrong turn to the thoughts it expresses. It is necessary,
therefore, on the basis of the principles already unfolded, to
proceed to this higher line of hermeneutical inquiry, and en-
deavour, if possible, to set up some proper landmarks upon it.

1. Now, the first point that here calls for investigation is,
the general one, in what relations the sentiments of the sacred
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writers stand to the spirit of their age—to its prevailing modes
of thought and popular beliefs. Were they in any material
respect modified by these? Or did they pursue an altogether
independent course—never bending in aught under the pre-
vailing current, if this at all deviated from the exact and na-
tural line of things? Or, if they did to some extent accom-
modate themselves to this, how far might we expect the ac-
commodation to go? At a comparatively early period a
certain doctrine of accommodation was introduced with refer-
ence to representations in Scripture—which Origen, and others
of the Fathers, were wont to regard as spoken or done xat’
ocxovopiav, by way of dispensation, or through svyxardBaa,
a condescension, or an accommodation to the position and in-
firmities of the persons addressed. Advantage, it was believed,
was taken of these, in order the more readily to gain the con-
fidence or reach the understanding of those who were in an
unfit state for receiving the naked truth. It is difficult to
say precisely, how far the Fathers, who introduced this princi-
ple, meant to carry it, in respect to the teaching of Christ
and the apostles; for they are neither very explicit nor al-
together consistent in their statements upon the subject. For
the most part they appear simply to have understood by it an
adaptation in the form of Divine communications to the modes
of human thought and speech, while the matter not the less
remained true aud divine; as in conduct the Apostle Paul
became as a Jew to the Jews (1 Cor. ix. 20,) or externally
conformed himself to their manners and customs, without in
the least detracting thereby from the claims and principles of
the Gospel. In this way, Scripture was explained as accom-
modating itself to men’s infirmities or habits, when it speaks
of God as possessing human parts and passions, or uses para-
bles, proverbs, and familiar images, to set forth to our view
things spiritual and divine. But occasionally they seem to
indicate an application of the principle beyond this limit, and
to include the matter of what was taught or done, as well as
the form: as when Origen (in his Principia, L. iv.) speaks of
mystic dispensations employed by God, which, in their literal
sense or obvious meaning, were opposed to enlightened faith
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and reason—or when Jerome, in his Epistle to Augustine,
teaches that Paul, as well as Peter, feigned himself to be a
Jew, and yet reproved Peter at Antioch by what he calls
honesta dispensatio, which the one administered, and the
other submitted to feignedly, that they might show the pru-
dence of apostles. It requires no arguments to prove, that
honest dispensations of this sort but ill accord with that godly
gsimplicity, which we are wont to ascribe to the apostles, and
would, if generally believed in, somewhat shake their credit
as inspired writers. Fortunately, however, the Fathers erred
comparatively little in this direction; and it was rather from
inadvertence, or from perplexity in dealing with particular
passages, than from any general laxity of principle, that they
have been occasionally betrayed into rash and unguarded state-
ments upon the subject.

It was reserved for modern times to apply the principle of
accommodation to the teachings of Scripture in the full and
proper sense, and to represent Christ Himself and the apostles
as pandering to the mistaken views and narrow prejudices of
their time. Wetstein was among the first to lay down a for-
mal principle of this sort, although Grotius in some of his
comments had before virtually acted on it. But Wetstein, in
a little work on the criticism and interpretation of the New
Testament (A.p. 1724,) gave it out as a canon of interpreta-
tion, in respect to those passages, which seem to be at variance
with truth, or with each other, that the sacred writers should
be viewed “as not always expressing their own opinion, nor
representing matters as to their real state, but occasionally
alsoexpressing themselves according to the sentiments of others,
or the sometimes ambiguous, sometimes erroneous, opinions of
the multitude.” And he indicates, that this mode of explana-
tion should be especially adopted in regard to what is often
said in the New Testament of sacrifices, of Satan, of angels
and demons. Shortly after, Semler (both in a new edition of
Wetstein’s treatise, and in works of his own, took up the prin-
ciple of interpretation thus announced, and with character-
istic ardour and industry applied it to the explanation of the
New Testament writings. His fundamental position was, that
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the exposition of the New Testament should be pre-eminently

historical ; that is, that one should have respect to the spirit-

ual conditions of the time—the prevailing thoughts and opi-

nions, as well as external circumstances, of those among whom

Christ and Ris apostles lived; and these he represented to be

such, that the truth could not always be spoken as it should
have been, and required a use to be made of Old Testament
Scripture in reference to Gospel events, such as cannot be
Jjustified on principles of grammar or grounds of abstract rea-
son. Our Lord and His apostles, therefore, spoke at times
ez vulgari opinione, not precisely according to the truth of
things; yet so as that, by instituting a comparison of the dif-
ferent parts of their writings, and making the more general
and comprehensive rule the more special and peculiar, we may
arrive at the ultimate and permanent ideas of the Gospel.

The door was thus fairly opened for exegetical license,—and
from Semler’s day to this, there have never been wanting men
fully disposed to avail themselves of the liberty which it in-
vited them to take. Loose as Semler’s views were, and great
as was the havoc which he carried into the received views of
Scripture, he lived to see (with grief, it is said) others far out-
stripping him in the same line of accommodations. By degrees
every thing was reduced to a subjective standard; and if in
any thing an interpreter found statements recorded, or doc-
trines taught, which did not accord with A:s notions of the
truth of things, the explanation was at hand, that such things
had found a place in Scripture merely on a principle of ac-
commodation; the people at the time were capable of appre-
ciating nothing higher, or the writers themselves as yet under-
stood no better. And so, in the hands of many on the Conti-
nent, and of some also in this country, of some here still, the
proper teaching of the Gospel came to be reduced to the scanty
form of a Sadducean creed. The doctrines of the Trinity, of
the Divine Sonship of Messiah, of the atonement, of the per-
sonality of the Spirit, of a corporeal resurrection and a final
judgment, have all been swept away by the abettors of the
principle under consideration ; and even the idea of Christian-
ity’s being in any peculiar sense a revelation from Heaven,
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has been sometimes represented as merely a mode of speech
suited to the time of its appearance.

Such has been the practical result of the accommodation
theory, or the historical principle of interpretation (as it has
been sometimes called)—a result which carries along with it
the virtual doom of the principle itself. For, obviously enough,
to deal in such an arbitrary and magisterial manner with sa-
cred Scripture, is not to interpret, but to sit in judgment upon
it, a8 we might do upon any human composition, and receive
or reject what it contains, according to our preconceived no-
tions. The proper revelation—the real standard of truth and
error, is in that case within; we stand upon essentially infidel
ground; and seeing that Scripture as much contradicts, as co-
incides with our views of things, it were better to discard it
as an authority altogether—treat it merely as a help.

Most commonly, however, the accommodation principle is
confined within & comparatively narrow range, and applied
to what are called innocuous errors. So Seiler, for example,
in his Hermeneutics, who says, that in such a matter we must
be careful to distinguish between innocuous and nocuous er-
rors. Among the innocuous he includes chiefly errors of an
historical and chronological kind—such as he conceives occur
in the speech of Stephen, Acts vii.—and exegetical errors, or
false interpretations of several passages of the Old Testament,
which were erroneously supposed to contain what the words
did not really indicate. So, too, Rosenmuller, in his Historia
Interpretationis, I. p. 27, who thinks, that as the Jews had a
fondness for something out of the direct and simple style of
writing, loved to exhibit their sentiments in an allegorical
dress, and to seek for them strained and fanciful supports in
Scripture, 8o the apostles acted wisely in adapting themselves
in these respects to the genius and habits of their countrymen.
Whence with him, and many others in this country and Ame-
rica (including such names as Moses Stuart, Horne, Adam
Clarke, Albert Barnes,) the formula, “that it might be ful-
filled,” or ‘““then was fulfilled what was spoken,” is held to
have been used often as a kind of Rabbinical flourish, an em-
bellishing of the narrative or discourse with quotations, which,
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though they had properly another sense, yet were so expressed
as to admit of being happily applied to the circumstances and
events of Gospel history.

But would this really have been a wise, or even a justifiable
procedure, on the part of our Lord and the apostles? Would
such a fanciful application of Scripture have been an innocu-
ous error? Is it so light a thing for inspired men to mis-
quote the writings of each other? It is precisely to their use
of Old Testament Scripture—to the elucidations they give of
its meaning, and the specific applications they make of its se-
veral parts, that we are indebted for our more certain know-
ledge of its design, and especially for our insight into the con-
nexion that subsists between the Old and the New in God’s
dispensations. To bring looseness and ambiguity into such a
region were in reality to destroy all certainty of interpreta-
tion, and open the door on every hand for fanciful conceits or
groundless conjecture. Surely the same majestic authority
which said of the Old Testament writings, ¢ And the Serip-
ture cannot be broken,” virtually said, at the same time, It
must not be arbitrarily dealt with; it is too sacred a thing to
be coupled with mock fulfilments, or brought into connexion
with events, to which it bore no proper reference. And the
rather may we thus conclude, when we think of the slender
nature of the reasons for which, it is supposed, an accommo-
dation should have been made. To give fancied ornateness to
a discourse, or show a sort of Rabbinical adroitness in the
mere handling of texts—and thereby to win for the moment
a readier attention to what they said or wrote—were these
sufficient motives for our Lord and His disciples travestying
the great laws of sound exegesis, and bringing confusion into
the sense of ancient Scripture? No—we may rest assured,
they knew their calling better; and as in other things they
were not afraid to meet the strongest prejudices of their coun-
trymen, and lay the axe to the most rooted corruptions, it were
folly to think, that in this, and for such trivial considerations,
they should haveentered into compromises about the trath.
Least of all could they be guilty of such improper trifling with
the oracles of God, who brought it as one of their heaviest
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charges against the men of that generation, that they erred
in not knowing the Scriptures, or in making them void with
their own traditions. ‘

We hold it, therefore, to be contrary to any right views of
the mission of Christ and His apostles, to suppose, that they
in such a sense accommodated themselves to the modes of
thought and contemplation around them, as to admit error
into their instructions—whether in respect to the interpreta-
tion of Seripture, or in respect to forms of opinion and articles
of belief. ¢ This,” as Heringa has justly said in his notes to
Seiler, “were consistent neither with wisdom, nor with ho-
nesty; it had not been suited to the case of extraordinary
ambassadors of God, furnished with such full powers, and
assisted by such Divine interposition as they were. There is
a vast difference between leaving errors untouched which
would in time expire either of themselves, or by deeper views
of the very doctrine preached, and the confirmation of the
same errors, by admitting them into their own instructions.”
It is, plainly, one thing to desist from unfolding a doctrine,
because men are for the time capable of apprehending or
bearing it, and another and very different thing to counte-
nance them in the mistakes and delusions, in which that inca-
pacity has its ground. The one course, in either respect, was
compatible with inspired wisdom, the other was 20t ; and when-
ever explanations are given, which would involve our Lord
and His apostles in the formal admission or inculcation of
what ig in itself erroneous, out of deference to existing circum-
stances, we must hold it to be a false accommodation: since,
if knowingly done by them, it must have been in the sphere
of religious instruction, doing evil that good might come ; but
if without conscience of the evil, on their part, then it must
have bespoken their participation in the errors of the time, and
their consequent unfitness for being the infallible guides and
instructors of the world.

II. In rejecting, however, this false accommodation, because
it trenches on the matter of the teaching contained in the New
Testament, we say nothing against such an accommodation as
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has respect to the form merely of the doctrines or lessons
taught, which might be perfectly admissible, and, in a sense,
even necessary. In this direction there was abundant room,
in New as well as Old Testament times, for a true accommo-
dation, of which the inspired writers wisely availed themselves,
and which must be duly taken into account by those who
would fairly interpret their writings. The limits within which
such accommodation might be practised, cannot always, per-
haps, be very precisely defined; but, in the general, it may
be stated to consist in the falling in with prevalent modes of
thought or forms of conception, so as, not to lend countenance
to error, but to serve for the better apprehension of the truth.
An accommodation of this sort might be employed under two
kinds—one more general, the other more specific; the former
grounded in characteristics of thought common to mankind at
large, the latter in such as were peculiar to the age and coun-
try in which the sacred penmen lived.

(1.) To the first or more general class of accommodations
are to be referred the representations given of Divine and
spiritual things—things which lie beyond the region of sense,
and are not directly cognisable by any faculties we possess.
Such things can only be made known to us by an accommo-
dation from the visible to the invisible, from the known to the
unknown; and though, in such cases, the form is necessarily
imperfect, and conveys an inadequate idea of the reality, it
still is the fittest representation of the idea, the nearest to the
truth of things, which it is possible for us in present circum-
stances to attain to. What is said, for example, of God’s an-
ger towards sinners—or of His being revealed (through Christ)
in flaming fire for the execution of judgment upon the wicked
—or of the possibility of moving Heaven by prayer to depart
from some purpose already formed, as if there could be passion
or mautability with God—everything of this sort manifestly
proceeds upon that necessity, which is inherent in our natures,
of thinking and speaking of God in & human manner. It is
impossible, otherwise, to gain definite ideas of His perfections
and government; and the only way of guarding against the
abuse of such representations, is by the employment of coun-

10*
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ter-representations, which declare God to be in Himself essen-
tially spiritual, unchangeable, and incapable of being carried
away by the feelings and impulses of finite beings. We must,
nevertheless, think of Him, and conduct ourselves towards
Him, as if the human form of.conceptions respecting Him
conveyed the exact truth;—He will act toward impenitent
sinners precisely as if He were moved to anger by their sins
—His appearance for judgment against them wtll be as if He
were encompassed with devouring fire—He will give effect to
earnest and believing prayer, as if He could be changed by
the entreaties of His people.

Essentially similar, and belonging to the same class, are
the representations given of Satan and his agents. Being in
themselves simply spirits, without bodily parts, the language
used concerning them could not have been intelligible, unless
it had taken its hue and colour from human forms and earthly
relationships. So that when Satan is spoken of as falling from
heaven, as being chained or set loose, as overcoming the saints
or being bruised under their feet—or when the demons gene-
rally are spoken of as going into men, as driven out of them,
as wandering in dry and desert places, and such like, it is
open for consideration, how far in such things there is an ac-
commodation in the form of the truth exhibited to what is
cognizable by the senses. To a certain extent there must be
an accommodation—as several of the things mentioned are, if
literally understood, incompatible with the nature of incorpo-
real creatures, and some, if closely pressed in the literal sense,
would be found inconsistent with others. Due allowance,
therefore, must be made in our interpretations for the sen-
suous and external form of such statements—not to the ex-
tent, certainly, of explaining away the existence of those evil
spirits (which were to tamper with the very substance of the
representations;)—but yet so as to render what is contained
in them a description of the relative, rather than of the abso-
lute state of things—of what Satan and his agents are or do
in reference to human interests, and as contemplated through
a human medium. Viewed thus, the whole, probably, that
can be understood, for example, by Satan being cast down
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from heaven, is losing the place of godlike power and influ-
ence he had reached—and by the demons wandering in dry
and desert places, their being bereft for a season of that ma-
lignant satisfaction, which they find in inflicting evil upon the
unhappy subjects of their sway—being left, like persons in &
desert, without refreshment and without a home. It is need-
less, at present, to pursue the subject into further details, as
from what has been said the principle of interpretation may
be distinctly understood. '
It may be added, however, that the same kind of accom-
modation, which appears in the Janguage used of essentially
Divine and spiritual things, is also required in many descrip-
tions of the still undeveloped future. For, although that fu-
ture may lie within the region of sensible and earthly things,
yet, if the world’s affairs are then to assume an aspect essentially
different from what has hitherto belonged to them, they can
only be distinctly imaged to our view under the form of the
present or the past. Partial, of course, and imperfect such
prophetical representations of the higher things to come must
always be, but they are the only ones adapted to our existing
condition; and the nearest approach to the truth, the best
practical conception we can form, of what is hereafter to be
realized, is by the help of representations so drawn from the
theatre of actual and known relations. But this opens too
wide a field of thought for investigation in a general course
of hermeneutical instruction; it is enough to have indicated
the fundamental principle, on which the structure of prophecy
is framed, and on which its interpretation should proceed.!
(2.) But there is another and more specific class of accom-
modations, which cannot thus be said to have their explana-
tion in the necessary limitations of the human mind, in its
relation to the objects and beings of a higher sphere, but which
arose out of the modes of thought and expression peculiar to
the age and country in which the sacred writers lived. Every
age and country has certain peculiarities of this description;
and as the inspired penmen were not prevented by the Spirit,

1 For the particular investigation, see ‘“Prophecy viewed in respect to its
Distinctive Nature,” etc.
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but rather led thereby, to think and write in a manner agreea-
ble to the usage of the times, such peculiarities must be taken
into account, if we would fully understand the passages where
they occur, or even sometimes avoid serious misconceptions
of their meaning. The peculiarities referred to are often no
further remarkable, than that they are connected with what
seems a singular turn of expression—some peculiarity in the
mode of conception embodying itself in a corresponding pe-
culiarity in the form of representation. For example, both
Hebrews and Greeks were in the habit of conceiving certain
states of mind or body, indicated by some verb or adjective,
a8 limited or particularized by a related noun in a way not
natural to us—they simply placed the limiting noun in the
accusative, without any thing to mark the nature of the con-
nexion, while we invariably attach it to the verb or adjective
by a preposition. The expressions in Greek, modas wxig, xdy-
e tob¢ dpladpols, tag ppévac Oreaivew, Gavpoatd o puéyre-
foc, and such like, are familiar to every one acquainted with
the Greek language; and precisely similar are many phrases
in Hebrew—such as ¥231-ni nYn, he was diseased the feet of
bim ; ¥¥Y 79207°, he will crush thee the head ; ¥23 127 he smites
him the soul or life; ®3p% *91p, my voice I will cry. In all
such cases, we find it necessary to use some preposition before
the noun—with, in respect to, upon, or such like—in order to
bring out the idea we wish to express. This arises from our
conceiving the state expressed by the verb or adjective as
something by itself, as having no necessary connexion with
any particular object; and so, when there is such an object to
be specified, we must connect the two by terms that will fitly
indicate the connexion. The Hebrews and Greeks seem to
have viewed matters more concretely; they conceived of the
state indicated as inseparably connected with some individual
person or thing, and thought it enough to name in the loosest
way the particular part or property affected. They were
satisfied with the accusative, as it is called, of nearer defini-
tion—or that which expresses the relation of the particular
to the general.

It arose partly, perhaps, from the same tendency in ancient
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times to & more concrete mode of contemplation than prevails
now, that the Hebrews, and to some extent also the Greeks,
express relations in a more inward manner than we do—they
look to the sphere or element in which a thing is, or is done;
while we, viewing the matter more ab extra, speak of the
way or instrument by which it comes to be so. Thus they
said, to drink ¢n a cup, while we say, to drink from it, or out
of it; to walk in the counsel of any one; ‘in murder in my
bones,” Ps. xlii. 10, as if my bones were actually undergoing
murder; Eccl. vii. 14, in the day of joy be thou in joy (joyful)
—J3 " —live in it as thy proper element. Quite similar
in the New Testament are such passages as Apoe. xiii. 10,
«“If any one év payaipq dmoxrevez,” literally, kills in sword—
identifies himself, in a manner, with the sword, so as to make
its proper action, killing, his own—‘“he must be killed év
payaipg:”—Rom. ii. 12, “ As many as have sinned év vopq,
shall be judged év véuw,” the év denoting the status of the
person spoken of, in respect to law—in ¢, as possessing the
knowledge of its requirements and its penalties:—1 Cor. iv.
21, “What will ye? Shall I come to you év pd3oq7 év drday”
—in a rod, as if a rod led and impelled we, or love:—And
to mention no more, 2 Pet. i. 5-T, we have a whole series of
graces coupled with év, Englished in the authorized version
by to, ““add to your faith virtue,” and so on ; but more properly
“the év points to the spiritual state of the person addressed, as
standing in the several graces mentioned; and the exhorta-
tion given them is, that in the spirit and power of these they
ehould go on and have themselves established in others of a
like kind. For us, however, it is more natural to regard faith
and the other graces as principles or dispositions to be pos-
sessed and exercised ; and in such a manner, that the cultiva-
tion of one should lead on to the possession and exercise of
others.

These may seem somewhat minute distinctions; and it is
only in a limited sense, that we can regard the expressions
noticed as accommodations: they are such, only in so far as
they show a falling in, on the part of the inspired writers,
with a somewhat peculiar mode of conception, belonging to
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their age and country—and one, with which we must acquaint
ourselves, if we would catch the precise shades of thought they
meant to express. But we have only to follow out the same
line of reflection a little further, to find it supplying us with
gome very natural and important explanations. The same
tendency to the concrete, as contradistinguished from the
isolating and analytic spirit of modern times, discovers itself
occasionally in statements and forms of expression, which, if
considered from a modern point of view, must appear loose
and incorrect. For example, in the genealogy of Matthew,
ch. i., Joram is said to have begotten Ozias, or Uzziah, although
in reality there were three intervening generations between
the two. And in the Dissertation on the Genealogies of
Matthew and Luke, there will both be found many other
instances noticed of the same description in Old Testament
Scripture, and the mistakes also pointed out, into which many
have been led by overlooking the practice adverted to. Mr.
Layard, in his work on Nineveh and Babylon, p. 613, when
noticing an inscription, which seems to designate a certain
king as the son of another, though be was only a successor,
not the offspring of that other, remarks, that ¢“the term, son
of, appears to have been used throughout the East in those
days, as it still is, to denote connexion generally, either by
descent, or by succession.” It is well, that an existing prac-
tice in the East can thus be appealed to in confirmation of a
usage, that seems so manifestly sanctioned in the genealogies;
—but it is strange, that any students of Scripture should have
been so regardless of the terms employed in other and similar
portions of its records, as to have required any extraneous or
modern proof of the usage.

It was only to advance a step farther in the same line, and
view another class of related objects in a like concrete manner,
if successive exemplifications of one great principle, or sub-
stantial repetitions of one line of procedure, instead of being
preclsel y discriminated, were treated as in a manner one. The
prominence given in the mind to the commeon principle or
homogeneous action, appearing in the several cases, had the
effect of practically obliterating the individual differences
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which separated one part of the transactions from another,
and made the differences seem not worth noticing. In this
way, Abraham and his posterity are often identified, in regard
to the principle of faith, on acocount of which he was justified,—
it is alike Abraham’s faith, whether appearing in him person-
ally, or in them;—and so in regard to the blessing connected
with it—Abraham’s blessing comes upon them, and the in-
heritance of Canaan is indifferently spoken of as given to him
or to them. Many similar examples occur in those Scriptures, -
which afford scope for the play of lively feeling or a warm ima-
gination—those, therefore, more particularly, in which the
facts and personages of history are worked up into the de-
lineations of prophecy, or are considered as exponents of great
and vital principles. It is thus we would explain a statement
in the speech of Stephen before the Jewish council, which has
often been treated as a demonstrable historical error, but
which has only to be viewed as an accommodation to the mode
of contemplation now referred to, in order to its being satis-
factorily explained. The statement is that in which Stephen
says, “So Jacob went down into Egypt, and died, he, and our
fathers, and were carried over into Sychem, and laid in the
sepulchre that Abraham bought for a sum of money of the sons
of Emmor, the father of Sychem.” (Acts vii. 15, 16.) Now,
there can be no doubt, that viewing the matter critically and
historically, there are inaccuracies in this statement; for we
know from the records of Old Testament history, that Jacob’s
body was not laid in a sepulchre at Sychem, but in the cave
of Machpelah at Hebron ;—we know also that the field, which
was bought of the sons of Emmor, or the children of Hamor
(a8 they are called in Gen. xxxiii. 19,) the father of Sychem,
was bought, not by Abraham, bht by Jacob. It would ap-
pear, therefore, that to a critical eye there are no less than
two distinct blunders here—and blunders so palpable, that a
mere school-boy, who had read Old Testament Scripture, might
without difficulty detect them. But this very circumstance,
that the ineongruities are so palpable and easy of detection,
maust surely render it very improbable, that they could have
been fallen into by a man of Stephen’s penetration and dis-
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cernment—to say nothing of his supernatural endowments by
the Spirit. There must be some other explanation of the
matter, than that which would resolve it into mere ignorance
or forgetfulness of the facts of the case—the rather so, as it
occurs in a speech remarkable for the insight it displays into
the connexion and bearing of Old Testament history. And
that explanation is to be found in the principle of accommo-
dation, considered merely as determining the form and man-
ner of the representation. Stephen here, as in his speech
generally, is not acting the part of a simple narrator of facts;
he has in view throughout important principles, substantially
the very same principles, which were then struggling for victory
in the cause with which he was identified; and it is only as
connected with these, and serving to throw light on them, that
he notices and groups together the occurrences of the past.
Iu this part of his statement, where he is speaking of the godly
fathers of the nation, he is silently contrasting their faith in
God with the unbelief and hardness of subsequent generations,
his own in particular; and the special proof of it, to which he
poiuts, is the purchase of ground from the Canaanites, at a
time when it seemed little likely to the eye of sense that the
land should ever be theirs, and destining their bodies to be
deposited in the ground so purchased, as a pledge of the ulti-
mate realization of their hopes. As the faith in this respect
was one, and the way in which it showed itself the same, Ste-
phen (after the manner of his countrymen) throws all together;
—he does not distinguish between what was done by Abraham,
and what was done by Jacob, as if they were separate and in-
dependent acts; he looks at the matter concretely, and as
Abraham originated the procedare of buying ground for a
sepulchre, and Jacob merely frod in his footsteps, so the whole
is identified with Abraham,—the ground at Sychem is also
contemplated as his purchase, in which, according to Jewish
tradition, the patriarchal heads of the nation were brought
from Egypt and buried; and the distinction is in a manner
lost sight of between the transactions connected with Mamre,
and those with Sychem,—because one character and one



]
ANALOGY OF THE FAITH. 121

bearing belonged to them in the light contemplated by Ste-
phen.?

It appears, therefore, that there is a perfectly legitimate
application of the principle of accommodation; and one that it
may be of considerable importance rightly to understand and
employ, for the proper elucidation and defence of New Testa-
ment Scripture. It is carefully to be borne in mind, however,
that the accommodation has respect merely to the form and
manner in which the statements are made, not to the substance
of the truth therein communicated ;—its whole object is to
render the truth more distinctly comprehensible, or to give it
greater force and prominence to the mind. And as it pro-
ceeds upon forms of thought and conception prevalent, it may
be, only in the times and places where the inspired writers
lived, or, at least, more markedly prevalent there than else-
where, it must always be our first concern, to get ourselves
well acquainted with the peculiarities themselves, and the state
of mind out of which they originated. For thus alone can we
come to perceive in what respects there was an accommoda-
tion, and know how to give due allowance to it, without, at the
same time, impairing the substance of the truth that might be
couched under it.

SECTION SIXTH.

THE RESPECT DUE IN THE INTERPRETATION OF THE NEW TESTA-
MENT TO THE ANALOGY OF THE FAITH, OR FROM ONE PART OF
SCRIPTURE TO ANOTHER ; AND THE FURTHER RESPECT TO BE HAD
TO THE RELIGIONS OF THE ANCIENT WORLD, THE TRUE AND THE
FALSE.

FroM what concerns the form, we proceed now to what
rather relates to the sudstance of the sacred writings; with the
view of considering whether this may not itself be subject to

11t is much in the same way, and on substantially the same principle,

that two prophecies—the utterance of quite different men—are sometimes
thrown together, and treated as one. See the remarks on Matthew xxvii.

9, 10.
11
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modifying influences—whether it is to be always taken -in an
absolute, and not also sometimes in a merely relative point of
view.

I. Here our first line of inquiry shall be, into the relation
of one part of New Testament Scripture to another—whether
any respect, or, if any, what respect, should be had in our in-
terpretations to what is called the analogy or rule of faith.
The expression, the analogy of faith, is derived from Rom. xii.
6, where the subject of discourse is the exercise of spiritual
ministrations or gifts, and where, in regard to the gift of
prophecy, it is said, that they who possess the gift, should
employ it xara tyv dvadoyriay TIC miarews, according to the
analogy of the faith, as some would render it;—and when so
rendered; it becomes very nearly synonymous with according
to the rule of faith. For analogy in such a connexion can
only be understood as denoting the common agreement, the
standard xavcy, or rule, which results from a comparison of
one part of Scripture with another. And there can be no
doubt, that the word dvaloyia is sometimes so used; for it is
defined, by the old lexicographer Hesychius, measure, canon,
rule. Yet the sense, which is thus obtained, is not suitable to
the connexion in the passage before us, and is now generally
abandoned by commentators, although it is still retained by
Hodge. When treating of persons, who do not merely pretend
to possess, but who are actually endowed with, the gift of pro-
phecy, an exhortation to use it in accordance with the great
principles of the Christian faith seems out of place;-for it were
really no gift at all, unless it took of itself this divinely pre-
scribed course. The faith here meant is to be understood, not
objectively as a comprehensive term for the truths and doctrines
of the Christian religion, but subjectively, for the internal
principle of spiritual discernment and apprehension, on which
the soul’s recipiency in respect to prophetical gifts, and fitness
for exercising them, depends. According to the-measure or
proportion—such is undoubtedly the usual import of dvaloyia
—of this faith, says the apostle, let each one prophesy, who is
spiritually endowed for that work; let him ply his function, or
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give forth the instructions he has to communicate, agreeably
to the light and strength enjoyed by him—not seeking to go
beyond it, on the one hand, and not falling short of it, on the
other. Understood thus, the exhortation comes to be much
of the same import as that of Paul to Timothy, to “stir up the
gift that was in him’—meaning, that he should not allow the
spiritual endowments conferred on him to slumber, nor divert
them to a wrong use, but should endeavour to bring them into
full and proper exercise.

Some of the early Fathers make mention of a rule of faith
(regula fidei,) to which all teaching in the Church was to be
conformed, or, if contrary to it, condemned. By this was ori-
ginally meant, no specific creed or set form of words, but
merely the general principles of the faith, of which various
summaries are given by Irensus, Tertullian, Origen, agreeing
in the main, but by no means altogether the same. Augustine,
in his Treatise de Doc. Christiana 1II. 2, expressly defires it
to be the sense or doctrine, which is gathered from the plainer
parts of Scripture. Speaking there of the difficulties which
the student of Scripture sometimes meets with in his efforts to
ascertain the meaning, he says, Consulat regulam fidei, quam
de Scripturarum planioribus locis et Ecclesise auctoritate per-
cepit; i.e. Let him rule the sense of the more obscure and
difficult parts of Scripture by such as are of plainer import,
and the common faith held by the orthodox Church. And
should this prove insufficient, then, he adds, let him carefully
examine the connexion, and endeavour to get light to the par-
ticular text from what goes before or follows.  The expression,
however, of the rule of faith came by-and-by to be understood
of the creeds publicly authorized and sanctioned by the Church;
and in the hands of Vincentius Lirinensis it came to assumeo
the form of an all-embracing principle of conformity—in the
famous maxim, Quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus
creditum est. By thus establishing universality, antiquity,
and general consent as the great criterion of truth and duty,
tradition was virtually exalted above Scripture—and the maxim
has hence passed as a watchword among Roman Catholic
theologians, and their High Church imitators. In this sense
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the rule is, of course, rejected by all sound Protestant writers.
Yet there is also a sense in which it has been accepted by them,
and has commonly had a place assigned it in the Hermeneutics
of the New Testament. Ernesti, for example, thus writes of
it in his Institutes: *Analogy of doctrine or of faith, which
is rarely defined with sufficient gccuracy, depends not upon
the system received by any sect of Christians, as unfair and
ignorant men falsely assert; for in that case the rule woald
be variable ;—nor on the mutual relation of its parts—just as
legal analogy does not consist in the body of laws, nor in the
mutunal connexion and dependence of single laws; nor gram-
matical analogy in the words themselves. But as gram-
matical analogy is the law and form of language established
by usage, to which is opposed anomaly, that is, departure
from the established usage and forms of speech ; so the analogy
of doctrine or faith rests upon the main points of Christian
doctrine evidently declared in Scripture, and thence denomi-
nated by the Latin doctors, the Regula Fidei. To these
everything is to be referred, so that no interpretation can be
received, which is not consistent with them. Nor, as far as
relates to matters of faith and practice, is the analogy of
Scripture anything different from the analogy of doctrine.”

This is a very plain and reasonable account of the matter;
although one may justly say, with Dr. Terrot, the translator
of Ernesti, that the expression has not been happily chosen,
and that it were better to say, Scripture, like all other books,
-ought to be interpreted consistently. When the analogy or
rule of faith is. mentioned as a standard or rule of interpreta-
tion, it naturally suggests something apart from Seripture—
some sort of compend or exhibition of its leading principles;
whereas all that is really meant, is, that one part of Scripture
should not be isolated and explained without a proper regard
being had to the relation in which it stands to other parts.
This is a consideration, which must be taken into account ge-
nerally, without respect to any peculiarity in the nature of
the writings we have to deal with; but it should have place
more especially in the interpretation of Scripture; for- the
Word of God must be consistent with itself, while the word of
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man may not. “The books of Scripture were not handed
down to us by chance or accident; neither are we to regard
them only as a manual of sayings and examples, or as isolated
relics of antiquity, from which no perfect whole, no compre-
hensive and finished plan, can be educed; but as a matchless,
regular account of God’s dealings with man through every age
of the world, from the commencement to the end of time, even
to the consummation of all things. They indicate together
one beautiful, harmonious, and gloriously connected system.
For, though each scriptural book is in itself something entire,
and though each of the inspired penmen has his own manner
and style of writing, one and the self-same spirit breathes
through all; one grand idea pervades all.”’*

Thus understood, the principle of which we speak is not
fairly open to the objection urged against it by Dr. Campbell
in his 4th Prelim. Dissertation, He represents it as imply-
ing, that we have first somehow learned the scheme of truth
revealed in Scripture, and that, with this previously arranged
scheme in our heads, we then go to Scripture, not in order to
learn the truths it contains, but in order to find something
that may be made to ratif; our opinions. This is, no doubt,
what has too often been done; and, whenever done, ought to
be strongly repudiated by all who have a proper reverenco
for the authority of Scripture. But in its fair and legitimate
application the principle has respect only to the more doubt-
ful or abrupt parts of the Word of Godg and simply requires,
that these should be brought into comparison with the other
and clearer statements contained in it; so that no erroneous
or partial meaning may be imposed on them, and amid various
possible interpretations such a one may not be adopted as
would place them at variance with the fundamental truths and
pervading spirit of Scripture. The selection of one or two
examples will serve to exhibit more distinctly its true nature
and proper application.

In Matt. iv. 1 it is stated, respecting our Lord, that ¢ He
was led up of the Spirit into the wilderness, to be tempted of
the devil;” while in Jumes i. 13, the general principle is laid

1 Life and Remains of Bengel, p. 264.
11*
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down, that God tempteth no man; and it is the plain import
of what is taught in Scripture concerning God, that being
Himself infinitely wise and good, He cannot take a course
with His children which has for its object the enticing of them
to sin. This general doctrine, therefore, so frequently an-
nounced, and so necessarily flowing from the character of God,
must so far be allowed to qualify the statement respecting the
design of our Lord’s being led into the wilderness, that we
dissociate from it the idea, which we usually couple with tempt-
ing—that of an intention to draw into evil. The leading, on
the Spirit’s part, into the field of temptation, was for the pur-
pose of victory over sin, not of subjection to its power. In
the course of that temptation, Satan brought into remem-
brance a promise, contained in Ps. xci., expressing in the
strongest and most comprehensive terms the charge, which
the Lord gives to the angels over His own people, and the
certainty with which, in consequence, they shall be kept in
all their ways. But, in reply to the use made of this promise
by the tempter, for the purpose of inducing our Lord to cast
Himself down from the pinnacle of the temple, He placed,
not as an antagonistic, but as a restrictive consideration, the
precept, *“Thou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God’—show-
ing that here, asin respect generally to the promises of Serip-
ture, the whole is to be understood as bounded and qualified
by the plain rules of duty—nothing promised is ever meant
to supersede or disapnul what has been commanded. The
special promise given to the apostle Peter, in Matt. xvi. 18,
as to his being the Rock on which Christ should build His
Church, is to be dealt with in a similar manner ;—instead of
being isolated, as is done by Romanists, and the meaning of
its terms pressed to the uttermost, as if the subject of promise
stood in no sort of connexion with any other passages of
Scriptare, it ought to be viewed in connexion with similar pro-
mises and statements made concerning the other apostles, ac-
cording to which they were all to be, in an instrumental sense,
foundation-stones and pillars, (Matt. xix. 29; Gal.ii. 9; Eph.
ii. 20; Rev. xxi. 14;) and also with what Peter himself wrote
in the latter period of his earthly labours, in which, for him-
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gelf, and for all others, he denounces that spiritual lordship,
which, on the ground of the original promise, has been attri-
buted to him, (1 Pet. v. 1—4,) and gives to Christ the whole
and undivided glory of procuring and distributing the bless-
ings of salvation, (ch. i. 2, 3, ii. 8—6, etc.) Take one exam-
ple more: in Prov. xxv. 21, 22, and again in Rom. xii. 20,
kindness instead of revenge is enjoined toward an enemy—
giving him food when he is hungry, when thirsty giving him
water to drink—by the consideration,  for in so doing thou
shalt heap coals of fire upon his head.” - Now this, if taken
simply by itself, is capable of a two.fold meaning; it may
mean, either thou shalt by these acts of kindness sorely ag-
gravate the guilt and the doom of thine adversary,—or, thou
wilt altogether destroy in him that which makes him an ad-
versary—thy kindness, in recompense for his malice, will con-
sume the spirit of evil that works in him, and win him to the
position of a friend. If the clause were entirely isolated,
either of these explanations might be adopted. But, surely,
when we consider the whole tenor of the gospel of Christ—
when we think even of what goes immediately before, of the
benignant spirit and the active charities, which it is the ob-
ject of the apostle to enforce, it is scarcely possible to doubt
which of the two should be preferred. Could the apostle, as
a sequel to such exhortations, and when seeking to have the
disciples penetrated by a full sense of the mercies of God,
have meant to ply them with the diabolical motive of deepen-
ing the guilt of an adversary, and rendering his doom more
intolerable? No—we instinctively feel this could not possi-
bly be; what be intended, must have been the practising upon
him of that noble and generous revenge, which should convert
him from being an enemy into a friend.

These illustrations may suffice to show, in what manner,
and within what limits, the principle of analogy, or, as it had
better be called, the principle of consistency, in the interpre-
tation of Scripture, may be applied. It undoubtedly requires
to be used with caution, and in a spirit of fairness and can-
dour—if it is to be turned to any valuable account, or even
not abused to the support of dangerous error. The faith, ac-
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cording to which the sense of particular passages is determined,
must be that which rests upon the broad import of some of
.the most explicit announcements of Scripture, about the mean-
ing of which there can be, with unbiassed minds, no reasona-
ble doubt. And in so far as we must decide between one pas-
sage and another, those passages should always be allowed
greatest weight in fixing the general principles of the faith,
in which the subjects belonging to it are not incidentally no-
ticed merely, but formally treated of and discussed; for, in
such cases, we can have no doubt that the point on which we
seek for an authoritative deliverance was distinctly in the eye
of the writer.

2. The principle of interpretation now considered has re-
spect to the relation that one part of New Testament Scrip-
ture bears to another—the more difficult and obscure to the
plainer and more explicit. But there is another relation also
that must be taken into account—the relation in which the

. writings of the New Testament stand to those of the Old. It
is scarcely possible to throw this into a specific principle of
interpretation; at least not further than that it must be re-
membered, we have in the New Testament a higher, but very
closely related, exhibition of truth and duty; and consequent-
ly must have respect alike to the agreements and the differ-
ences subsisting between them. This relation, of necessity,
exercised a very marked and important influence upon the
writings of the New Testament—upon its writings, both in
respect to ideas, and the forms of expression in which the
ideas are clothed. It is, of course, necessary, in the first in-
stance, that a correct apprehension be formed of the relation
as regards the ideas involved in it, the ideas common to both
dispensations; for the knowledge of the ideas bears on the
foundation, and touches the ground and nature of every par-
ticular view that may be exhibited. This, however, is too
wide a field to be entered on particularly here. If considered
fully, it would require a discussion of the nature and princi-
ples of the typical connexion between the law and the gospel,
and lead to investigations fully as much connected with the
dogmatical as with the exegetical departments of theology.
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So far, however, the relation must be understood, that it has
to do as well with the agreements as with the differences be-
tween the affairs of the Old and those of the New Covenants.
Indeed, if any distinction were to be made between the two,
we should say, that the agreements ought more especially to
be regarded, because they lie deeper, and concern the more
essential elements in the two dispensations; while the differ-
ences are of a more circumstantial and formal nature. From
the position of matters at the commencement of the New dis-
pensation, more particularly from the determination on the
part of many to exalt to an undue place the temporary and
shadowy things, in which the Old dispensation differed from
the New, it became necessary for the inspired writers of the
New Testament to bring out with peculiar prominence the dif-
Jerences; with the view of manifesting the superior and more
perfect nature of the work and economy of Christ. But they
scarcely ever do this, without, at the same time, pointing to
the essential agreements pervading both economies.

Now, it is in accordance with this twofold nature of the re-
lation which subsists between the Old and the New in God’s
dispensations, that the language of New Testament Scripture,
in so far as it bears respect to the Old, is constructed, and
ought to be interpreted. In the great majority of cases, the
precise nature of the reference is manifest; we can see at a
glnnce whether it is the agreements or the differences that
are in view. For example, when our Lord is described by
the Baptist as  the Lamb of God, who takes away the sins
of the world;” or when the apostle Paul says, ¢ Christ our
Passover is sacrificed for us,” the simplest reader will per-
ceive, that there is an.agreement or correspondence indicated °
between the sacrifices of the Old Testament and the one great
sacrifice of the New—that what the lamb of atonement, espe-
cially the paschal lamb, was to the Israelite, as regards his
interest in the blessings of the Old Covenant, that Christ now
is to believers, in respect to the greater things of His redemp-
tion. No one can doubt, that like is compared to like; al-
though, from the nature of the objects brought into compari-
son, differences of an important kind were necessarily implied.
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But, in explaining the passages, we would naturally lay stress
upon the resemblances between Christ and the Old Testament
things referred to, and would only notice subordinately the
points which distinguished the one from the other. In like
manner, when, in Col. ii. 11, the apostle calls baptism ¢ the
circumecision of Christ,” and, in Phil. iii. 8, deseribes believers
a8 * the circumcision which worship God in spirit,”’ the mean-
ing obviously is, that the essential design of circumcision, its
real spirit and object, are attained in those who, as baptized
believers, have entered into fellowship with Christ. So that
it is the correspondences, which must again, in such passages,
be brought out; it is these which must be rendered prominent;
however, also, occasion may be taken to indicate the points,
in which the new surpasses the old circumecision.

Again, there is another class of passages in which, with
equal plainness, our attention is drawn to the differences sub-
sisting between the New and the Old:—as when, in Heb. viii.
2, Christ is called “a minister of the true tabernacle, which
the Lord pitched, and not man;” and, in chap. x. 20, where
believers are said to enter the holiest of this higher tabernacle
¢“by a new and living way ”’—in such passages, while the lan-
guage bears distinct allusion to the things of the Old Cove-
nant—expresses the New, indeed, under the form and aspect
of the Old, yet it is for the purpose of showing the vast supe-
riority of the New. So that, in such cases, it is the diffe-
rences we are naturally led to think of—these now become
the prominent things, and the resemblances fall into the back-
ground.

But there are other passages, in which it is less easy to de-
cide—passages, in which Old Testament language is employed,
without any clear indication being given, whether the resem-
blances or the differences are more particularly referred to.
For example, in Heb. x. 22, the apostle exhorts us to make a
fiducial approach to the throne of grace, as persons “having
their hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience, and their bodies
washed with pure water.”” Now, what is here meant by our
bodies being washed? Corporeal ablutions held an important
place under the Old economy; and continually, as the priests
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entered the sanctuary, they had to wash their hands and their
feet at the brazen laver, which stood in the outer court. But
what corresponds to this in Christian times? We have no
external sanctuary, like that which existed in the Jewish com-
monwealth, and consequently no corporeal ablution to per-
form, when drawing near to engage in the worship of God.
When, therefore, the apostle speaks of having the body washed
with pure water, he must mean, not formally the same thing
as of old, but something corresponding to it in nature—bear-
ing the same relation to a Christian, that the other did to a
ceremonial worship. And this is not far to seek; it is simply
a freedom from all manifest stains and blemishes in the con-
duct. It was precisely these stains and blemishes, which were
imaged by outward defilements on the body of one entering
into the material sanctuary:—his washing of these off was a
symbol of the separation, which then also had to be main-
tained by sincere and accepted worshippers, from all overt acts
of iniquity. And now that the symbol has dropped, as no
longer needed—now that the reality alone remains, it is of
this reality that the language should be understood ;—we are
to regard the apostle as intimating, that along with a purged
conscience, we must also have a blameless and untarnished
life—and then, with the two together, we may draw near with
confidence to God.

It is, therefore, to the resemblances that this expression also
points. In explaining its import, we should endeavour chiefly
to bring out the correspondence, that subsisted between the
ritual service of the Old, and the spiritual worship of the New
economy. This, obviously, cannot be done by exhibiting
merely the ritual, on the one side, and the spiritual, on the
other; for that would be to present a contrast rather than a
resemblance. We must penetrate into the symbolical import
of the ritual, and show, that in the outward action, in which
it consisted, there lay concealed a spiritual element, for the
sake of which it was required and done. So that it is not
properly a contrast, to be put after this manner: Buch an out-
ward thing then, and such another inward now, or fleshly
then, and spiritual now; but a similarity with a difference:—
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A similarity, since under both covenants alike freedom from
open impurities is required of God’s acceptable worshippers—
there must be clean hands, or a blameless life, as well as a
pure heart; and yet a difference, since from the clearer reve-
lation now made of all things spiritual and divine, and the
abolition of the worldly sanctuary, the symbolical action has
gone into desuetude, and the naked reality is alone brought
into view.

- Let us still look at another example, and we shall thus more
readily perceive the justness of the rule, which we are seeking
to deduce for guiding our interpretations in respect to such
portions of New Testament Scripture. In Rom. xii. 1, we
have this exhortation given by the apostle, “I beseech you,
by the mercies of God, that ye present your bodies a living
sacrifice—more exactly, a sacrifice, living,—ho]y, acceptable
to God, which is your reasonable service.” There is evi-
dently a reference in the language to the ancient sacrificial
worship; and, in particular, to the service of the whole burnt-
offering, in which at certain times an entire animal was pre-
sented upon the altar to God. The only question is, what is
the nature of the reference? Is it by way of resemblance, or
by way of contrast? If the apostle had stopped at fuoiav—
if he had said merely, “present your bodies a sacrifice,” the
matter would have been quite plain; it would have been ma-
nifest, that the resemblance only was indicated. But he adds
a series of epithets, characterizing the nature of the service,
which Christians are called to render;-and these are usually
regarded by commentators as expressing the kind of service,
not positively merely, as to what it is in itself, but negatively
also, as to what it is not, viewed in reference to the ancient
ritual of Judaism. The Aoyexyy Aarpeiav, the reasonable ser-
vice, at the close, is in particular held to indicate this idea,—
as in the following comment of Haldane: ¢ This evidently re-
fers to the distinction between the service of the Jews by sa-
crifices and ceremonial worship, and the service of Christians.
Sacrificial worship, and in general the whole ceremonial ritual
of the Jews, were not worship accordmg to reason. It is, in-
deed, reasonable to worship God in whatever way He pre-

A
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scribes; but had not man fallen, he -would not have been re-
quired ‘to worship by such ceremonies as the Jewish law en-
joined. Sacrificial worship is not in itself rational; and was
appointed by God, not for its own excellence, but from its
adaptation to prefigure the good things-to come.” He adds,
and certainly not without reason, that many commentators
hesitated about adopting this explanation of the Aoyuy, un-
der the impression, that it was disrespectful to the Divine ap-
pointments to have them represented as not rational. But
might we not, on the same ground that is assigned here for
the non-rational character of the Old Testament worship, also
deny rationality to the New? For it, too, proceeds on a basis
different from the natural and proper one; it is offered on the
foundation of what has been done by another in our stead,
while the original and strictly proper idea of sacrifice is that
of a personal surrender and dedication to God.

We may feel the rather inclined to doubt the correctness
of this mode of explanation, at least in the strongly antithetic
form expressed abave, when we look to the other epithets ap-
plied by the apostle to the sacrifice of Christians—living, holy,
acceptable. Living, we are told, stands opposed to the dead
sacrifices presented under the law, slain victims; but what,
then, shall be put in contradistinction to the koly and accept-
able? Were these epithets not applicable to the burnt-offer-
ings of the Old Testament? On the contrary, they are pre-
cisely the epithets that are most commonly applied to them.
The flesh of the sacrifices generally, as of everything laid upon
the altar, was declared to be holy—in token of which the vic-
tims were required to be without any external blemish; while
of every sacrifice offered according to the law the set phrase
is, that it was an offering of sweet savour—in other words,
acceptable to God. These two expressions, then, beyond a
doubt, indicate a resemblance; and it would surely be some-
what strange—a confusion in the use of language we should
not have expected in the apostle—if the one going immedi-
ately before them, and the other coming immediately after
them, should have pointed to a formal contrast. Such a throw-

12
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ing together of agreements and differences in one continuous
description, is in the highest degree improbable.

A good deal of this confusion imputed to the statement of
the apostle, arises from the inadequate notions that prevail
respecting the Old Testament sacrificial worship—as if the
outward actions had formed the one and all of this, and there
were no outgoings of spiritual desire and affection on the part
of the worshipper accompanying them. According to the true
idea, the outward service was merely the symbolical expres-
sion of what was thought and felt, done or purposed to be
done, by the person who performed it. The sacrifice was in
the closest manner identified with the sacrificer. Thus, in the
cage of the burnt-offering, which is here more particularly re.
ferred to, the occasion of presenting it usually was, when an
individual had experienced some great mercy, or felt upon his
soul a special call to devoted gratitude and love; and his feel-
ings in this respect were embodied in the offering—he ex-
pressed thereby his personal surrender to God, and the dedi-
cation of all he had to the Divine service and glory. With-
out this grateful feeling and purpose of devotedness on the
part of the offerer, the offering would have been simply a piece
of hypocrisy—a sign without any thing signified thereby.
The proper connexion between the external and the internal
was beautifully brought out by David in the fifty-first Psalm,
when, after having expressed his deep contrition for past sin,
and renewed the dedication of himself to God, he prays for
fresh tokens of the Lord’s favour, that as the natural result of
what was to be imparted on the one hand, and felt on the
other, the Lord might receive and be pleased with sacrifices
of righteousness, with the whole burnt-offerings that should
be laid upon His altar. In offerings so drawn forth, and so
presented, would there be no life? Could the service with
any propriety be designated as a dead one? Assuredly not;
the soul of the offerer was itself on fire with love and grati-
tude to God, and a spirit of life animated its movements, not
the less that it had to express itself by means of slain victims
laid and consumed upon the altar.

We entertain no doubt, therefore, that here also the direct
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and prominent thing in the apostle’s description is a resem-
blance, and not a contrast. His object is, to show how those,
who are partakers of the rich grace and mercy of God under
the Gospel, may and should exhibit a substantial agreement
with the service of the burnt-offering, which was wont to be
rendered by such as had received peculiar tokens of the Lord’s
goodness. They should present to God their bodies—i. e. the
active powers and energies of their nature (for it is through
the body that these come into operation)—present these as a
sacrifice, living, holy, acceptable—a real dedication, instinct
with life and purity, and on that account well-pleasing to God.
On the-same account also a Aoyixy Aarpsia, a reasonable ser-
vice—not, however, in the sense of rational, as opposed to a
former t¢r-rational service; but in the sense of spiritual,—a
reasonable or spiritual service, in which the soul and conscience
are exercised, and hence opposed to what is simply cwpuarexy,
corporeal or outward. In no part of the description is there
properly a contrast marked between the Christian and the
Jewish service; for, in the Jewish also, when rightly per-
formed, there were the same spiritual elements, as in the
Christian; there too the soul and conscience were engaged;
the service was one of life and holiness, on the part of the
worshipper, and on the part of God crowned with acceptance.
Still, no doubt, a difference is implied, though not distinctly
and formally expressed ;—it is implied in the very prominence °
which is given to the spiritual elements of the service re-
quired, presented apart from any external accompaniments or
outward rites. For there being so much of what was outward
in the Old Testament service, it naturally tended to take off
the mind to some extent from the more inward and vital part;
the mind could, and doubtless too often did, view the sacrifice
as something apart from itself—a thing done for one, rather
than by him and with him:—While now, the temptation to a
lifeless externality is in great measure removed, the service
is of a strictly personal and spiritual nature, springing from
the soul’s proper consciousness of grace and blessing, and ap-
pesring in the willing obedience of the members of the body,
as instruments of righteousness unto God.
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Now, from these examples and illustrations there is plainly
deducible a twofold rule of interpretation in regard to those
portions of the New Testament, which represent spiritual
things in language derived from the relations and ritual of the
Old. The rule is, that in those passages, which distinctly and
formally exhibit the difference between New and Old Testa-
ment things, it 18 this difference, which ought to be rendered
prominent in our explanation, yet not without also pointing
attention to the fundamental agreement, which lies under-
neath the superficial diversity ;—while, on the other hand, in
those passages, which simply present Christian things under
the form and aspect of those that belonged to the Old Covenant,
it 18 the correspondence or agreement that should be mainly
dwelt upon. The Old should, in that case, be exhibited as a
lively image or palpable representation of the New—though
a representation in an inferior line of things, and with com-
paratively inadequate results. In the former case, our object
should be to unfold a marked and obvious difference with an
underlying sabstantial agreement; in the other, to unfold a
substantial agreement, though accompanied with formal and
ostensible differences—such as necessarily pervaded the rela-
tions of an inferior and preparatory, to an ultimate and per-
manent state of things.

3. If now we pass, for a moment, from the true, to the
many false religions of the ancient world, from Judaism to
the endless forms of heathenism, we have to mark in Christi-
anity toward them a relation of an essentially different kind—
one simply of an antagonistic nature. The heathen religions
of antiquity, therefore, had no direct or positive influence in
moulding the language of the New Testament, and imparting
peculiar shades of meaning to its expressions. Yet the sub-
Jject is not to be passed altogether unnoticed. For, though
the respect had to heathen modes of thought and forms of
expression is chiefly of a negative kind, yet even that is in-
structive ; since it shows in what a dlﬂ'erent region the Chris-
tian rehglon moved, and what different elements it embraced
from those, out of which heathenism was constructed. Amid
the freedom, with which Christianity proceeded to diffuse
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itself in the world, and its adaptation to the modes of thought
and forms of expression in current use, it still manifested a
careful reserve in respect to all that savoured of heathenism;
it abstained from the use of such terms as had become asso-
ciated with the false worship, or impregnated with the false
notions, of the pagan world.

For example, in 8o far as the language of the New Testa-
ment bears respect to sacrificial usages, it borrows the terms
it employs from the Old Testament, or makes use only of such
a8 are common to the Septuagint and the writings of Hellenic
authors. It refrains from employing such expressions as,
though of similar import, had been linked to usages, which
rendered them suggestive of the pollutions of idolatry. Of
this description are mepaxdfappua and mepidnua, which both
bear, in the old lexicographers, the signification of ransom or
sacrifice—the equivalents given are dvridvrpoy, dvrigvyov.
The Septuagint also, at Prov. xxi. 18, has wepexdfappa dexaiov
dvopoc, the wicked is a ransom for the righteous. But as
the words acquired this sense from the horrid custom of sacri-
ficing criminals and worthless persons to make expiation for
the state in times of public calamity, they are never used in the
New Testament with reference to religious worship. The cus-
tom prevailed especially at Athens, where persons of a worth-
less caste were regularly kept against the occurrence of any
plague or public calamity, and then thrown into the sea, in
the belief that they should wipe off the guilt of the nation.
Such persons were called xafdopara, wepedijpara, and other
epithets of a like import. The terms are used only once in
the New Testament: it is by the Apostle Paul, when speaking,
in 1 Cor. iv. 13, of the indignities he had received; but it is
in the original sense of sweepings, offscourings, or filth, the
vilest portions of society.

The common term for the altars on which the heathens
offered their victims, might have been"thought less objectiona-
ble for Christian uses. This term is Bwpudc; yet it occurs
only once in the whole of the New Testament; and on that
solitary occasion it is employed, not of a Jewish altar, or any
thing corresponding to it in Christian times, but of the heathen

12+
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altar, with its inscription to the Unknown God, which Paul
found at Athens. The term uniformly employed in the New
Testament, whether in a literal or a figurative sense, is fvac-
aotyjpov:—an evidence of the care with which the sacred
writers sought to keep the true religion at a distance from all
oontact, even in name, with idolatry.

In the use also of daiuwy, and its compounds, we see a
similar instance of the wisdom and the propriety with which
the speech of the sacred writers were guided. The word had
become thoroughly inwoven with the ideas and the worship
of heathendom ; and as the evil, as well as the good—bad, and
malignant, not less than gracious and benign divinities, were
embraced in the religions of Polytheism, so the word daiuwy
extended equally to both. It was in that respect a word of
indifferent meaning. The whole religion of the Greeks and
the Romans might be called, and, indeed, was familiarly called,
demon-worship, decodacpovia. It could not, therefore, be
counted a reproach, it might rather be esteemed an honour
for any one to be spoken of as dccacdacpovearépoc; it simply
marked him out as peculiarly given to the worship of the gods.
And when Paul, in the Areopagus, applied that epithet, at the
commencement of his speech, to the men of Athens, inferring
their title to it from what he had observed of their altars,
there can be no doubt that he meant to indicate nothing that
should prove offensive to them. He merely intended to ex-
press the fact, that they were, in their own sense of the mat-
ter, a very religious people. And it is certainly a somewhat
unhappy turn that is given to this, the opening part of the
apostle’s address, in the authorized version, when he is made
to say, that he perceived ‘“they were in all things too super-
stitious.” Had such been the native import of his language,
the apostle would have been guilty of the misdemeanor of
creating a prejudice against himself at the outset—a fault,
we may be sure, he did not commit at any time, and least of
all in that which is, artistically considered, the most perfect of
all hisrecorded discourses. There is another instance of alike
use of the word—though in this case really misapplied—in Acts
xxv. 19, where Festus says of the case of Paul to Agrippa,
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that it touched upon questions wepi t7j¢ idiac decardacpoviac;
it should have been rendered, ¢ concerning their own religion,”
to give the fair impression of what Festus actually meant;
since, speaking as Festus did to Agrippa, a professed Jew,
he never could have intended to stigmatize the worship which
was paid by the king and his countrymen as.a superstition,
in our sense of the term. It was, however, a wrong term to
apply to the religion of a Jew, and in making use of it Festus
spoke from a merely heathen point of view. The Jewish re-
ligion was a fcoae3zia, a reverential fear and worship of God,
but not a detgedazpovia, a religious homage to the divinities.
In the Jewish sense, demon-worship was devil-worship—abomi-
nable idolatry. And hence darpovia was the common term
employed to designate the malignant powers, that so often
held possession of the bodies and souls of men at the Gospel
era. Hence also the term cbdaruovia, which so frequently
occurs in heathen authors to express human happiness and
prosperity, is never—because it indicates prosperity as the
gift of the divinities—similarly employed in the New Testa-
ment. Not even once is it used there to express, in any way,
the blessedness enjoyed by God’s people.

These examples may suffice, as the subject they are brought
forward to illustrate is rather negative in its bearing on the
interpretation of Scripture, than of a positive description.
They are signs, impressed upon the language of the New
Testament, that the religion of the Gospel has no proper af-
finity to that of heathenism, and convey a silent protest
against all pollutions of idolatry.

SECTION SEVENTH.

THE RELATION OF THE OLD TO THE NEW IN GOD’S DISPENSA-
TIONS MORE EXACTLY DEFINED, WITH THE VIEW OF PRE-
VENTING MISTAKEN OR PARTIAL INTERPRETATIONS OF S8UCH
PORTIONS OF NEW TESTAMENT SCRIPIURE AS BEAR ON IT.

To lay more securely the ground of some of the directions
given in the preceding section, and to provide, so far as can
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be done within a small compass, a clue to the right path in
the treatment of those passages, which bear upon the mutual
relation between Christianity and Judaism, it seems advisable,
before entering on a fresh topic, to devote a little space to the
further consideration of these relations. We do this more
especially for the purpose of guarding against a twofold error,
which is constantly reappearing, in the one or the other of
its aspects, with those who have not attained to accurate views
of the connexion between the Old and the New in God’s dis-
pensations:—the error of either ascribing too much of the
carnal element to Judaism, or of imposing too much of the
Judaistic on Christianity. These are the two opposite ex-
tremes, into which'certain diverse tendencies in Christianity
are ever apt to run. They both began at an early period to
develop themselves. The Judaizing tendency naturally ap-
peared first, as it was out of Judaism that Christianity sprung;
and in making the transition from the one to the other, many
found it difficult to realize the extent of the change which the
work of Christ had introduced—they clung to what was tem-
porary in the Old, even after it had been supplanted by some-
thing higher and better; like persons, according to the simili-
tude of our Lord, who have been accustomed to old wine, and
cannot straightway relish new—although in this case the new
was the better. It was providential, that this Judaizing ten-
dency did appear so early—at Jerusalem, at Antioch, in the
churches of Galatia, and elsewhere—as it obliged the apostles
at the very first to mcet it. In various parts of the New
Testament, we have their formal deliverance on the subject,
and their condemnation of the error which it involved. The
Epistles to the Galatians, to the Colossians, and to the He-
brews are, in this point of view, especially important; as they
show conclusively, that the external forms of the ancient
worship, its visible temple, Aaronic priesthood, fleshly sacri-
fices, stated festivals, and corporeal ablutions, were no longer
binding on the conscience, and naturally led, if perpetuated,
to carnalize the Gospel. It might have been thought, that
these apostolic efforts and explicit deliverances would have
been sufficient to check the evil, and prevent its recurrence
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in the Christian Church. But this was far from being the
case. With some non-essential modifications, the old error
reappeared, bringing in a train of forms and ceremonies, pur-
gations and sacrifices, feasts and solemnities, which differed
only in name from those of the Old Economy; and a Chris-
tian priesthood established itself as an essential ‘part of the
Church’s constitution, of which the most characteristic feature
was, that it should be able to trace up by successive links to
Christ its hereditary power and authority, precisely as the
ancient priesthood had to show their genealogical descent
from the loins of Aaron. And the result bas been, that, not-
withstanding the strong and repeated protest lodged in’New
Testament Scripture against such institutions and practices,
as at variance with the genius of the Gospel, in what once
formed nearly the whole, and what still forms the largest part
of Christendom, sacred times and seasons, altars and sacri-
fices, external purifications and an official priesthood, have
their recognised place now, much as in ancient Israel. To
such a mournful extent has Christianity been Judaized.
Exactly the opposite tendency, however, began also in early
times to discover itself, and still continues to do so, though
it has not proved nearly so powerful or so general as the
other. The Gnostic spirit, which was just beginning to make
its appearance in the Christian Church at the close of the
apostolic period, was the first representative of this ‘extreme.
In its self-elated and ethereal flights, Gnosticism sought to
soar above Christianity—to become spiritual above its spiritu-
ality; and to raise at least the loftier and more contemplative
believers of the Gospel into a kind of Divine-like superiority
to every thing outward and material. In this vain attempt,
however, it only corrupted Christianity, by disparaging or
denying the great historical facts on which it is based, and
entering into profitless speculations respecting heavenly things.
_ Along with this tendency, and as a kind of natural corollary
to it, it sought to break the chain between Christianity and
Judaism—holding the former to be indeed of God, but not so
the latter, on account of the fleshly ordinances and material
accompaniments with which it was connected ; it was, therefore,
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assigned to the agency of an evil, or, at least, inferior spirit.
In this anti-scriptural form, Gnosticism was, of course, re-
pelled by the Church; its special views and conclusions were
universally reprobated by believers. But the spirit of Gnos-
ticism crept in through many avenues into the Church; and
in the case of some of the fathers—more especially Clement
of Alexandria and Origen—it led them to draw too broadly
the distinction between Christianity and Judaism, and to seek
the instruction couched in the ordinances of the Old Testa-
ment, not in their immediate design or symbolical import, but
in an allegorical interpretation of an entirely fanciful and
arbitrary nature. The natural inference from their mode of
treating the Old Testament ritual and worship was, that, con-
sidered by itself, in its obvious and historical reality, it was
too carnal to have much in common with Christianity. Now,
of course, the relations of those times no longer exist; the
leaven, which then wrought with insidious and corrupting in-
fluence, can scarcely be said to work after the same fashion
that it did then. And yet there have been, and there still
are, certain sections of the Christian Church, and particular
individuals in almost every section, in whom the tendency to
over-spiritualize (if we may so express it) in Christianity, and,
as a natural consequence, to carnalize in Judaism, does not
fail in some way to manifest itself.

Writers belonging to the Baptist communion are under
some temptation to give way to this tendency, and not unfre-
quently do so. Take as an example the following passage,
in a commentary by a late respectable member of that body:
“Israel was a stiff-necked and rebellious people; their law
was written on tables of stone, and enforced by temporal
sanctions; he that despised Moses’ law died without mercy.
But all Christ’s disciples are taught of God; they are the cir-
cumcision of Christ; they worship God in the Spirit; His law
is written on the fleshly tables of the heart.”! If there is any
propriety in this contrast, it must be, that Israel, as such,
were a carnal and ungodly people, yet were not the less en-
titled to God’s ordinances, nay, these ordinances were just for

1 Haldane on the Epistle to the Galatians, pp. 118, 198.
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such a people; whereas the Church of the New Testament,
a8 well in respect to its people as its ordinances, is strictly
spiritual and holy. The conclusion, therefore, in regard to
the Israelites, as the author distinctly states (p. 193,) is, that
their privileges were all carnal, that the relation in which they
stood to God was carnal, and all properly growing out of it
fleshly and temporal; and that the covenant, under which they
were placed, had attained its object, if only it preserved a
worshipping people visibly separated from the idolatrous Gen-
tiles. In like manner, another writer, belonging to the same
communion,' says of circumcision (and, of course, he might
equally have said it of any other Jewish ordinance,) that it
was ‘‘ quite irrespective of persona] character, conduct, or
faith,”” that the covenant of which it was the sign ‘included
solely temporal blessings;’ and that ¢ the rite was instituted
to distinguish the Jews from the other nations, and to show
their title to the land of Canaan:’—all simply outward and
carnal. Another writer still—and one belonging to an en-
tirely different school, a minister of the Church of England—
in & late work, gives forth substantially the same views re-
specting the people and ordinances of Israel; does 8o, too, in
the most assured tone, as if there could .be no reasonable doubt
upon the subject—as if, in announcing it, he was entitled to
demand the assent of the whole Christian world: ¢The Old
Covenant (he says) had nothing whatever to do with eternal
life, except by way of type or suggestion; it had nothing
whatever to do with any, except with the nation of Israel;
and nothing whatever with any mere individual in that nation.
It was made with the nation collectively (as if the collective
nation did not consist of an aggregate of individuals!) and was
entirely temporal. God promised to give the land of Canaan
to the nation of Israel; but only so long as the nation col-
lectively acknowledged Jehovah as the one God.”* And fur-
ther, as regards the nature of the holiness aimed at by the co-
venant, he says, that ‘it was quite irrespective of individual
righteousness. Notwithstanding any sins short of the national
infraction of the covenant, Israel was still the holy nation.”

1 Dr. Cox, as quoted by Dr. Wardlaw on Baptism, pp. 55, 60.
2 Johnstone’s Israel after the Flesh, p. 7.
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And he adds, ¢ This.very manifest sense of the Old Covenant
holiness is constantly lost sight of, and errors of the most de-
structive kind are caused.”!

Quotations of a similar kind might be furnished in great
profusion, but those given may suffice. They abundantly
show what crude and ill-digested notions prevail still among
persons, otherwise well-informed, and holding evangelical
views, respecting the nature of the Old Economy, and the
real position of God’s people under it. On the hypothesis of
such views, there are some queries that naturally suggest them-
selves to one’s mind, and to which it seems impossible to pro-
duce a satisfactory answer. Circumcision, and the other
ordinances of the Old Testament, were (it is alleged) altogether
carnal, and irrespective of personal holiness—how, then, could
Israel in the wilderness, when simply standing under a cove-
nant with such ordinances, have been reproved and punished
for murmuring against God, and want of faith in God's pro-
mises—spiritual acts—acts committed by the people, while
they still collectively acknowledged God—and both acts and
punishments so personal, that the two individuals (Joshua and
Caleb) who stood aloof from the rest in sin, were also excepted
from them in judgment? How could it be recouciled with the
notion of a God essentially holy and spiritual, to have imposed
such merely carnal services upon Ilis people, with promises
of blessing if performed, and threatenings of evil if neglected
and despised? How could He have represented it as the end
He had in view in establishing such a covenant, that He might
have a godly seed? (Isa. vi. 18; Mal. ii. 15.) How could
there come to exist in the midst of Israel such seed at all—a
seed possessing the elements of real holiness? Whence could
its members have their being? How were they born? Was
it altogether apart from the ordinances? In that case, must
not their existence have been an anomaly, a miracle accom-
plished by Divine power without the intervention of appro-
priate means? And the more pious individuals of that seed,
such as David, and those who acted with him, how could they
possibly long for, and rejoice in waiting upon, ordinances

1 Johnstone's Israel after the Flesh, p. 87.
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which were wholly carnal, and without any adaptation to a
spiritual taste? To such questions no satisfactory answer can
be returned, on the supposition of the Old Testament ordi-
nances being what those persons would represent. We
know of no way by which a spiritnal seed can be expected,
in any age, to come into existence, and find life to their
souls, otherwise than through the ordinances which God is
pleased to appoint; and how God could either appoint or-
dinances altogether carnal, or how, if appointed, spiritual life
and nourishment could be derived from them, is a mystery
that seems inexplicable on any grounds of reason or of Scrip-
tare.

Without going very minutely into the subject, there are a
few leading principles that may be laid down upon it, suffi-
cient, if clearly understood, and kept properly in view, to
guard us against any material error on either side.

1. It must be held, in the first place, as a fundamental prin-
ciple, that whatever difference may exist between Judaism and
Christianity, as to their respective services and forms of ad-
ministration, there still must have been an essential agreement
between them at bottom—an essential oneness in their per-
vading character and spirit. We say, must have been so;
there was a Divine necessity in the case, grounded in the
nature of Ilim who is the Author of both covenants, and who
makes Himself known as ‘‘Jehovah that changes not.”” Un-
changeable in lis own nature, He must be such also in the
principles of His government among men, not less than in
the personal attributes of His being. The adversaries of the
faith in every age have well understood this; and hence, from
the Manicheans of early times to the infidels and rationalistic
writers of the present day, they have ever sought to overthrow
the foundations of Divine truth by playing off one part of
Scripture against another—exposing what they deemed the
contrarieties between things established in the Old, and things
taught in the New Testament; or, through alleged defects and
immoralities in the one, aiming a blow at the authority of the
other. Had they succeeded in such attempts, their object had
been gained ; since Scripture could nolonger be vindicated as the

13
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actual product and authoritative revelation of an unchange-
“able God.

It is true, as indeed appears on a moment’s inspection, that
the religion of the Old Testament addressed itself more im-
mediately to the outward man, while that of the New addresses
itself more to the inward. In ancient times, the business of
religion—if we may so speak—was transacted under the form
and aspect of what pertained to visible and earthly relations:
its rites and services had respect primarily to a worldly sanc-
tuary, an earthly inheritance and a present life—in these ex-
hibiting the shadow or sensible image of what relates to the
concerns of an unseen world, and an eternal existence. They
did, however, present such a shadow of higher realities; and
did it, not as an incidental and subsidiary, but as an essential
part of their design; and not for some merely, but for all the
worshippers. Through the external and corporeal, God con-
tinually spake to them of the internal and spiritual. Under
the outward shell, and along with it, He conveyed to as
many as would receive it, the kernel of Divine truth and holi-
ness;—so that the same description, as to its substance, will
gerve at once for the true Israelite and for the genuine Chris-
tian. As in that given by the Apostle Paul, “He is a Jew
who i8 one inwardly, and circumcision is that of the heart, in
the spirit and not in the letter; whose praise is not of men
(the mere outside observer,) but of God (who looks directly
upon the heart.”)

We find the truth in this respect distinctly apprehended by
Augustine, and correctly expressed in the writings he com-
posed against the Manicheans and other errorists of his day.
Referring, in his work against Faustus (Lib. xii. 3,) to what
the apostle says, in Rom. iii. and ix., of the advantage pos-
sessed by the Jews in having had God’s oracles and covenants,
he asks, “ Why did he say that the covenants belonged to them,
had it not been that the Old Covenant was given to them, and
that the New was imaged in the Old? These men, in their
senseless folly, are in the habit of denouncing the legal in-
stitution, which was given to the Israelites, not understanding
its dispensation, and because God has thought good now to
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place us, not under law but under grace. Let them, there-
fore, give way to the authority of the apostle, who; in lauding
the condition of the Israelites, mentions it among their advan-
tages, that to them had belonged the giving of the law, which
could not have been matter of praise, if it had been in itself
bad.” And again, in another work, written against one who
bad published a treatise containing many things of an of-
fensive nature against the law and the prophets, he shows the
pervading and essential agreement of these with the Gospel,
even in those things, in which this adversary had sought to
represent them as utterly opposed to each other. In fegard,
for example, to the punishment of sin, he both mentions what
precepts and examples there were under the Old Testament
of a forgiving spirit, and places alongside the temporal in-
flictions of the one the eternal retributions of the other, thereby
making it manifest that “in each Testament alike (as he says)
there was at once a goodness to be loved, and a severity to be
dreaded.” Then, referring to the inferior nature of the Old
Testament dispensation, on account of its having had so much
to do with outward and temporal things, he says, ¢ Neverthe-
less, in those times also there were spiritual and righteous
persons, whom the letter of command did not kill, but the aid-
giving Spirit quickened. Whence both the faith of a coming
Saviour dwelt in the prophets, who announced beforeband that
He should come; and now, there are many carnal persons who
either give rise to heresies by not understanding the Scrip-
tures, or in the Catholic Church itself are like babes that can’
only be fed with milk, or, still worse, are preparing like chaff
to be burned in the fire. But as God is the sole and true
Creator of both temporal and eternal goods, so is He also the
Author of both Testaments ; because the New is as well figured
in the Old, as the Old is revealed in the New (quia et Novum
in Vetere est figuratum, et Vetus in Novo est revelatum.’’!)
2. Very nearly allied to the fundamental principle just
stated is another, viz., that the ordinances of Judaism were
all of a symbolical nature, not simply outward or typical. If
they had been simply outward as regards the service they re-
1 Contra Adversarium Legis et Proph., i. 85.
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_quired, and typical as regards their religious- value, they
would havé been nothing more than bodily exercises for those
who engaged in them—exercises that had respect to their
purification from a merely ceremonial uncleanness, and the
preservation of a present life; while, in addition to this, a
few persons of superior discernment might have descried
through them the higher and better things, which they prefi-
gured for a coming age.. This is the whole that many persons
would find -in the ordinances of the Old Covenant; and thence
arises much of the confusion and misconception in which the
subject has been enveloped. An important element is omit-
ted—the symbolical, lying mid-way between the other two,
and forming in reality the link that unites them together. By
calling them symbolical, we mean, that they expressed, by
means of the outward rite or action, certain religious views
and principles, which the worshipper was expected in the
performance of the service to recognise, and heartily concur
in. It was the conscious recognition of these views and prin-
ciples, and the exercise of the feelings growing out of them,
for which more immediately the outward service was appointed,
and in which its acceptability with God properly consisted.
Without these the whole would have been a false parade—an
empty and meaningless form. Take as an example the cor-
poreal washings, which on so many occasions were required
under the law—these were not appointed for the purpose
merely of removing bodily defilement. Often, as in the case
of the restored leper, purification from the touch of a dead
body, or from sprinkling the water of cleansing on others,
there was not even the semblance of any thing of that sort to
be removed. The washing, in every case, was appointed as a
natural-and appropriate symbol of personal purity on the part
of the worshippers, and was perfectly understood by all serious
and thoughtful worshippers to carry such an import. Even
Pilate, though a heathen, showed his understanding of this
symbol, by taking water and washing his hands before the
people, to express more emphatically than he could do by
words his refusal to participate in the condemnation of Jesus.
And the Psalmist, when he spake of “washing his hands in
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innocency,” and the prophet, when he called on the crimson-
stained sinners of his day to ‘wash themselves, and make
themselves clean,” gave plain indication of the symbolical
import of the transaction. In like manner—to refer to the
initiatory ordinance of the whole series—the rite of circum-
cision, when brought into connexion with the Divine covenant
as its sign and seal, was by no means a merely external badge.
Its proper aim and object were not the affixing of a corporeal
mark upon the Jew, and thereby distinguishing him from the
people of other countries. If that had been all, it would
have been very imperfectly fitted to serve the end in view; as
it is certain that at least the Egyptian priesthood, if not also
some of the higher grades of the people, and not a few of the
Syro-Arabian races, practised the rite from the very earliest
times. It is, in fact, one of those customs, the origin of which
is lost in a remote antiquity. But when adopted by God in
connexion with His covenant as its appropriate token and
seal, it thenceforth became a symbol of purification from the
guilt and pollution of the flesh—the symbol of a transition
from nature’s depravity into a spiritual and holy life. This
transition should have been effected in all who stood within
the bonds of the covenant; and in those whose state accorded
with their profession, it must in reality have been effected. It
was, therefore, the distinctive badge of Israel, not simply as
a separate people, but as God's covenant-people, called and
bound to cast off nature’s impurity, and walk in righteousness
before God. This, too, was perfectly understood by all the
more serious and thoughtful portion of the Israelites; and
they did not need the higher revelations of the Gospel to dis-
close its import. Moses himself pointed to it as a thing which
even then was familiarly known and understood, when Le re-
presented the people, in their state of impenitence and guilt,
as being of uncircumcised hearts (Lev. xxvi. 41;) and on this
very account,—because circumcision had a strictly moral im-
port, it was suspended during the thirty-eight years’ sojourn
in the wilderness; since the people being then under the
judgment of heaven for their sins, they were held to be in an

unfit state for having the ordinance administered to them.
13* :
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Such, at least, appears the main reason for the disuse of the
ordinance during that long period. Circumcision, therefore,
if viewed according to the design of God, and its own em-
blematic import, was no more a merely outward and corporeal
thing, than baptism now is; the one had respect to the be-
liever’s spiritual position and call to righteousness, not less
than the other. In both cases alike the opus operatum might
stand alone; the sign might be without the thing signified;
since no ordinance of God ever hus salvation indissolubly
linked to it; while yet the two would always in point of fact
be connected together, if the ordinances were used in a spirit
of sincerity and truth.

2. This second princ'ple, which ascribes a symbolical or
spir tual import to all the rites and ordinances of the Old
Covenant, like the first, has its ultimate ground in the nature
of God—in the essential holiness of His character. Pre-
cisely as God's unchaugeableness rendered it necessary, that
there should be in everything of vital moment a fundamental
agreement between Judaism and Christianity ; so the pure and

_unspotted holiness of God, which comes cut in the very first
revelations of the Bible, and holds in all of them the most
prominent place, rendered it necessary, that the Covenant,
with every rite and institution belonging to it, should have
respect to moral purity. What i3 essential and pre-eminent
in God himself must appear also essential and pre-eminent in
His public administration. And hence in the very centre of
the Mosaic polity—as the standard by which every thing was
to be judged, and the end to which it pointed—lay the two
tables of the moral law—the comprehensive summary of love
to God and man. IHence also, in some of those parts of the
laws of Moses, which prescribe the more peculiar ceremonial
institutions, the reason of their appointmnent is placed in im-
mediate connexion with the holiness of God; as in Lev. xx.
25, 26, where the command is re-enforced as to the distinction
to be put between clean and unclean in food, it is added as
the ground of the requirement, “ And ye shall be holy unto
Me, for I, the Lord, am holy, and I have severed you from
other people, that ye should be Mine.” So again in ch. xxii.,
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after a multitude of prescriptions regarding sacrifice, and the
eating of the flesh of peace-offerings, the whole is wound up
by pointing to the fundamental reason, “I am Jehovah; there-
fore shall ye keep My commandments and do them; I am
Jehovah. Neither shall ye profane My holy name; but I
will be hallowed among the children of Israel; I am Jehovah,
that hallow you.” The entire ritual had its foundation in-
God, in the principles of His character and government,
whither the people were directed to look for the ultimate
ground of the laws and institutions they were commanded to
observe. As the one was pre-eminently moral, so, of neces-
sity was the other; and no ‘enlightened Israelite could regard
the services of his symbolical worship, any more than the
statutes and judgments of his theocratic polity, in any other
light than as a system of means and appliances for securing
purity of heart and conduct.

8. It is clear then—and we state it, as equally a deduction
from what has preceded, and a third point to be kept in view,
in all the representations that may be made in such matters—
that the true Israelites, those who were such in the reckoning
of God, were a spiritual, not a fleshly seed; and that the
rearing of such a seed, not any ontward and formal separa-
tion from the world, was the direct aim of the laws and insti-
tutions of Moses. That the dwelling of the people alone, in
-a state of isolation from the other nations of the earth, or
antagonism to them, could never of itself have been designed
to form the principal reason of the ancient economy, is evi-
dent—not only from the considerations already advanced—
but also from the very end of their peculiar calling in Abra-
ham, which was to be first blessed in themselves, and then to
be a blessing to others—a blessing even to all the families of
the earth. It can never be by an isolating and frowning ex-
clusiveness, that they could fulfil this ulterior part of their
destination; it could only be by operating in a kindly and
beneficent manner upon the nations around them, diffusing
among them the knowledge of God, and extending the boun-
daries of His kingdom. That this was from the first contem-
plated by God may certainly be inferred from the admission



152 RELATION OF THE OLD TO THE NEW

of proselyte strangers, even in Abraham’s time, into the bosom
of the covenaut, (Gen. xvii. 12,) and from the law afterwards
prescribed regarding it (Ex. xii. 48.) It is still further evi-
dent from the prayer of Solomon at the dedication of the
temple, which made express mention of the case of strangers
coming to intermingle their devotions with those of the house
of Israel; and from the fact, that whenever the covenant-
people were in a lively and prosperous state, there was a dis-
position, on the part of others, to share with them in their
privileges and blessings, as in the times of David and Solomon,
(¢ Chron. xxii. 2; 2 Chron. ii. 17.) So far, indeed, were
David and the prophets from thinking it the glory of Israel
to be alone, that they anticipated with joy the time when kings
would bring presents to Jerusalem, and the Lord’s house should
become a house of prayer for all nations. So long, certainly,
as the people of other countries abode in heathenism, it was
inevitable that Israel should dwell apart—if they remained
faithful to their calling. But the separation in that case was
only the neccssary result of Isracl's holiness, on the one hand,
and the corruptions of the Gentiles, on the other; nor was it
for any other cnd, than as the fittest means, in the existing
state of the world, for producing and maintaining that holi-
ness in the families of Isracl, that the laws and ordinances of
the Old Covenant were established. So, indeed, the Apostle
Paul distinctly declared, when in Gal. iii. 19, he said, “Where-
fore, then, serveth the law? It was added because of trans-
gressions,”’—added, that is, to the prior covenant made with
Abrahaimn, on account of the people’s proneness to transgress.
That covenant was not of itself sufficient to restrain them;
and the law, with its explicit requirements of duty, and its
terrible sanctions, was given to supplement the deficiency.
The law, therefore, when rightly understood and properly
used, was in perfect harmony with the covenant; it occupied
an inferior and subsidiary place, but in that place was alike
designed and fitted for qualifying the people to carry into
effect the objects of the covenant. And as it was not the aim
of the covenant to make Israel merely a separate people,
walled off by certain distinctive peculiarities from others, as
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little could it be the proper aim of the law. The scope and
tendency of both, indeed, was for righteousness, and their
common end was accomplished only in so far as there was
produced a spiritual and holy seed to God.

4. It follows from what has been said, in the fourth place,
that the difference, as to privilege and character, between the
genuine members of the Old and of the New Covenants, must
be relative only, and not absolute. It should be exhibited,
not as a contrast between two opposites, but as an ascending
gradation, a rising from a lower to a higher stage of develop- -
ment. A contrast, no doubt, is sometimes presented in the
New Testament between law and grace, between the darkness
and servile condition before Christ’s coming, and the light
and liberty that followed. But the darkness was not that of
total ignorance, nor was the bondage properly that of slaves,
but of children rather, who from their imperfect discernment
and feeble powers required to be hemmed in by outward re-
straints, and ,stimulated by artificial expedients. When the
Prophet Jeremiah represents (ch. xxxi.) the distinction between
the Old Covenant then existing, and the New and better one
some time to be introduced, as consisting in the putting of
the Divine laws into the hearts of the people, and engraving
them in their inward parts, the representation can only have
been meant to indicate a more eflectual and general accom-
plishment of this spiritual result, than had hitherto appeared,
not its absolute commencement. For, beyond all question,
the internal revelation of the law was to a certain extent pos-
sessed also in former times—possessed by every true Israelite,
of whom it was written, “The law of God is in his heart,”
and ‘“‘he meditates therein day and night.” And in what
chiefly did the reforming dgency of David and many of the
prophets appear? Was it not in their earnest striving to
awaken the people to the insufficiency of a dead formalism,
and have them brought to the cultivation of such holiness as
the law required?

There was something more, then, in the relation between
Judaism and Christianity, than that of type and antitype—
in the sense commonly understood by these terms; there was
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the relation also of germ and development, beginning and
end. The Christian Chureh, if in one respect a new thing in
the earth, is, in another, a continuation and expansion of the
Jewish. As was long ago well stated by Crucius, *Israel is
the basis and the body itself of the church, which must con-
tinue to grow and diffuse itself more and more; and this it
does, not by virtue of its corporeal descent, but on account of
its faith and obedience towards God’'s covenant of grace with
it, in virtue of which it obtains the heritage of the heathen.
When Paul in Gal. vi. 16, speaks of the true Israel of God,
he means thereby believing Israelites, whom he opposes to
the enemies of Christ. And these Israelites did not pass over
to the heathen, but the heathen to them, (Eph. ii. 19, iii. 6;
Phil. iii. 8; Col. ii. 11; Aects xiii. 32, xxvi. 6, 7.) In this
sense true Christians are reckoned to Israel; and as the an-
cient Israel of God could, before Christ’s appearance, receive
proselytes among themselves, who thereafter became part of
the covenant people; so now, since the appearance of Christ,
they have by reason of the covenant and the promise, already
become greatly enlarged through the incorporation of multi-
tudes of the heathen, and shall at length receive the whole
earth for a possession. And this entire body of the church,
of which the believing portion of Israel formed the foundation,
shall one day also receive the remnant of the other portion,
the apostacy, into its bosom.”!

5. From all these premises, there arises still another con-
clusion, a fifth point to be kept steadily in view, viz., that the
ordinances of the two covenants, like the conditions of their
respective members, can admit only of relative differences.
Differences certainly exist, corresponding in nature to the
change in the Divine economy, and the spiritual condition of
those placed under it; and these must be carefully marked
and explained in accordance with the truth of things—other-
wise, countenance may be given to grievous mistakes. Itwas
here that Augustine, in common with so many of the fathers,
chiefly erred, though holding correct views in the general as
to the connexion between Judaism and Christianity. The one

1In Delitzsch’s Biblisch. proph., p. 182.
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was clearly enough seen to be the preparation and shadow of
the other; but in drawing out the connexion to particular
points, too little account was made of the rise that had taken
place from a lower to a higher sphere; a tendency rather was
shown to regard the antitype as equally outward and formal
with the type. Hence, in the first instance, the typology of
the Old Testament was caricatured, by having the most fortu-
itous and superficial resemblances turned into adumbrations
of Gospel mysteries; and then the theology of the New was
carnalized, by being cast into the form and pattern of the
Old; the observance of days and seasons in the one inferring,
it was thought, a like observance in the other—and, as of old,
8o also now, it was held, that there should be an altar, with
its consecrated priesthood and material oblations—a visible
unity in the church, from which it was heresy, even in matters
of ceremony, to deviate—and, at last, a supreme earthly head,
on whose will were conceived to hang the issues of life and
death for entire Christendom. A mournful result in any cir-
cumstances; but rendered greatly more so by the considera-
tion, that among the forces tending to produce it must be
placed the venerable name of Augustine, who, in his interpre-
tations, often falls into the mistaken carnalism, out of which
the evil might be said to have originated.

But while shunning this form of error, care must be taken
to avoid falling into another. And the principle must be held
fast, that in the ordinances of the two covenants there can be
room only for differences of a relative kind. The sacrifices
and ablutions of the Old Testament were not simply carnal
institutions, no more than baptism and the Lord’s Supper now
are. They also pertained to the conscience, and, to be accep-
tably engaged in, required faith on the part of the worshipper.
It is true, that * as pertaining to the conscience, they could
not make the comers to them perfect;”’ they could not pre-
sent to the worshippers a full, complete, and permanent ground
of peace; whence a perpetual renewal of the sacrifices wag
needed to reassure the conscience after fresh acts of trans-
gression. Yet, this by no means proves, that they had to do
werely with the purification of the flesh. There were certain
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fleshly or ceremonial defilements, such as the touching of a
dead body, for which purification was obtained by means of
water, mixed with the ashes of a red heifer;—and to that the
apostle refers in Heb. ix. 18. But it is an utter misappre-
hension of his meaning, to understand him there to assert,
that all the offerings of the law were of force merely to purify
the flesh. What could purifications of such a kind bave
availed one, who had been guilty of fraud, or oppression, or
deceit, or false swearing? Yet for such sins, forgiveness was
attaimable through the appointéd offerings, Lev. vi. 1—17.

We hold it, therefore, as most certain, that there was also
a spiritual element in all the services of the Old Covenant,
and that their unsuitableness to Gospel times does not arise
from their having been exclusively carnal and outward. It
arises, partly from their being too predominantly symbolical
for a religion, which contains a full revelation of the truth;
and partly also from their having been peculiarly adapted for
_ bringing into view the demands of law, and the liabilities of
debt, while they provided only a temporary expedient as to
the way of relief—no more than a shadow of the real satis-
faction. So that for men to cleave to the Old Testament ser-
vices after Christ had come, as a matter essential to salvation,
was in effect to say, that they did not regard the death of
Christ as in itself a perfect satisfaction for the guilt of sin,
but that it needed the purifications of the law to render it
complete—thereby at once dishonouring Christ, and taking
the legal ceremonies for something more than they really were.
But still, these ceremonies, when rightly understood, differed
from the ordinances of the gospel only in degree, not in kind;
and it is perfectly competent for us to draw conclusions from
the nature and administration of the one, to the nature and
administration of the other. Here, as in 20 many other things,
there is a middle path, which is the right one; and 2t 78 just
as easy to err from it by carnalizing too much in Judaism, as
by Judaizing too much in Christianity.



TROPICAL PASSAGES. 157

SECTION EIGHTH.

ON THE PROPER INTERPRETATION OF THE TROPICAL PARTS OF THE
NEW TESTAMENT.

AMoNG the portions of New. Testament Scripture which re-
quirea separate hermeneutical consideration, are those in which
tropes or figures are employed. Some of the examples given
under the last two divisions mightin part be referred tothishead,
for there is also a figurative element in them. But other
portions belong more properly to it; and the class is of suffi-
cient compass and moment to entitle it to special inquiry.
The subject, however, does not hold so large a place in the
hermeneutics of the New Testament as it does in those of the
Old; for the poetical enters more into the composition of the
Old, and poetry, from its very nature, delights in the use of
figure. In both the prophetical, and the more distinctively
poetical books of Old Testament Scripture, the boldest images
are introduced, and the language has throughout a figurative
colouring. But of these we are not called to treat at present.
We have to do merely with that more sparing and restricted
use of tropical language, which appears in the New Testa-
ment, and was not incompatible with its clearer revelations
and its more didactic aim. Reference, however, may also be
occasionally made, by way of illustration, to passages in the
Old Testament.

It is, perhaps, scarcely necessary to state, yet, in case of
any misapprehension, it may as well be stated, that the terms
figurative and tropical, on the one side, and those of literal
and grammatical, on the other, may be employed indiscrimi-
nately, as being substantially of the same import. The one
pair happen to be derived from the Greek, and the other from
the Latin, but, in each case, from words that precisely cor-
respond. Literal, from the Latin litera, denotes the mean-
ing of a word, which is according to the letter, the meaning
it bears in its original or primary use; and nothing else is in-

14
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dicated by the term grammatical, in this connexion, the word
of Greek derivation for what is according to the ypduua or
letter. But when a word, originally appropriated to one thing,
comes to be applied to another, which bears some real or fan-
cied resemblance to it, as there is then a pémoc or turning
of it to a new use, 8o the meaning is called tropical, or, if we
prefer the Latin form of expression, figurative—there being
always some sort of figure or image suggested to the mind in
this new use of the term, founded either on resemblance or
gome other link of connexion, and forming a natural transi-
tion from the original to the derived sense. Very commonly
also the word proper is used to denote the original import of
words, and ¢mproper the figyrative. But as these epithets
are fitted to suggest wrong ideas, it is better not to employ
them in such a connexion.

All languages are more or less figurative; for the mind of
man is essentially analogical, and delights to trace resem-
blances between one object and another, and embody them in
forms of speech. In strictly mental operations, and in regard
to things lying beyond the reach of sense or time, it is obliged
to resort to figurative terms ;—for only through the form and
aspect of sensible objects can it picture to itself and express
what lies in those hidden chambers of imagery. And the
more vivid its own feelings and conceptions are respecting spi-
ritual and Divine things, or the more it secks to give a present
and abiding impression of these to the mind of others, the more
also will it naturally call to its aid the realistic language of
tropes and metaphors. Hence the predominant use of such
language in sacred poetry; and hence also its occasional em-
ployment by Christ and His apostles, in order to invest their
representations of Divine things with the greater force and
emphasis.

I. In applying our minds to this subject, the first point that
naturally calls for inquiry, has respect to the proper. mode of
ascertaining when words are employed, not literally, but tro-
pically. How may we assure ourselves, or can we assure our-
selves, against any mistake in the matter?
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This branch of hermeneutical inquiry began to receive some
consideration in comparatively early times; and in Augustine’s
treatise De doctrina Christiana, we find certain rules laid
down for determining what in Scripture should be taken lite-
rally, and what figuratively. These are, certainly, somewHat
imperfect, a8 might have been expected, considering the pe-
riod when they were written: yet they are not without their
value, and if they had been followed up by others, with any
measure of Augustine’s discernment, they might have kept
the early church from many false interpretations, on which
the most unscriptural and superstitious views leaned for sup-
port.

1. In the first place, it may be noted, that in a large num-
ber of cases, by much the larger number of cases, where the
language is tropical, the fact that it is so appears from the
very nature of the language, or from the connexion in which
it stands. This holds especially of that kind of tropical lan-
guage, which consists in the employment of metaphor—i. e.,
when one object is set forth under the image of another; and
in the employment of parable, which is only an extended me-
taphor. Thus, when Jacob says of Judah, ¢“Judah is a lion’s
whelp, from the prey, my son, thou art gone up;”’ or when
our Lord designated two of His disciples by the name of Bo- -
anerges, ‘“Sons of thunder;” or, again, when He spake of
the difficulties connected with an admission into His kingdom,
under the necessity