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On the Revised New Testament

(Bible Treasury, vols. 13,14 [28 sections].)

Believing that it may be of service to examine the just published result of
the ten years' labour bestowed by the Committee of Revision on the New
Testament, | proceed to give a review of their more noteworthy changes from
first to last. In this way the reader will have in the simplest and fullest way the
evidence of their work for good or for ill before his own eyes, so as to pre-
clude (as much as possible) any representation of its character otherwise
than it really is. The close of the survey will afford a more just and fitting oc-
casion to offer an opinion as to its value as a whole. It is but natural to us all
to be either carried away by a hasty conclusion based on what pleases us at
a first glance and a general impression, or to be unfairly repelled by correc-
tions which, however well-grounded or wisely applied, shock the prejudices
of our ignorance. Nevertheless none can well overlook the fact that the re-
visers have studiously sought to preserve the dignified simplicity of the Au-
thorised Version, as they have assuredly purged it from an immense number
of inaccuracies, known more or less to the Christian scholars who have stud-
ied our Bible during the last two centuries and a half. Indeed it was the im-
pulse given to Biblical research by the mass of materials brought to light or
considerably better known within the hundred years just passed which forced
on this revision, notwithstanding the rather strong obstacles offered through
the enormous circulation of the Authorised Version by the chief Bible and
other Societies and by the public or private printers, who would obviously
dread the probable depreciation of their vast stocks, etc. Apart from such in-
fluences, every sober and godly believer desires to have revealed truth in the
purest form.

But there are two principal sources of difficulty: one of the original text; the
other of translation. Of the two the harder to settle is the question of the
Greek text; and the answer to this, though not the avowed object of the re-
visers, was necessarily their first and urgent duty to meet before the task of
rendering could be carried on. Although able critics have for a century sought
to edit the Greek Testament on documentary evidence of Greek manu-
scripts, ancient versions, and early citations, none as yet has succeeded in
commanding more than partial confidence; neither Griesbach nor Scholz,
neither Lachmann, nor Tischendorf, nor Tregelles; neither Meyer in his Crit-
ical Commentary, nor Alford or Wordsworth. Hence it has been a necessity,
for any careful and conscientious scholar who would really know the sources,
to compare several of these editions, and search into the grounds on which
their differences depend, so as to have anything like a correct and enlarged



view of the text, and to judge fairly of the claims of conflicting readings. But
few of the revisers themselves entered on their grave and responsible task
with adequate and special knowledge of that which was essential to the right
execution of their undertaking; and though no doubt their long and unremit-
ting occupation with the subject has helped most of them to a much better
understanding than they possessed at first, yet it is certain that, in order to do
such a work well, mature spiritual judgment, with continual dependence on
the Lord, is just as essential as a sound and thorough familiarity with the an-
cient witnesses of all kinds. For it could not but be that in so mixed a Com-
mittee the few adepts, who were at home in all the external matters of debate
and possessed of superior learning and ability in these questions, would
have an easy and habitual preponderance over the less intelligent majority,
especially after these had exposed to those their own shortcomings at an
early day. But N.T. critics however skilled and competent, might be men of
strong bias and committed to a mistaken or narrow school of recension,
which would be sure to tell unfavourably on the revision, unless there were of
equal power and knowledge to stand for larger views with no less firmness
and decision. How far one or other of these alternatives may apply to the
working of the Revisers is known to wise men among themselves: the fruit of
their labours is before us, and we would now without further preface look into
the details, which may disclose enough to outsiders.

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. MATTHEW.

The first thing that strikes the mind, as undesirable in an accurate version
of the Scriptures, is, that words supplied by the translators, which have no
counterpart in the original, should not be designated as such by italics as at-
tempted more or less fully in the Authorised Bible. Dr. Scrivener's Cambridge
Paragraph Bible sought this more systematically, and therefore is happier in
this respect. In the Revised New Testament, on the contrary, the indication of
supply is less than ever. It would have been better for the reader had the
amount indicated been far greater. Take the instance of "the Lord" so com-
mon in the Synoptic Gospels, especially Matthew and Luke, where the Greek
word is anarthrous, and means Jehovah. (See Matt. 1:20, 22, 24.)" Not so

" Here, is a list of these occurrences: Matthew 1:20, 22, 24; Matt. 2:13, 15, 19; Matt. 3:3;
Matt. 4.7, 10; Matt. 5:33; Matt. 21:9, 42; Matt. 22:37, 44; Matt. 23:39; Matt. 27:10; Matt.
28:2. Mark 1:3; Mark 11:9; Mark 12:11, 29 (bis) 30, 36; Mark 13:20. Luke 1:6, 9, 11, 15,
16, 17, 25, 28, 32, 38, 45, 46, 58, 66, 68, 76; Luke 2:9 (bis), 15, 22, 23 (bis), 24, 26, 38,
39; Luke 3:4; Luke 4:8, 12, 18, 19; Luke 5:17; Luke 10:27; Luke 13:35; Luke 19:38; Luke
20:37, 42. John 1:23; John 12:13, 38. Acts 2:20-21, 25, 34, 39; Acts 3:22; Acts 5:9, 19;
Acts 7:31, 33, 37, 49; Acts 8:26, 39; Acts 12:7, 11, 17, 23; Acts 15:17 (bis). Rom. 4:8;
Rom. 9:28-29; Rom. 10:13, 16; Rom. 11:3, 34; Rom. 12:19; Rom. 14:11. 1 Cor. 1:31; 1
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the official title of Christ, unless employed predicatively which would of
course deprive it of the article. Again, in Matt. 1:20 we have "take unto thee,"
and in 21 "took unto him," without indicating that the pronouns are supplied.
So with "our" in Matt. 3:9. It seems arbitrary to print "it" in Roman in Matt. 2:3,
and in ltalics in Matt. 3:15. Many an unlettered preacher is thus exposed to
dwell with emphasis on words merely inserted by the translators as if they
were the veritable expressions of the Holy Spirit, from which error they were
better guarded by the Authorised Version, and ought to have been yet more
now. It is allowable in a version of Greek or Latin Classic or of any human
composition to supply what seems idiomatically requisite in our tongue
without distinct notification to the reader. But Scripture stands alone, and de-
serves the homage of carefully distinguishing what man judges necessary in
the language which reflects the original. In some cases it may prove a
danger signal; in all it seems due to God and man. As the tendency of the
day is to deny the difference between the word of God and any other book, it
is the more imperative.

It is singular that the Revisers have left Matt. 2:1 as it stands in the Au-
thorised Version, when a slight and lawful change of rendering would guard
the reader from a really groundless misapprehension of the history. As it
stands one might infer, with superficial poets and painters, according to tradi-
tion, that the visit of the magi followed close upon the Messiah's birth. And
this error has been greedily misused by sceptics. But a comparison of Luke 2
shows that it was not so; confirmed by the accurate ascertainment of the
time by Herod, and his consequent slaughter of the male babes at Bethle-
hem from two years old and under. Room must be left for several months', if
not a year's, interval. As we know, the parents came up to Jerusalem for the
passover every year; and is anything more intelligible than the interest which
would draw to Bethlehem those who knew that the Child was the promised
son and heir of David's throne? Then, on a subsequent occasion, came the
magi who had seen the star in the east, and gone to Jerusalem in con-
sequence. They had learnt, through Herod, from the scribes that Bethlehem
was the predicted spot; and the star, to their joy, re-appears to guide them,
till it stood over the place where the Child was. The aorist participle leaves

Cor. 2:16; 1 Cor. 3:20; 1 Cor. 14:21. 2 Cor. 3:16-17, 18; 2 Cor. 6:17-18; 2 Cor. 10:17. Heb.
1:10; Heb. 7:21; Heb. 8:2, 8, 9, 10, 11; Heb. 10:16, 30 (bis); Heb. 12:5-6. James 5:10-11. 1
Peter 1:25; 1 Peter 3:12 (bis), 15. 2 Peter 2:9, 11; 2 Peter 3:8, 10. Jude 5, 9, 14. Rev. 1:8;
Rev. 4:8; Rev. 11:17; Rev. 15:3-4; Rev. 16:5, 7; Rev. 18:8; Rev. 19:6; Rev. 21:22; Rev.
22:5. It is only, it appears, when the Greek answers to Adon, not Jehovah, that the article
is used of God. As said of Christ, it follows ordinary rules, Jehovah being regard as a
proper name, to which it approached in "the Lord" as a title also. He too is Jehovah. But,
Winer notwithstanding, a preposition or a genitive can have nothing really to do, with its
anarthrous usage, any more than with @€dg, or other words of the kind.
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the sense quite open, where "Now when," etc., limits it in this case unduly.
Translate, therefore, "Now Jesus having been born," or "Now after Jesus
was born," etc.

In Matt. 4:18, 20, 21, the difference between a "net" (Gu@iBAnoTpov) and
the "nets" (dikTua) is not marked even in the margin (both distinct from Matt.
13:47); whereas they have properly done so as to the "baskets" in Matt.
16:9-10. So there is no attempt even in the margin to distinguish between
ayaBo6¢ and kaAog, both indiscriminately rendered "good;" though the one
means "kind," "beneficial," "excellent," the other "upright" or "honourable."

In Matt. 6:11 (as in Luke 11:3) the rendering is "daily," which the context
seems to refute as tautology. "Needful" or "sufficient" | believe to be the true
thought, in contrast with Trepiodoiog, "abundant," "superfluous,” "more than
enough." Doubtless the word is unusual, coined (Origen thought) for the pur-
pose. Bishop Lightfoot argues against this source, as if the form in that case
should be émoUoiog. But émietig is opposed to this rigidity of derivation, be-
ing as far as we know a word of late formation like émouaoiog, without ques-
tion of the digamma. Hence oucia does not require the derivation £mmoldaiog.
Still less must we restrict oucia to mean "essential being" or "substance" in
that sense; for the New Testament itself uses it only in the meaning of "sub-
sistence;" and its application in well-known orators, etc., to "property" real
(pavepa) or "personal" (agpavrc) is certain and common. It is unnecessary
therefore to trace the word to émoloa (Quépa) "the morrow," and if we did,
we could not without harshness make it mean "till tomorrow," that is of today,
which (as we have seen) does not suit the context. Nor is the mystical sense,
founded either on 6 émwv K. (the coming world) or on émioUoiog (supersub-
stantial) worthy of serious argument. Nor is it worthy reasoning, finally, to say
that, because the disciples were not to be anxious for the morrow, they were
not to pray for their bread today.

It would have been well, if so small a point as "wine-skins" (Matt. 9:11) is
carefully substituted for "bottles," that "demons" and "demoniacs" (Matt. 8:28,
31) had always taken the place of "devils," etc., keeping the word "devil" for
the different term which scripture gives to their chief.

A seriously mistaken change of reading is adopted in Matt. 11:19, £pywyv,
"works," on the authority of B*™ 124 (a Vienna cursive of cent. xii.) and of
some ancient versions, instead of Tékvwv as is in all other authorities, not to
speak of Luke 7:35. Even Origen lends "works" no support, any more than
Chrysostom. It is monstrous to suppose that we are carried back in thought
to the moment when Wisdom's works were planned. The contrast is with
"this generation;" as the Lord also in the verses following sets forth, the latter
as objects of more than outward judgment, whilst the former are objects of



the Father's sovereign grace. That the Wisdom of God should be justified of
its works seems a truism — of its children is a weighty truth.

Timidity, or want of knowledge, is manifest in perpetuating (Matt. 13:30
and elsewhere) "the end of the world," and relegating to the margin the un-
questionably true rendering, "the consummation of the age."

In Matt. 28:1 the old and common error reappears, which has created im-
mense confusion in arranging the order of the facts of the resurrection. The
word émewokelv applies equally to the dusk as to the dawn, the context
alone deciding. The Jewish day began with the evening. Here it is assuredly
the dusk, for the dawn of the first day could not be éy¢ capBarwv. The wo-
men came to the tomb on Saturday evening as here, as well as on Sunday
morning early to which no doubt the earthquake in verse 2 belongs, when
they were there again.

It is a pleasanter task to note some of the improvements of the Revisers,
though almost all of moment are familiar to Christians for many years, and
may be found in versions of private men. Thus it has long been felt well that
Old Testament names, as in chapter 1, should follow the Hebrew rather than
the Greek form. Again, the tendency to assimilate the Gospels has been
watched against, as in Matt. 1:25 (cf. Luke 2:7); Matt. 5:41 (cf. Luke 6:27-28);
Matt. 9:13 and Mark 2:17 (cf. Luke 5:32); Matt. 17:21 (cf. Mark 9:29); Matt.
18:11 (cf. Luke 19:10); Matt. 19:16-17 (cf. Mark 10:17-18, Luke 18:18-19);
Matt. 20:16 (cf. 22:16); Matt. 20:22-23 (cf. Mark 10:38-39); Matt. 23:14 (cf.
Mark 12:40, Luke 20:47); Matt. 25:13 (cf. Matt. 24:42, 44). The repetition of
our Lord's name, Jesus, is corrected as in Matt. 4:12, 18; Matt. 8:5; Matt.
13:36; Matt. 14:14, 25; Matt. 15:16, 30; Matt. 16:20; Matt. 17:11; Matt. 22:37;
Matt. 24:2. This was probably owing to ecclesiastical influence, like the doxo-
logy at the end of the prayer for the disciples (Matt. 6:13), and the "Amen" at
the end of the Gospel, and indeed of all the Gospels.

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO MARK.

In Mark 1:2 the Revisers have rightly abandoned "in the prophets" though
given in the Alex. and most other MSS, because it is an evident correction
made to ease the difficulty. The Sinai, Vatican, Cambridge of Beza, Parisian
(L) and St. Gall uncials, with some twenty-five cursives, the most ancient ver-
sions and express early citations, preserve the true text, "in Isaiah the
prophet." Even on human ground it is absurd to suppose that the writer did
not know that the first words quoted were from Malachi 3:1; and if inspiration
be allowed, the only question is as to the principle of thus merging a second-
ary in a primary quotation. Compare the somewhat different use of



"Jeremiah" rather than Zechariah in Matthew 27:9-10. There is purpose in
both, which cursory readers have not seen; and so they have been quick to
impute a slip, as the later copyists were to eliminate it. But it is as irreverent
as unwise and evil to obscure or deny the truth even in such points as these,
because the modes of scripture application differ from those of ordinary men,
and we may not at a first glance be able to appreciate or clear up the pro-
found wisdom of inspiration. Kuster's conjecture that the reading was origin-
ally "in the prophet" seems a mere effort to get rid of what he did not under-
stand; which really, like such attempts generally, leaves the chief point where
it was. — Verse 14, "of the kingdom" disappears with good reason, though
most uncials and cursives insert the words, the old versions being pretty
evenly divided. It is an addition borrowed from Matthew, whose Gospel it
suits perfectly.

In Mark 2:1, 20 an article is needlessly inserted. Translate "at home" in
contrast with being abroad or elsewhere, and "days will come." — At the end
of the latter verse "in that day" has the best authority, not "in those days,"
which came in from the corresponding passage of Luke 5 — The end of
verse 12 is simply "thus," "on this fashion" being antiquated.

In Mark 3:13, as in Matthew 5:1, the indefinite article appears wrongly in
the Authorised Version, the Revised gives "the" correctly, not meaning any
particular mountain, but the high land as contrasted with the low or plain, as
on board ship or on the sea is in contrast with on the shore. — In verse 14
the Revisers rightly give "appointed" instead of the equivocal "ordained."
They are no less fair in striking out the "ordained to be" of Acts 1:22, and in
changing "ordain" to "appoint" in Titus 1:5. They would have done better in
giving "chosen" in Acts 14:23 and 2 Corinthians 8:19, as they do in Acts
10:41, though "appoint" is no doubt a legitimate rendering of xeipotovéw. —
The chief change of text is in verse 29, "guilty of an eternal sin," instead of "in
danger of," or "subject to eternal judgment." "Damnation," as is well known,
is not the true force of kpioewg, though its effect. But the true reading on ex-
cellent authority appears to be auaptmpaTtog, "sin" or "guilt," which might nat-
urally be toned down into judgment. It is more forcible and absolutely ex-
pressed than even in Matthew, where blaspheming against the Spirit is said
to be irremissible, either in this age, that is, of the law, or in that which is to
come, that is, of Messiah reigning over the earth, when all other iniquities are
forgiven, and all diseases are healed.

There are many minute changes in Mark 4, but the only correction of ver-
sion one would notice is the unquestionably right one of "in the stern sleep-
ing on the cushion," instead of "in the hinder part of the ship, asleep on a pil-
low" in verse 38.



In Mark 5:36 it is well to remark the TTapakouoag of the critical editors in-
stead of the [eUBéwq] dk. of the common text. But it is doubtful whether the
marginal "over-hearing" should not rather have taken the place of the Re-
visers' text "not heeding," which would have suited if the Lord had said noth-
ing. But He heeds the word spoken enough to bid the synagogue-ruler, "Fear
not, only believe."

The latter half of Mark 6:11 seems an accommodation from Matthew 11
and Luke 10 with changes. Yet the ancient testimony is so ample (eleven un-
cials, nearly all the cursives, and some of the best versions) that it surprises
one to see no remark on such a difference in the margin of the Revisers. In
the footnotes of the corresponding Greek text Mr. E. Palmer of course gives
the words. — The rendering of a phrase in verse 20 as well as the reading
after it is questionable. Does ouvetrpel autov mean "kept him safe," or "paid
close attention to him"? and is the true reading "was perplexed," nmépei (B L
Cop.) or the far more largely supported émoiel which their margin renders?

Mark 7:3 presents a difficulty of translation if not of reading. Tischendorf
now adopts Trukvé from the Sinaitic copy, confirmed perhaps by some Latin
and other versions; but the mass of authority sustains uyun, lit. "with the
fist," or "up to the elbow," the usual construing being "diligently" or "fre-
quently,” with "vigour" or "with nicety." — The addition in italics at the end of
verse 11 is rightly omitted by the Revisers, as in Matthew 15:5 also; but a
serious ltalic supplement appears in verse 19, This he said. Here again is the
preliminary question of kaBapiwv and kaBapifov, the former undoubtedly
carrying much the most weight externally, if one did not bear in mind how
carelessly the best MSS interchange w and o, which almost nullifies their
suffrages on the point. The strange version of the Revisers seems due to
Origen (Comm. in Matt. 15:10). K. usually is regarded, if in the neuter, as in
apposition with the sentence; if in the masculine, as appended in an inde-
pendent construction, with the gender conformed to Tov dgedpiva, the de-
parture from formal grammar giving the more force to the participle. Indeed
kaBapilel, and kai kaBapilel are found in some copies, all indicative of the
difficulty presented by the construction.

In Mark 8:24-25, of the Revised Version, we have the healing of the blind
man more graphically than in the common text and version. "l see men; for |
behold them as trees, walking." Then again he laid his hands upon his eyes,
and he looked stedfastly (d1€BAewe) and was restored and saw all things
clearly (¢évéBAetre TnAauyQg [Tisch. dnA.] dmavTa).

In Mark 9:23 the oldest and best authorities omit maoTeGoal, though it has
large uncial support. Perhaps its difficulty may have led to the omission. If
genuine, the true meaning is not the muddle of two clauses as in the Author-



ised Version, but rather "the If thou canst [is] to believe." The question of
power turns on faith. In verse 24, 29, the evidence is strong against peta
dakpuwv ("with tears"), weak against kai vnoTeiq, "and fasting;" but the Re-
visers leave both out, as they do verses 44, 46, none omitting verse 48.
Some of these witnesses leave out the latter half of 49, followed by our Re-
visers. The substance of the truth abides no doubt; but the solemnity of the
warning appears to be enfeebled in the curtailed form; and the distinction
between the wicked and righteous as tested by God's judgment moral in
grace or final in verse 49.

The Revisers, on few but first-rate authorities, read in Mark 10:1 "and"
beyond Jordan, for the A. V. "by."

In Mark 11:8 they read "fields" (ayp@v) instead of "branches" (dévdpwv)
with other small changes.

In Mark 12:6 the Revisers omit "his," and in verse 20 "therefore" on firm
grounds, and for "God" give "He" in verse 32.

There is no doubt that "spoken of by Daniel the prophet" is an importation
into Mark 13:14 from Matthew 24. But there is an interesting though dubious
reading in the same verse, "standing where [he] ought not" éotnkdTa (N B L
and so Tisch. Tregelles, Alford), instead of £€016g (Steph.), éo1W¢ (Elz. Gries-
bach, Scholz), ¢aTnkég (Lachmann and Green), atnkév (seven cursives). If
the masculine be well founded, it points to the Antichrist, the lawless one of 2
Thessalonians 2:4. But why should the Revisers perpetuate "her parable,”
"her branch with its leaves" here, verse 28, as in Matthew 24:32? Why not
"its," especially as in Revelation 22:2 they correct "her" into "its fruit"?

In Mark 14 among other changes less noteworthy are the omission of
"eat," verse 22, and of "now," verse 24, at the Lord's Supper, and the inser-
tion of "thou" emphatically, verse 30, the best MSS substituting éAapov "re-
ceived" for €BaAAov for "did strike" in verse 65, and omitting the last clause of
verse 70.

In Mark 15:7 they follow avapacg "going up," for "crying out," and omit "to
drink" in verse 23 as well as verse 28 (from Luke 22:37).

The Revisers put most undeservedly a certain stigma on Mark 16:9-20,
because N B omit these verses, L with a break adding a miserable compen-
dium, and many cursives giving them with more or less doubt. No good ver-
sion of antiquity omits. But few fathers on harmonistic grounds talk of the ac-
curate copies ending with époBolvto yap. We need not now discuss the al-
leged internal reasons against the paragraph. The positive external proofs
are really overwhelming; and the internal prove not only that it is inspired
scripture, but from none other than Mark himself.



THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO LUKE.

There is more to court remark in the third Gospel. In Luke 1:17 is the first
change of version to be weighed: év ¢. d. can hardly bear "to" the wisdom of
the just, as in the Authorised Version. The Revisers are obliged to intercalate
"to walk" in the wisdom, etc., in order to give the force. Some suggest "by" or
"according to;" but the sense fails in this connection, if the preposition could
bear it. — In verse 28 there are two changes of text — the exclusion of "the
angel," though supported by much and good authority, and of "blessed art
thou among women," which incontestably appears in verse 42; in 29 also,
"when she saw him" was probably suggested by verse 12. — But the render-
ing of the last clause of verse 35 is strange and objectionable, that of the
margin (which is in main the Authorised Version), or the American sugges-
tion, being better. — In verse 37 is a bold change of reading (100 6. for 1.
8.) which necessitates the rendering "no word from God shall be void of
power."

In Luke 2 are changes of text or translation much to be considered. In
verse 2 they give, "This was the first enrolment when Quirinius," etc. It would
seem really to be a parenthetic statement to guard from confusion. God
caused the decree to bring about the presence of Mary with her affianced
husband at Bethlehem, and so accomplish the prophecy of Micah years be-
fore the enrolment was completed. — Of course they have in verse 10 "all
the people," that is, the Jews. — Verse 14 follows the later editors, or their
few but first-rate authorities, év avBpwtroi¢ évdokiag "among men in whom
he is well pleased." But Luke was given to magnify the grace of God, not to
seal human righteousness. There is good and ample authority for the com-
mon text, only rendered "good-will in men," which incarnation proved. —
Passing over minor points we have in verse 22 "their" instead of the common
"her," but hardly the exact shade of verses 31, 32. "All the peoples" is better
than "all peoples," and "revelation of Gentiles" is the true meaning, not "to all
the Gentiles." Before the Word was made flesh Gentiles were in the dark as
regards the light of God; as the Jews who despised the true light have fallen
into darkness, till the word is made good, "Arise, shine, for thy light is come,
and the glory of Jehovah is arisen on thee." The Revisers prefer, in verse 38,
"redemption of Jerusalem" to "redemption in it," though the witnesses are
very few. "To Jerusalem" in verse 42 is probably a repetition from the verse
preceding.

Luke 3:2 should be "in the high priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas," the
true text being singular, not plural. — A good many small corrections follow.
It is surprising that few as yet see that the true parenthesis, marked or not, in
verse 23 is not merely "as was supposed" but "being the son as was sup-



posed of Joseph," so as to connect the genealogy that follows directly with
the Lord through Mary. For Joseph was the son of Jacob, in the Solomon
line, as Mary was daughter of Heli, in the Nathan line; and our Lord needed
to be thus born in order to be unequivocally heir of David and true man. To
have been son of Mary was essential to the truth, the means and demonstra-
tion as well as the display of the good pleasure of God in men; to inherit the
royal, or Solomonic, right to the throne depended on Mary's espousal to
Joseph; whilst His being Son of God in the highest sense was the ground
and turning-point of all blessing. Had He been really Joseph's son, as He
was not, all the truth of His person would have been denied; had He been, as
He was not, Mary's son only, He had been true man but not true Messiah. He
must therefore be Joseph's son legally, Mary's son truly, and God's Son su-
premely, in order to satisfy the word and accomplish the purposes of God;
and all this the scriptures show plainly that He was. But the proof is en-
feebled by not seeing the connection in Luke 3:23, and this in the Revised
Version as much as in that of 1611, the only expressed uiég being in the par-
enthesis, and the proper genealogical line uniformly elliptic, as is often the
case in such statements.

In Luke 4 the most striking change is in verse 8, where the common text
and all versions founded on it have Umraye émicw pou, Zartavd, taken from
Matthew 16:23, and confounded with Matthew 4:10, where it is rightly Utraye,
2. Here however these were left out in the wisdom of the Spirit, who inspired
Luke to place second what was in fact the third temptation. This made the
omission necessary; as otherwise we should have had in Luke the Lord bid-
ding the enemy depart, and instead of it the enemy making another assault
immediately after. Perhaps not one of the critical editors saw the impossibility
of the words of Matthew re-appearing in Luke, though they rightly left them
out on grounds purely diplomatic. Luke as usual presents the circumstances
in their moral order, (the natural, the worldly, and the religious temptation re-
spectively,) whilst Matthew, as is his wont, gives them dispensationally, and
this fell in here with the order of fact.

The Revisers in Luke 5 do not distinguish more than the Authorised Ver-
sion pétoxol, verse 7, and koivwvoi, verse 10, though the latter is the more
formal "partners," the former rather "companions."

In Luke 6:1 they omit, save in their margin, the word "second-first." Now
the witnesses (X B L) which omit the word are few, though high; and the diffi-
culty of understanding a word nowhere else occurrent, and in itself hard to
explain without an exact knowledge of Jewish scripture and usage, accounts
readily for the tampering hand of copyists prone to cut knots instead of unty-
ing them. The sabbath before the wave-sheaf was offered the Jews ever re-
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garded as great (John 19:31); the sabbath after the wave-sheaf was also in
high esteem, but not equal to the former. It was dcutepomrptov. Nobody
would or could create a needless difficulty by inserting this into AC D E HK
MR S UV XT AATI; but we can easily account for a few omitting what was
hard in their eyes, as it is to most readers still. — In verse 17 they rightly
translate "a level place," not a plain, as in the Authorised Version. It was a
plateau on the mountain, which upsets the notion of two sermons: one on the
mount, the other on a plain. Not so, but the Spirit gave Matthew to present
the discourse suitably to his design, and to Luke another method equally in
keeping with his aim.

Verse 35 is the most remarkable innovation, as far as translation is con-
cerned, which as yet occurs in the Revision. "But love your enemies ... and
lend, never despairing,”" with the still stranger marginal alternation, "despair-
ing of no man," undév (or, a) ameAtifovteg. The Authorised Version is "hop-
ing for nothing again." Now we cannot reason on the usage of the word else-
where in the New Testament, for this is its only occurrence. What influenced
the Revisers is the fact that the word occurs in Polybius and the like in the
sense of despairing or giving up in despair, and in the Authol P. ii, 114 of
driving to despair. But even Liddell and Scott furnish, from Diog. L. i. 1-59, an
instance of the modification, hoping that a thing will not happen. The fact is,
that words thus compounded admit of meanings so widely different as to in-
clude senses nearly opposed. Thus amayelv means to take away, or to bring
home; amraAAdoaelv to release, to destroy, to escape; amraupdv to take away
from, or receive; ameimelv to speak out, deny, forbid, disown, or fail
atmehadvelv to drive away, or to march; dmépxecBal to go away, or to come
back; ameobiciv to eat off, or up, and to leave off eating; améxeiv to keep off
or hinder, or to receive in full; dmoBaiveiv to throw away, and to throw back;
atroBAémrelv to look on, or at, or away, amodakpuelv to weep much or to
cease weeping; dmodapbavelv to sleep a little, or to wake up; admdkeigbal to
be laid up in store, or aside; atmmokAaicaBal fo bewail oneself, or to cease
wailing, etc. This induction suffices to show that verbs compounded with &mé
admit of flexibility enough in sense to cover the meaning attached to the
word in our old and other Versions.

The question then mainly turns on the requirement of the context. And
when one weighs verses 30-34 with care, it seems surprising that a sense so
unnatural here should be attached to the word in verse 35. Especially con-
sider the immediately preceding verse: "and if ye lend to them of whom ye
hope to receive, what thank have ye? even sinners lend to sinners, to re-
ceive again as much." What can be simpler than the converse call of grace,
love, do good, lend, "hoping for nothing again." (Cf. Luke 14:12.) What
worthy sense in such a connection is there in "never despairing"? Does it
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mean that, whatever we may give thus unselfishly in faith, we are to have no
fears of coming short for ourselves? If so, it seems needless, mean, and out
of character with all the rest. Never despair because of giving or lending to
others! Even a generous man might be beyond such fears, not to speak of a
son of the Highest exhorted by the Only-begotten of the Father. And what
here is the force of the margin "despairing of no man"? If the Revisers under-
stand despairing of no man's honesty or gratitude in repayment, it seems
quite contrary to the spirit of verse 30, not to mention that the sequel of verse
35 casts the believer wholly on God's great recompense.

Have the Revisers caught the idiom in 38, 44; Luke 14:35; Luke 16:4, 9;
Luke 23:31? The Authorised Version followed by themselves takes it rightly
in Luke 12:20. To give the plural literally misleads the English reader. It is
meant to be general, and for us an impersonal or passive turn best ex-
presses the thought. In several cases God is really meant without saying so.

In Luke 7:31 the Revisers properly drop, among lesser additions without
due warrant, the spurious words which begin the verse, which were inserted
by copyists who did not perceive that verses 29, 30 are a parenthesis of the
evangelist, and that the Lord continues from the end of verse 28.

In Luke 8 one of the most weighty corrections is in verse 51, where "put
them all out and" should not be, though rightly in Mark 5:40.

In Luke 9:35 "chosen" takes the place of "beloved Son" as in Matthew
and Mark. Verses 55, 56 are simply thus: "But he turned and rebuked them.
And they went to another village." But the end of verse 55 in the vulgar text
has more authority than the beginning of verse 56. The Revisers even omit
the last words of verse 54.

In the parable of the good Samaritan the Revisers, on good authority,
strike out additions of the common text, in verses 32 and 35 especially.

But Luke 11 affords more cases, especially in Luke's form of the prayer,
where "Father" alone is read, not "Our Father which art in heaven," an im-
portation from Matthew, as is "Thy will be done as in heaven so in earth,"
and "but deliver us from evil:" all of which petitions had special interest and
value for Jewish disciples. Ought there not to have been a more distinctive
version of 0 €€ oUpavod in verse 13 than the "heavenly" of the Authorised
Version here followed? (Compare Matt. 5:16, 44, 48; Matt. 6:1, 9.)

No doubt cases are not infrequent where an anarthrous form in Greek re-
quires the definite article in our idiom. But the tendency even in the Revised
Version is to introduce it needlessly. Thus in Luke 11:31-32 (as in Matt.
12:41-42) it is enough and even more exact to say "a queen" and "men of
Nineveh." The article might have been used in Greek if the intention had
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been to refer to them as those well-known in Old Testament history or proph-
ecy. But as it is not, "the queen" and "the men" seems uncalled for. On the
other hand, why should we have "mint and rue," etc. (and in Matt. 23:23,
"mint and anise and cummin") when the Greek article is so expressly intro-
duced to mark the minutious exactitude of Jewish legalism. Between these
however may be noticed in verse 33, "a cellar," an improvement on "a secret
place"; and in verse 41, for "such things as ye have" or "your property," an
unguestionally sound rendering of 1a évovta, "those things which are within"
and in the margin "ye can," neither of which seems at all so suitable to the
context. Of course those who advocate the revised textual rendering might
point to the preceding verses in its justification; but to give for alms those
things which are written is really a paradox, instead of the simple dealing with
the Pharisee's conscience, which to plain minds is the thing intended. "Out of
the heart proceed evil thoughts and these defile the man," anything but a
suitable material for alms, leaving all things clean to him.

In Luke 12:31 it is "his [your Father's] kingdom" rather than "the kingdom
of God," though the authorities are not numerous.

In Luke 13:15, Hypocrites, not "hypocrite;" and omit desolate in verse 35,
brought in from Matthew 23.

In Luke 14:5 the Revisers have resisted the temptation of following the
mass of ancient authority and of modern critics, and retain "ass," giving "son"
in the margin.

In Luke 15:22 they add "quickly" on good, but not large, authority, and
omit "again" in verse 32.

"It fails" in Luke 16:9 has beyond doubt preponderant authority over "ye
fail;" but it is difficult to see its superior force or even propriety.

"Against thee,” in Luke 17:3, came in probably from Matthew 18:15,
though even there X B omit, as here also with A L. Omit verse 36, borrowed
from Matthew 24:40.

In Luke 18:1 the Revisers rightly translate "that they ought" etc., not
"men." — In verse 28 they follow a few very ancient copies in giving "our
own" instead of "all," which however is supported by & A and many other un-
cials.

| am surprised év Tw &yyiCelv auTédv is not represented in its vagueness,
"while he was nigh," so as to suit going out of Jericho as truly as coming in.
(Cf. Matt. 20:29; Mark 10:46.) Perhaps they and the Authorised Version were
deterred by the story of Zacchaeus afterwards as the Lord passed through
Jericho; but this is no sufficient obstacle. To my mind the aim of the Spirit ap-
pears to be the bringing together this story and the parable of the Pounds
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(Luke 19) to illustrate the moral ways of God in the two advents of Christ,
which would have been marred by the interposition of the blind man healed
in its actual historic place.

In Luke 20:13 there is good authority for omitting "when they see him,"
with lesser points before and after; also "why tempt ye me?" from Mark, with
other omissions. It seems singular that kpipa should be confounded in verse
47 with katakpiya: "sentence" (often included in "charge" also) is the true
thought. (Cf. Luke 23:40.)

In Luke 21:19 the Revisers have adopted a reading and a rendering at
least questionable. A B are but slender authority for ktjoeoB¢, as against
ktoacBe differing only by one letter; and their own rendering of 1 Thessalo-
nians 4:5 sustains the Authorised Version, "possess," against their own "win"
here.

There is in Luke 22:31 the precarious omission of the opening words "And
the Lord said" with no more than three uncials (B L T). Thus they render, "Si-
mon, Simon, behold, Satan asked to have you that he might sift you as
wheat; but | made supplication for thee, that thy faith fail not: and do thou,
when once thou hast turned again, stablish thy brethren," consigning to the
margin the notion of Alford, etc., that é¢aitéopar should here convey the
sense of "obtained you by asking;" which is clean contrary to the context and
indeed to the truth generally. They give the addition, on better evidence, of
"today" in verse 61, whilst all but the same manuscripts omit "struck him on
the face and" in verse 64.

Luke 23:17 is rejected with the best authorities and critics; it was founded
probably on Matthew and Mark, with a good many changes of words here
and there.

It is strange that any critics should have been moved by an erratic uncial
to doubt Luke 24:12 and 40. Many more instances of lesser moment might
be added; but these selections may suffice.

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO JOHN.

The corrected rendering of John 1:9 seems not only clumsy, but so am-
biguous that many readers will doubt or misunderstand what the Revisers
really mean by it. "There was the true light, even the light which lighteth
every man, coming into the world." If the comma after "man" is intended to
sever "coming into the world" from "man," and to connect the phrase as a
predicate with the true light or the relative that follows, it is all well; but is not
so slight an intimation likely to be misapprehended? This at any rate, if so
meant, aims at the true sense. John was not the light in question. The true
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light was that which lightens every man, not absolutely nor always, but on
coming into the world. It is the character or effect of the Incarnation. The Au-
thorised Version is unquestionably incorrect, besides giving a tautological
meaning if the article could be dispensed with. Further to be a man, and to
come into the world, are said to be equivalent in Rabbinical usage. But does
any Rabbi add [the article in such cases]? It is not correct. They may employ
"those that come into the world" to express "all men;" but where do they em-
ploy both phrases "every man coming into the world," as John is presumed
to say here? The truth is that in one form or another 6 épxdépevog regularly
applies to the Lord Jesus, as in John 1:15, 27; John 3:31 (bis), as also in
Matthew 11:3; Luke 7:19-20; yet more fully and definitely ¢ épy. €ig Tov k.,
John 6:14, where it would be idle to take it for any man as such, and not as
appropriated to the Messiah. (Cf. John 11:27.) It would be well also to note
John 3:19; John 9:39; John 12:46; John 16:28; John 18:37. These instances
ought to leave no doubt in any careful mind that our evangelist habitually
uses the phrase of Christ to the exclusion of every other, it must be connec-
ted here not with 1. GvBpwTrov, but with 10 @@¢ 70 aA. The nearest approach
is John 16:21, which is pointedly different, not to speak of any ulterior mys-
tery in its figure.

It is surprising under such circumstances that the Five Clergymen should
say it is impossible to determine with certainty whether the particle
¢pxOuEvoV is to be taken with @@¢ or with Av in the nominative case neuter,
or with GvBpwTtrov in the masculine accusative. They, too, while adopting the
same sense as the Authorised Version, strive not to exclude a quite different
reference, the converse of the Revisers.

But if the Revisers intended in their text to convey that Christ is the true
light which coming into the world lighteth every man, they give in the margin,
"The true light, which lighteth every man, was coming" into the world: a ren-
dering grammatically possible, though not probable, but contextually ex-
cluded by the verse following which speaks of the Lord in immediate connec-
tion as in the world, and not to come, or in mere process of coming. Next, the
margin adds another alternative, indicative of the uncertainty of the Revisers,
"every man as he cometh." But is this serious? It is no question of a reason-
able soul or conscience, but of Christ the true light. Is it orthodox that Christ
enlightens "every man as he cometh," etc.? What do they suggest by it?
What can any one infer but that, if this be true, Christ gives His own light to
every man on his coming into the world? A doctrine less defensible and more
unworthy than the delusion of every man's being born again by baptism.
Here a signal spiritual blessing is bound up with every man's birth of nature.
Would it not be nearer the truth of God to say that no man as he comes into
the world is enlightened by Christ?
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In result, then, we see that the Revisers reject apparently the Authorised
Version, and give us in the text the right sense so obscurely that most read-
ers will confound it with the only meaning meant to be shut out, while the
margin gives the choice between a version possible and harmless, but quite
unsuitable to the context, and another directly opposed to any creed in
Christendom, unless it be that of Quakers. It is probably due to their adher-
ence to the order of the Greek words that they have in the revised text left
their meaning anything but clear and express. They have thus sacrificed their
own principle not to leave any translation or arrangement of words which
could adapt itself to one or other of two interpretations, but rather to express
as plainly as possible that interpretation which seemed best to deserve a
place.

They are also somewhat capricious in representing the article or the
anarthrous construction. Thus in John 1:12 they say "the right to become
children of God," where they properly drop it before "children," and need-
lessly insert it before "right." They give us "a woman" in John 4:27, and "a
servant" in John 13:16; but they do not say "the woman" in John 16:21,
though they do say "the child," whereas the one like the other is used gener-
ically, like "the bondservant" and "the son" in John 8:35.

Slight but generally accredited changes occur not seldom in John 1, 2,
which call for no particular remark. In verse 11 of John 2 "signs" is rightly
given, and throughout this Gospel, rather than "miracles;" but why should
¢¢ouaia be rendered "right" in John 1:12, "authority" in John 5:17, and
"power" (margin, "right") in John 10:18%

In John 3:15 they adopt "believeth may in him have eternal life,” whilst in
verse 16 they retain "believeth on him should not perish but have eternal
life." It is a question of readings, and it cannot be doubted that they have
good authority. In John 4:42 they properly, with all critics and on good
grounds, discard "the Christ," the true force being far clearer without that title;
so do they, on ample authority, omit other additions of less moment.

But the omission of the last clause of verse 3, and the whole of verse 4 in
John 5, is grave. No doubt a few of the oldest and best MSS and versions
omit all or nearly all this portion. Still the unquestionable answer of the suf-
ferer in verse 7 seems hardly compatible with the omission, which ancient ra-
tionalism might desire, as does the same spirit in our own day. There seems
nothing unworthy of God in the omitted clause, while, on the contrary, what is
there falls in with the scope of what is undoubted, if it be not requisite to give
the full force. God under the law had not left Himself without witness of
mercy; but sin wrought havoc, and strength was needed to avail oneself of
any remedy afforded. What the law could not do, in that it was weak through
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the flesh, God sending His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin
condemned sin in the flesh, and so gave us deliverance. Jesus with a word
heals the man whom no angel's help, no ordinance, could avail to meet.

In the body of the Lord's discourse, wherein He shows Himself the source
of life now to faith, vindicated by the execution of judgment by-and-by, we
have the Revisers very properly exhibiting "judgment" where the Authorised
Version had "judgment," "condemnation," and "damnation." (Vers. 22, 24, 27,
29.)

John 6 affords many small points of correction as to which most are
agreed; and so does John 7. But on these details there is little reason to
dwell.

The most noteworthy and important omission is of course the end of John
7 and beginning of John 8 to verse 11 inclusively. Here confessedly most of
the old uncials are adverse, and not a few versions are silent, as ancient
commentators also. But it is painful to add that Augustine at an early day,
and Nicon, an Armenian abbot of the tenth century, bear their distinct testi-
mony to the subjective reasons which led to leaving out the story, even
where it was well known to exist in the Gospel. Nothing on the other hand
can account for its insertion if it were not the inspired word of God; and in no
place does it fit in, spite of strong and repeated efforts to dislodge it, save as
the fact introductory to the discourse of our Lord in this chapter. The internal
objections to the style or language are as weak as those alleged against
Mark 16:9-20. The words, which viewed superficially afford occasion, turn out
when duly weighed to be powerful evidences of their own genuineness as
well as authenticity; as is indeed the case invariably with true scripture for all
who value the truth.

But there is a difficulty of translation in the central part of this chapter
which should not be lightly passed over. The Jews say to the Lord (ver. 25),
"Who art thou? Jesus said unto them, Even that which | have also spoken
unto you from the beginning," v apxnv o1 kai AaA® Upiv. Such is the Re-
visers' translation and Mr. Palmer's text, pretty much as the Authorised Ver-
sion, even the same that | said unto you from the beginning."® It is the more
strange, as Tyndale followed by Cranmer had rendered it not only in better
keeping with the context but with less violence to grammatical propriety:
"Even the very same thing that | saye (C. speake) unto you." The Geneva

2 The Vulgate has, Principium qui (some copies, quia) et loquor vobis; and this of course
Wiclif follows, and the Rhemish yet more closely. No one can doubt that they are all ab-
surdly wrong, though Augustine and Ambrose misused their liberties to extract a tolerable
sense from what must have been wholly ungrammatical. To bear such a version the Lord
must have said i} apyn, not to speak of anything else. The Greek ecclesiastics, not com-
prehending the connection, have apparently evaded coming to close quarters.
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Version introduced the error which still taints the Revision: "Even the very
same thing that | sayde unto you from the begynnyng," which rendering ap-
pears to give a twofold meaning to v apxryv, besides that one of these
meanings leads to the violation of the time of the verb. This the Five Clergy-
men seek to avoid in "That which | also say unto you from the beginning."
But even if this were otherwise allowable, how can v dpxniv = €€ = (or atm’
apxfig? It is common enough to see dpxnv or apxag, with or without kard, in
the sense of at first, in the beginning, to begin with; and no doubt the as-
sumption that so it means here gave occasion to "l said" or "I have spoken"
as the rendering of AaA@. Were all this permissible and feasible, where is the
propriety of the sense that results? Plato's Lysis (recogn. Baiter. Orell. &
Wink. 367, col. 2) proves that it is too hasty to say that the phrase cannot
mean absolutely, altogether, save in negative and quasi-negative sentences;
and Elsner adds a few more occurrences in later Greek. This alone gives a
worthy meaning: "Who art thou? Absolutely what | am also speaking to you."
Jesus is the Word, the Truth: what He speaks corresponds wholly with His
being. He is what He says, as none other: not only the truth in itself, but pre-
cisely what comes out from first to last in this chapter, where He first acts as
the light, then reveals Himself as such, and shows that He is the truth, the
Son, and finally God, the Eternal One: before Abraham was (yevéoBai) | am
(Eyw €ipn).

There is little calling for notice in the Company's work on John 9 save the
reception of Audg "us" in verse 4 instead of the first "me" without even a cau-
tion in the margin. Also they might have avoided both text and marginal al-
ternative of John 10:2 by giving simply "is shepherd of the sheep." It is not of-
ten perhaps that English answers to the anarthrous Greek without the defin-
ite, or even the indefinite, article; but here it seems to be unequivocally
preferable. They have adopted a better text than the Received in verse 4:
"When he hath put forth all his own," reading "all" and dropping "sheep." So
in verses 14, 15, they have given the undoubtedly requisite correction on
good authority, which beautifully connects the two verses now severed;® ex-
cluding the gross blunder of "fold" instead of "flock" for TToIpvA in verse 16,
where Tyndale was right. — To verse 29 it seems rather surprising they
should have deemed it advisable to give in the margin, "That which my
Father hath given unto me," even though read by some ancient authorities,
seeing that this is not really "greater than all," and that it also wholly breaks
the context. No doubt Tischendorf, Tregelles and Alford adopt this unreason-
able variation; but, strange to say, Dr. S. Davidson, who translates the text of
the first, follows the ordinary readings here, and so does the last in his re-

% Of English versions here Wiclif is the best, and the Rhemish the worst, though both were
founded on the Vulgate.
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vised New Testament. And is there not a purposed omission of the object in
both parts of the verse, which should be heeded by the translator instead of
supplying "them" twice, as the Revisers do? The omission gives force to the
gift, and strongly negatives wresting out of the Father's hand. Minor points
may be left.

In John 11 nothing appears to detain us.

In John 12 why not "the" grain of wheat, as they themselves give "the"
mountain, "the" rock, "the" bushel, "the" lampstand, "the" sower, "the" bason,
"the" sop, etc.?

Nor is there in John 13 anything special to notice, "during supper" being
certainly the true force of &¢itrvou yiv., not "supper being ended." Even if yev.
(A D and a dozen uncials more, and almost all cursives, etc.) be read, it
would mean "supper being come."

In John 14:23 they of course give "my word," not "words;" on 15 and 16
we need not dwell.

In John 17:4 "having accomplished" is well known to rest on excellent au-
thority, but differs very slightly in sense from the more general text; so in
verse 11, "keep them in thy name which" is accepted ordinarily instead of the
common reading. Surely it would have been better in verse 16 to have ad-
hered to the emphatic Greek order, "Of the world they are not," as compared
with the same words in verse 14. In verse 19 they say "sanctified in truth,"
rightly omitting the article, as others did before them. They drop &v, "one in
us," verse 21, and read in their text of verse 24, "6, that which," instead of
"ol¢, those whom" (cf. John 6:37, 39), only that in the earlier chapter each
form is used distinctly, not blended, as they would be here were the critical
reading accepted as certain.

In the four closing chapters are corrections of slight blemishes in the com-
mon text, but happily nothing of sufficient moment to call for remark. "Simon,
son of John" rather than Jonas, as in John 1:42. "Perceivest" is a poor altern-
ative in the margin for "knowest," yividokeig as compared with 0idac.

ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

This book furnishes such an abundant harvest of various readings, as
well as of questionable renderings that those pointed out, whether for com-
mendation or for censure, must be regarded rather as samples than a com-
plete review.

Acts 1 calls for no special notice, though there is laxity in verses 14, 18,
19; correctness in verses 7, 17, 22. Why should mvor] in Acts 2:2 be trans-
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lated "wind," as in the Authorised Version? The sound out of heaven seemed
like the rush of an impetuous blast or blowing. And why should @wvn in
verse 6 be confounded with the fixog of verse 2, instead of the more natural
Septuagintal sense of "report," adopted in the Authorised Version? The ru-
mour of what had occurred to the disciples might well attract people from all
parts to the spot where they were gathered; how could the sound from
heaven do so? T. S. Green takes it as "qgift of speech," Bloomfield as the
noise of the multitude; but the former seems without example in the LXX, or
New Testament, and the loud noise would be when the strangers flocked
rather than that which drew them together. Another point by no means clear
is the "parted" or "parting asunder" of verse 3, which they alternate in the
margin with "parting asunder among them," or "distributing themselves" — a
very different meaning. Alford and the Authorised Version follow Erasmus'
dissectae, rather than the Vulgate dispertitae, which Wiclif neglected wholly.
But Wiclif was right as to men of Crete, where Tyndale and the Geneva by a
strange error gave "Grekes" in chapter 2, and the Authorised Version
"Cretes," not the singular "Cretians," of Titus 1:12. Again, is it desirable in
verse 22 to continue "approved" (&4modedeiyyévov), seeing that the word is
never used now in the sense of "shown plainly forth," "proved," "appointed,"
but judged worthy or pleasing, which wholly misleads? To this the Vulgate
and Beza contributed, giving "approbatum," rather than Erasmus' "exhib-
itum," or "demonstratum," or "designatum." In verse 23 the Revisers very
properly give "by the hand of lawless men," and leave out of verse 30 a
clause as unauthorised as it is unnecessary; equally good is their omission of
acpévwg in verse 41, an evident insertion from Acts 21:17. Verses 42, 46 are
more correctly represented, though the close of verse 47 might be better
than "And the Lord added to them, day by day, those that were being saved."
The marginal alternative is not more literally true to the Greek than requisite.
"And the Lord kept adding together day by day, those that should be saved."
This formed "the assembly;" and so the words n éxkAnoia crept in, and
drove out £t 10 aUT16, which then and there became useless, so as to intro-
duce Acts 3, where they are not wanted. For the true force of ToUg 0., let me
appeal to the respectable Company themselves in their version of Luke
13:23 (not to speak of 1 Cor. 15:2). Correct accordingly not only Acts 2:47
but 1 Corinthians 1:18, and 2 Corinthians 2:15, Tv o. in Revelation 21:24
being beyond a doubt spurious. It has been often pointed out that oi 0. is a
technical expression of the LXX for the Jewish remnant destined to salvation
out of the ungodly people, and that the present participle is here used (as the
indicative no less frequently) apart from time for the class; for the same per-
sons at the same time have predicated of them the aorist and perfect as well
as the present. This proves that the present must be used, not historically,
but as the description of a class; the present cannot otherwise apply, as well
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as the two past tenses; abstractedly of the character it might. Compare the
use of "sanctified" in Hebrews 10:10, 14, to which the same principle applies.

In Acts 3:18, 26, as in Acts 4:27, 30, the Revisers rightly give, not Son or
Child, but "servant," referring to Isa. 42:1; (Matt. 12:18); Isa. 52:13; Isa.
53:11. Verses 19, 20 are given accurately, "Repent ye, therefore, and turn
again, that your sins may be blotted out, that so there may come seasons of
refreshing from the presence of the Lord; and that he may send the Christ
who hath boon appointed for you, even Jesus."

In Acts 4-6 there are changes requisite, but not perhaps of any great im-
portance.

In Acts 7:38 is perpetuated the old error of "church" in the wilderness, with
"congregation" in the margin, the converse of Hebrews 2:12, where "con-
gregation" appears in the text, "church” in the margin. There is a good deal of
uncertainty in the treatment of verse 53, the law "as it was ordained by an-
gels," or "as the ordinance of angels," Greek "unto ordinances of angels."
Undoubtedly €i¢ diatayag ayy. is not an easy phrase, but means at injunc-
tions or ordering of angels. (Cf. Matt. 12:41; Gal. 3:19.) In verse 59 if words
must be intercalated, they are more right in saying "the Lord" than the Au-
thorised Version, which detracts from His glory by inserting "God;" better
leave out either and give, "invoking and saying, Lord Jesus," etc.

In Acts 8 verse 37 is with good reason expunged. Still stronger is all tex-
tual authority against the interpolated clauses in Acts 9:5-6, from "perse-
cuted" to "Arise," or rather, "But arise;" for in error the conjunction has been
omitted. This is a notable instance of Erasmus' temerity, misled by the Vul-
gate, the source of the corruption, founding the words in part on Acts 22:10;
Acts 26:14. The Complutensian text is right, diwkelg GAAG avaotni K. T. A,
and so all modern critics, and of course the Revisers. But the Complutensian
is as wrong as Erasmus, and the rest who follow the inferior MSS in giving
"Christ" rather than Jesus (X A D C E, fifteen cursives, Vulg., Syrr., Sah.,
Memph., Theb., Armen., Aeth. etc.) which the Revisers follow, as also
"church" rather than "churches" in verse 31, the Compluten. giving the plural
form in Greek, the singular in Latin.

In Acts 10 the most remarkable change seems the omission of "and fast-
ing" in verse 30, the most ancient MSS and Versions omitting the words, the
mass sustaining them.

In Acts 11:12 is a very questionable adoption, "making no distinction"
undtv diakpivavra* which rests on X°™ A B and half-a-dozen cursives. The
primary reading of the Sinait. with Laud's and a few cursives is .

4 oUdtv diékpive is the phrase for this in Acts 15:9.
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Olakpivovta, but the bulk of MSS with all the versions support .
Olakpivopevog, as in Acts 10:20 where the MSS are not at all at variance. D
and Syrp. omit the words, as Griesbach thought probable and Alford and
Green certain. But the rendering is right in verse 17, as is the reading
“EMnvag, Greeks, (not ‘EAANvIOTGG, Grecians,) in verse 20, as many have
pointed out long ago. There would have been no great moment in mentioning
the gospel going out to Hellenists, for there was no question from the first
about Greek-speaking Jews. The grand point is the free action in the Spirit of
these scattered brethren in preaching to the Gentiles, besides and apart from
the formal mission of Peter to Cornelius; and that the Lord's hand was with
them.

There is nothing to detain us in Acts 12, but Acts 13 presents many mat-
ters of question and interest. Would it not be better to have distinguished
between "sent" in verses 3 and 4? The first is only /et go, the second is really
"sent forth," which when not distinguished might lead to false inferences in
clerical minds. Still stranger is the adoption with Tregelles of éTpoTropopnaoev
which is the vulgar or Stephano-Elzevirian text and has high authority (X B
etc.) with the great mass of cursives and other witnesses. 'ETpo®. has not
only A C*™ E and some cursives and almost all the ancient versions save the
Vulgate, but Deuteronomy 1:31 in Hebrew and the LXX (save a few copies of
the latter), the intrinsic sense being in my judgment beyond comparison in its
favour: and so Alford, Bloomfield, Griesbach, Green, Lachmann, Mill, Scholz,
Tischendorf, Wells, and Wordsworth. Bengel too even thinks that the other
word means the same thing, an alternative only in form, the context pointing
to the sense of Deuteronomy 1 and Numbers 12, especially as Jehovah,
whatever His grace, chastised their manners in the wilderness as is written
for our admonition. Again, though the critical reading of verses 19, 20, is that
of the Revisers, they involve themselves in an ungrammatical rendering of
wg ETeqIv K. T. A. as if it were wg & "for about four hundred and fifty years,"
instead of "in about four hundred and fifty years." The distinctive use of the
dative and accusative in questions of time should not be overlooked in the
version, as it is not in the context. On the other hand they rightly drop "again”
in verse 33, as the participle cannot mean "up" and "again," though it may
mean either; which is expressly distinguished in verse 34. In verse 34 they
draw no attention to the peculiarity of 6a10¢ for "holy" or the preceding dola.

In Acts 14 there is scarcely anything to change; in Acts 15 verse 34 is not
now read by any critic of note, as not appearing in X A B E HL P, some sixty
cursives, etc.

In Acts 16:7 they rightly give "the Spirit of Jesus;" but why in verse 12 "a
city of Macedonia, the first of the district," when "a principal city of the district
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of Macedonia" strictly represents the Greek text? Amphipolis had been for
some time the capital of the district, and Neapolis was first in geographical
order for one arriving from the East like the apostle. It is known however that
a Greek city might be designated pwTr without being the metropolis of the
region, as for instance, Smyrna and Pergamos were so styled, though Eph-
esus was the capital of the province. And reasons were not wanting quite
sufficient for such a claim on the part of Philippi, especially as Augustus had
shown himself ready to show it uncommon favour.

Again in Acts 17:1 why should wg d. be translated "somewhat supersti-
tious"? Very religious, devoted to higher powers, or given up to demon wor-
ship, seems rather the force of the word here. They rightly change "the Lord"
into "God" in verse 27; but 10 B¢iov, the divine, or what is divine, in verse 29,
should not be confounded with B16Tng or still less BednG.

In Acts 18:5 they correctly substitute "by the word" for "by the Spirit,"
whilst Alford would render it "earnestly occupied in preaching," and T. S.
Green similarly.

In Acts 19:16 it is "both of them," not the seven, but two of them, easily
made into all, but not the converse.

In Acts 20:7 it is correctly "when we came together to break bread, Paul
discoursed with them," etc., and in verse 30 "the disciples."

In Acts 21:15 "our baggage" or "effects" is right instead of "carriages."

Acts 22 affords little to remark on, but Acts 23:9 ends correctly with "and if
a spirit hath spoken to him, or an angel?" So X A B C E and other good au-
thorities, though the addition of the common text is not without numerous at-
testations. In verse 27 ouv Tw oTp. is not "with an army," but with the sol-
diery, or my soldiers.

In Acts 24:14 the Revisers rightly say "a sect," or faction or parties, as
they should have said, not heresies but sects or factions in 1 Corinthians
11:19, and in Galatians 5:20, as Titus 3:10 should be factions rather than
"heretical."

The only thing one would now notice in Acts 25: is in verse 5, where the
Authorised Version deserts Erasmus and Stephens for the Complutensian
and Beza (at least in his later editions, for up to that of 1565 he too omitted
arotrov). Only the modern critics (Alford, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles)
exclude ToUuTw "this", as well as adopt Grotrov "amiss." It may be added that
duvaroi here does not refer to ability, as in the Authorised Version, following
Erasmus and Beza, but to power, influence, or authority, as in the Vulgate
potentes, not qui ... possunt.
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In Acts 26:17 £€aip. does not seem to mean deliverance or rescue, but
taking Paul out from the people, and from the Gentiles. Verses 28, 29 are
given correctly in the main. "In a little thou art persuading me to become a
Christian. And Paul, | would to God, both in a little and in much, that not thou
only but also," etc.

Acts 27 stands singularly in the ordinary Authorised Version. Verse 9 is
"the voyage," not sailing or navigation; and down south-west or down north-
west (verse 12) means the opposite point of the wind, i.e. looking north-east
and south-east. In verse 17, xaA. 10 okelog is not "strake sail," but "lowered
the gear," and so scudded (oUTwg €¢.). In verse 30 the sense is to lay or
carry out, not to "cast out," anchors; nor does verse 40 mean "taking up" but
casting off the anchors; nor committing themselves but letting the anchor go
into the sea; as also by 1OV dpT. is meant the foresail, not the "mainsail." The
revision in all this seems quite correct.

In Acts 28: the doubtful authority of the central part of verse 16 is acknow-
ledged, and the whole of verse 29, the best witnesses being adverse, not
only in MSS but in the ancient versions.

THE ROMANS.

The apostolic epistles afford quite another test of our Revisers; for doc-
trine far more than narrative materially affects our judgment, as in the earlier
half of the New Testament, where a choice of reading or of rendering lies
otherwise open to me. A right decision is, if possible, as much more moment-
ous as it is more delicate. Of course we take the epistles as they stand in the
English Bible.

The first verse of the first chapter of Romans affords an instance of loose
or wrong views. "Called fo be an apostle" is no less mistaken than "called to
be saints" in Rom. 1:7. As he was then an apostle, so were they saints.
There is no need of supplying any words in either case; and in both the sup-
ply of "to be" rather weakens and falsifies, instead of justly defining the
sense. It was for the saints in their call, as for the apostle in his, a fact. In
neither case was it a birthright, nor was it a human acquirement; but they be-
came, what they were, apostles or saints by calling. It was the call of grace,
according to divine purpose, but an actual relationship, which "to be" at least
obscures. So it is also in 1 Corinthians, Jude, and the Revelation, as well as
in Romans 8:28. Again, yp. singular or plural, for "the scripture" or "the scrip-
tures," regularly takes the article; so that, in Greek, there must be a specific
reason here to render the word anarthrous. The epithets here and in Rom.
16:26 are supposed by some to account for this, as others allege the propos-
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itions; but neither ground seems satisfactory; and it is weak to say that it was
indifferent to insert or omit the Greek article. The expression here then ap-
pears to be purposely general. Further, the characteristic description of, not
God's gospel only, but His Son, in verses 3, 4, is not as faithfully reflected in
the Revision as one might desire: see also verse 16. So, in verses 17, 18,
one doubts the need of saying either "a" righteousness or "the" wrath, the
phrases being alike characteristic.

But the Version of katexévtwy in verse 18 calls for the more notice, as
the Company adopt a sense which has prevailed extensively among ancients
and moderns; yet is it not the primary force of the word but rather a possible
contextual modification, which the context here in my judgment proves inad-
missible. The word means, not simply like £xelv, to have, but to have thor-
oughly, to take (Matt. 21:38, Luke 14:9), to possess (1 Cor. 8:30), to hold, or
keep if there be danger of losing, to hold fast (Luke 8:5; 1 Cor. 11:2, 1 Cor.
15:2; 1 Thess. 5:21, etc.); if there be an opposing power, to withhold or
hinder. (2 Thess. 2:5-6.) What then is the connection of the passage helping
us to determine which of these shades of meaning is best here? The apostle
(ver. 16) was not ashamed of the gospel, for it is God's power unto salvation
to every one that believeth, both Jew first and Greek. For God's righteous-
ness is revealed therein from faith unto faith, according as it is written, But
the righteous shall live by faith, verse 17. This may be fairly regarded as the
subject-matter of the epistle. The next verse states summarily why such an
intervention of grace was requisite if a man was to be saved righteously. For
there is revealed God's wrath from heaven against (or upon) all ungodliness
and unrighteousness of men that possess or hold the truth in unrighteous-
ness. This is precisely what is unfolded in what follows to the end of Rom.
3:20: first, every sort of ungodliness in the Gentile world, gross to the end of
chapter 1, and more refined in the first half (ver. 1-16) of Rom. 2; where
secondly he turns to the proof of unrighteousness in those that hold the truth
in unrighteousness, which marks the self-satisfied and unbelieving Jew.® Nor
is anything more common in Christendom than truth, or orthodoxy, held ever
so firmly along with total disregard of practical righteousness. It was notori-
ously so at that time among the Jews. Assuredly this is a phase of evil
against which God's wrath is revealed; and the warning is as solemn as it is
instructive in the most comprehensive treatise inspiration furnishes on the
foundation of Christianity. Stifling or hindering the truth is a part of men's un-
godliness no doubt; but for this very reason it does not fit in so strikingly with

® Chrysostom (Hom. in loc. pp, 36, 37, Field, Oxon. 1849) seems rather unusually wide of
the mark, taking verse 18 of one class, evil in dogma and life, of which the proof follows in
verse 19 etc. Nor is he alone in the mistake of thus limiting "the truth" to the testimony of
creation.

25



the Spirit's distinction between every sort of ungodliness and unrighteous-
ness of those that hold the truth in unrighteousness. It appears to me then
that "hold down" or "hinder," as the Revisers (English and American) say,
does not give the true sense, nor does the marginal alternative "withhold" of
the previous English Versions, still less "detain" of the Rhemish, with the Vul-
gate, Syriac, and Arabic. The Coptic is right, if | may judge from Wilkins. The
Ethiopic is there quite unreliable, | believe therefore that the Authorised Ver-
sion is right, not the Revision.

The Company have, as almost all allow, properly cast out "of Christ" (ver.
16), "also" (ver. 24), "of and fornication" (ver. 29), "implacable" (ver. 81). In
verse 28 they render ouk £d. "refused," which is beyond question more cor-
rect than "did not like" of the Authorised Version. From "proving," in the
sense of assaying, the word comes to mean "approve," or think good, or
choose; and "hateful to God" is the true force rather than "haters of God" in
verse 30. Whether they are not deceived by sound in giving 1p. rather than
1ol the sense of "practise" is a grave consideration, though they stand not
alone in their judgment; it affects the bearing of many scriptures from Mat-
thew to Revelation as well as Romans frequently.

In Rom. 2 there is much less to arrest us. "Incorruption” is right, not im-
mortality, in verse 7, as in Ephesians 6:24 morally, and 2 Timothy 1:10, as
well as 1 Corinthians 15:42, 50, 53. But "a" law in verse 13 seems objection-
able, if they discard the article with the first véuou and accept it with the
second where Mr. Palmer gives the article. With Alford, Lachmann, Tischen-
dorf, Tregelles, and Wordsworth, the article should be in neither, and the ver-
sion accordingly be "the law-hearers" and "the law-doers," or "the hearers of
law" and "the doers of law" as Mr. Green. We all know that Bishop Middleton
in his celebrated treatise repeatedly pronounces this form inadmissible; but it
is his oversight of cases not in the New Testament only (Matt. 11:13; Heb.
9:13) but in the purest Attic Greek. (Plat. Phaedr. 808, 811, edd. Bait. Orell.
et Winck.) Equally wrong was Mr. Gilbert Wakefield, who tries to account for
the absence of the article in the sentence of Mark where it is well estab-
lished. The governed noun need not therefore take the article, because the
governing noun has it; whether it should take it or not depends on general
principles. In verse 27 they have followed others in correcting the strange in-
accuracy of the Authorised Version "by" the letter, etc. for which they give
"with" to express the condition, not the instrument. The medium through
which the act was done is not in question. But here again why not "who with
letter and circumcision art a transgressor of law"? Of course the blunder of
ide "behold," for €i 8¢ "but if" (ver. 17) in the vulgarly received text, is correc-
ted.
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Rom. 3 offers more frequent and grave matter for inquiry. Thus the Au-
thorised Version in the end of verse 4 is corrected into "comest into judg-
ment," and "taketh vengeance" into "visiteth with wrath." But why should not
the Revisers adhere to their usual "judgment" in verse 87 In the following
verse they render mpoex6ueba "are we in worse case than they?" instead of
the generally preferred "better," with the marginal alternative of "do we ex-
cuse ourselves?" The active voice may mean to have the advantage or sur-
pass, the passive to be excelled; and so Wetstein suggested here, whom
substantially the Company follow in their text, whilst giving the view of Hem-
sterhuis, Venema, Koppe and Wahl, in the margin, founded on one sense of
the middle voice as such is beyond question of common usage. As the word
occurs but once in the New Testament, we have no direct help to decide; but
it has been pointed out that TTapéxecBai is used (Acts 19:24; Col. 4:1; Titus
2:7) where it differs from mapéxeiv only by a delicate shade. Hence in not a
few passages there is a conflict of readings between the active and the
middle form of verbs, as in Luke 15:9, John 14:23, Acts 23:13. Whether in
the simple verb or in its compounds, the active and the middle in some cases
approximate, though no doubt each has its appropriate application. In the
present instance the middle voice suits the force intended, far more than the
active rpoéyopev: "are we on our part better?" And as the context favours
this rendering, so it condemns the version of the Revisers beyond all others
as well as their margin.® For in the previous verses the apostle had shown
clearly that the Jews possessed signal advantages of an exterior sort over
the Gentile; and this he was careful to press as aggravating their responsibil-
ity: for the argument towards the close of Rom. 2 might have seemed to
place them all on one dead level. But if we, the Jews, have superior priv-
ileges, specially in having the scriptures, are we in ourselves better? Not so
certainly; for we before charged both Jews and Greeks with being all under
sin; and then scriptures are quoted from the Psalms and the Prophets expos-
ing their sins in every way and in the highest degree. Thus the very law in
which they boasted was the irrefutable witness of their universal and heinous
guilt; that, as the Gentiles were already proved abominable, and the Jews
were now convicted by what the law speaks to those within its scope, every
mouth might be stopped and all the world come under God's judgment. And
this serves to show the mistaken division here; — for verses 19 and 20 close
this paragraph, the opening words being bound up with the citations from the
law, or Old Testament. Sin was universal; law, far from delivering, wrought

¢ Besides, will the Greek even bear the marginal sense, any more than Meyer's, "what
then, have we an excuse?" The verb in this sense demands an object: and hence gram-
matically Wahl, etc. were compelled to find it in 1. But this construction would require the
answer to be, not ou 1., but oUSév.
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only full knowledge of sin. Man had nothing but unrighteousness for God:
had God anything for man but wrath and judgment?

"But now apart from law God's righteousness hath been manifested, be-
ing witnessed by the law and the prophets; even God's righteousness
through faith in Jesus Christ unto all and upon all that believe." Such is the
fresh subject, though in resumption of the great keynote just raised for a mo-
ment in Rom. 1:17, but interrupted to let in the demonstration of man's state
which called forth God's wrath. It will be noticed by the reader what havoc is
made by the omission of kai £11i 1. "and upon all" in verse 22. No doubt four
or five of the oldest uncials with two cursives and some ancient versions and
fathers leave the words out; and they are followed by Lachmann, Tischen-
dorf, Tregelles, Westcott and Hort. But the homoeoteleuton simply and satis-
factorily accounts for the slip, aided as it may have been by the inability of
many to see the double bearing of the truth enunciated. For how readily the
mind swerves to Calvinistic views, or to Arminian; and how few accept the
truth in its fulness, of which extreme partisans see but one part, unintelli-
gently opposed to the other part! The main body of uncials, cursives, ver-
sions, and fathers declares for the text as rendered in the Authorised Ver-
sion. Even the mutilated form of some of the best Latin copies ("super
omnes") bears witness against that abbreviation which has found favour. And
though the expositions of Greeks and Latins have little worth or point, they
show the fact; for it is no question of Jews and Gentiles, but of God's right-
eousness manifested unto all, going out toward all indiscriminately, and tak-
ing effect actually on all those that believe. To overlook the difference of the
prepositions is unworthy, and yet more so to confound "all" with "all that be-
lieve." The old writers who state but misapprehend the difference were cer-
tainly not the men to foist in a clause which, giving both comprehensiveness
and precision, falls in as strikingly with this epistle in particular as with all
scripture generally. God's righteousness could not but be for all; but in fact
none but believers profited by it through faith in Christ. Its direction was to-
wards all, not merely in believers, but all mankind; its application was upon
all that believe. To take away the former is to deprive it of breadth; to blot out
the latter is to deny its depth and strength. "Unto," not "upon,” all that believe
is far short of divine truth. The ordinary reading just suits the gospel of God;
that of the Revisers seems equally one-sided and useless. To say that God's
righteousness is unto all that believe would be a truism.

On the other hand it is strange to see that they retain "a propitiation" with
the Authorised Version in verse 25, instead at best of presenting a "propitiat-
ory" or mercy-seat as the Greeks generally understood, and they themselves
do elsewhere (Heb. 9:5) and Tyndale did here. — The rendering also that fol-
lows, "through faith, by his blood," is by no means sure. In verse 28 it seems
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peculiar that "for" (X A D*™ E F G, many cursives, versions, and fathers, and
hence received by almost all, notwithstanding B C K L P and the Syrr. etc.
which favours "therefore") is not approved by the Company, but "therefore"
as in the received text. What misled was the supposition that it is a conclu-
sion from the argument preceding, but rather a reason in support of verse 27.
They are bold men who reject the judgment of Alford, Bengel, T. S. Green,
Griesbach, Harwood, Koppe, Mill, Scholz, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Wells,
Wordsworth, and the Five Clergymen. Is it that Drs. Westcott and Hort have
changed their opinion? Judging by Dr. Vaughan's text of Romans (1st ed.)
they did not then oppose the critics. — Nor do the Revisers seem successful
in dealing with the anarthrous form of verses 31, 32, nor with the distinctive
force of the prepositions, etc. in verse 30. It is not "the" circumcision and
"the" uncircumcision, which would imply these bodies of people, but persons
of either class as such: "by faith," not by works of law which Jews might
plead, and "through their faith" if Gentiles believed in Christ: the one exclud-
ing legal pretension, the other honouring faith where it existed.

In Rom. 4 the main blemish is one perpetuated from the Authorised Ver-
sion in verse 12, and probably due to not seizing the force of . 1., which
means chief, or first characteristic, type of true separation to God; "father of
circumcision, not to those of circumcision only [Jewish], but also to those that
walk in the steps of the faith of our father Abraham, which he had in uncir-
cumcision [Gentile believers]." The erroneous version appeared in Tyndale,
but not in the other English translations (Wiclif, Cranmer, Geneva, and
Rhemish), which rightly give two classes, not one only characterised doubly.

In Rom. 5 none can be surprised to hear that the Revisers adopt for their
text "let us have" for "we have," though in Greek it is only the question of a
long for a short o, letters habitually confounded (Itacism as it is called) in the
best and oldest MSS. The diplomatic groundwork, though seemingly strong
beyond measure, is therefore really precarious, unless the context be also
clear and sure. But in my judgment the dogmatic or inferential, not exhortat-
ory, character in this part of the epistle decidedly demands the indicative
rather than the subjunctive in Rom. 5:1, 2, 3, as is strongly confirmed by the
structure of verse 11, which does not admit of the latter. But souls weak in
the gospel would naturally incline to the subjunctive of old as now. — Of
course, "reconciliation" displaces "atonement" in verse 11. But it seems
strange that the Company have not adopted, even in the margin, the excel-
lent suggestion of the famous Dr. Bentley (Ellis, p. 28) presenting the first
clause of verses 15, 16 in the interrogative form. The sense is clearer
thereby. They correct the confusion of €ic as if it were émi in the elliptical
verse 18, and rightly say "unto all men to condemnation," etc.; also of course
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"the one" and "the many" are accurately given throughout, with other correc-
tions of interest.

In Rom. 6 the revision of verse 3 may dispel the delusion that all were not
baptised, only many: a strange oversight of the force of the phrase. But bap-
tism was fo or unto, not "into," a person, though that of the Spirit was "into
one body."

The revision of Rom. 7:3-4, "be joined to," is certainly better than the too
definite "married" of the Authorised Version. The Greek exactly answers to
the Hebrew, as for instance in Hosea 3, "To be, or belong to" is the literal
and precise force. Again, it is high time that the doctrinal error involved in the
editions of Beza, and repeated in the text of the Authorised Version, should
be expunged. Indeed, it seems to lack the support of a single MS or even
version, and to have been a mere conjecture of Beza founded on a miscon-
ception of Chrysostom, who really, like every other early ecclesiastical writer,
had amoBavévreg (not -Tog). That the law died is Antinomian in tendency;
that the Christian died to law (Gal. 2:19; Col. 2:20, Col. 3:8), is sound and
fundamental truth. There is a various reading here (To0 8avartou) supported
by Graeco-Latin uncials, and mentioned by Origen as then extant in some
Greek copies, and followed by the Vulgate (except the Amiatine, which gives
morientes, though it should be mortui), and many Latin fathers. But this is to
miss the means of discharge or quittance from the law. Of course the
Rhemish, like Wiclif, adheres to the less correct form of the Vulgate, whilst all
the other English Versions were right in this till the Authorised Version went
farther astray than ever. Erasmus, not in his first but in a later edition, had
paved the way for Beza's rash conjecture through a misuse of Chrysostom's
comment on the passage. Dr. Bloomfield, in his Recensio Synoptica, v. 580,
attributes &moBavovtog to accident. But this is beyond controversy a mis-
take, from not knowing the facts. Had it been found in Greek copies, it might
have been so; but we can trace its first appearance to the intentional altera-
tion of Théodore de Béze. — Toward the close of the same verse (6) do not
the Company go too far in translating wote douAeUelv Auag, "so that we
serve," and not "so as to serve," or "so that we should serve"? — There
seems no effort on the Revisers' part to distinguish between capkivég (ver.
14) and capkikdg as in 1 Corinthians 3:3; 9:12, though there is in 2 Corinthi-
ans 3:3.

Rom. 8 is of mingled character. The Revisers are justified in excluding the
last clause of verse 1, which, even if genuine, is incorrectly rendered in the
Authorised Version. But why print "Spirit" with a capital in verses 2, 9 (twice),
11 (twice), 14 and 16, while they print it with a small letter in verses 4, 5
(twice) 6, 9 (twice more), 13, 15? Again, in verse 4 the textual rendering and
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the marginal should change places; and so perhaps in verse 11. In verse 24
they have adopted "who hopeth for that which he seeth?" on the authority, as
far as | am aware, of the great Vatican uncial (1209) supplemented by the
margin of a Bodleian cursive, Roe 16, conventionally cited among the Pau-
line copies as 47. No editor has as yet ventured to put this forward as the
true text, though no doubt the resulting sense seems simple and suitable —
indeed so much so as to look like the smoothing down of a rather rugged
phrase. And it may be mentioned that Mr. Hansell's Oxford edition of the
more famous uncials does not represent B aright, any more than older edit-
ors, 0 yap BAétel Tig, Ti éATTiCel; whereas Tischendorf reports its text (P™) as 0
yap BA., Tig éAtT. The margin of verse 47 is the less trustworthy here as read-
ing Uttopével for éAtr. though, strange to say, XP™ and A do the same. Is it
not strange that under such circumstances so ill-sustained a reading should
be the ground of a change in so grave a work as the publicly revised version
of the New Testament? — In verses 27, 28, the added words in ltalics only
encumber and enfeeble the sense. The Spirit intercedes for the saints ac-
cording to God and His nature, yet more than His will, which comes very
short of the truth. And though the "purpose" be without doubt of God, still it
has pleased Him not to qualify it here in any way, as the fullest explanation
follows in verses 29, 30. The conformity to the image of His Son is in resur-
rection glory, far beyond and distinct from any transformation meanwhile by
the Spirit as described in 2 Corinthians 3:18. — The punctuation of verses
33-35 is better than in the Authorised Version, but not quite uniformly correct.
"Who shall lay anything to the charge of God's elect? It is God that justifieth:
who is he that condemneth [or shall condemn]? It is Christ Jesus that died,
yea rather that was raised from the dead, who is at the right hand of God,
who also maketh intercession for us: who shall separate from the love of
Christ? shall tribulation," etc. In the close of this part of the apostle's pro-
found communication there is good and full authority, as is well known, for
placing "nor powers" after (not before) "nor things present nor things to
come."

The opening verses of Rom. 9 are fairly rendered in the Revised V. as in
the Authorised, being substantially alike. The marginal alternatives are of no
real weight; the last, like the American suggestion, being unidiomatic. For in
such cases the predicate ought to have the emphatic position, and the sub-
ject should have the article in Greek, the only apparent exception being the
LXX's rendering of Psalm 68:19, which is acknowledged as corrupt. Mr. T. S.
Green has inadvertently dropped the rendering of kai | vopoBeaia, "and the
law-giving" out of this portion. Verse 9 runs "For this word is of promise" or
[one] of promise, the Revised seeming looser than the Authorised Version.
And ought there not to be "one" vessel (not "a" merely) in verse 21, to ex-
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press the first 6 ? Verse 28 is presented in the abridged form of the oldest
MSS and versions, which most modern editors prefer; the larger form seems
assimilated to the LXX. Other omissions of less moment occur here and
there. The Authorised Version alone fell into the unmeaning error of "that"
stumbling-stone in the last verse.

In Rom. 10:1 all critics of weight on ample evidence, instead of "for Is-
rael," read "for them," as following up Rom. 9. But the Revisers also adopt
the briefer reading in verse 5, on small but ancient and good testimony. In
verse 12 the Revisers go back in substance, though more correctly, to the
English versions older than the Authorised Version, with a copulative per-
haps needlessly inserted. They also drop as not duly authenticated one of
the last clauses of verse 15 ("of those that announce glad tidings of peace")
with the noble quaternion, X A B C, supplemented by a few cursive wit-
nesses, ancient versions, and early writers.

The latter part of Rom. 11:6 is rejected by XP™ A C D B F G P, etc., with
the ancient versions, save the Syrr. and Eth., and so is properly left out of
text and margin by the Revisers, notwithstanding its presence (*™) in the fa-
vourite Vatican, L, and the mass of cursives. In verse 17 they adopt, on the
doubtful authority of XP™ B C with the Coptic, the singular exclusion of kai
"and." That the copyists took liberties with the verse is plain from D F G omit-
ting Ti¢ pilnc kai altogether, and in Latin as well as Greek. In verse 21 they
discard (as do some modern critics) urmmwg, and with the best copies read
simply oude ool @eioeTal in the face of Chrysostom's express contradiction.
(iv. 338, Field, Oxon, 1849.) Certainly the preferred text is far easier than that
commonly received, which is opposed to the well-known canon of diplomatic
criticism. In verse 22 O¢goU "God's," is now given on weighty grounds. Verse
31 is an unhappy instance of misrendering; the comma if inserted should fol-
low, not precede, Tw UY. €Aéel, as the true force is "even so have these also
disbelieved your mercy, that they also may be objects of mercy." The older
English versions were right, following with the Pesch. and the Philox. Syrr.,
the Coptic, and the Vulgate, till the Geneva misled under the false guidance
of Beza. Luther on the one hand and Estius on the other were nearer the
truth; and so apparently Green, Lachmann, Tischendorf and Tregelles.

There is little to arrest in the revision of Rom. 12. To render 6 TIp. in verse
8 "ruleth" is a deduction from the close meaning of "presideth," though per-
haps allowable and true; as in verse 10 the word translated "preferring"
means being the first, or leading the way in the honour paid to each other. It
is one of the strange phenomena of ancient copies that some (D*™ F G)
should be found with the monstrous reading kaipw "time" or "season;" that
Erasmus should have adopted it in his editions ii.-v. after having "the Lord" in
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his first edition; and that Stephens, Mill, and even Griesbach should have fol-
lowed in his wake. The weight of external evidence as well as internal propri-
ety so decidedly preponderates against this heathenish maxim that one is
surprised to see greater weight attached to it by the marginal note of the Re-
visers than in the Authorised Version. Every recent editor of weight rejects it
with X A B Dcorr E L P and almost all the cursives, ancient versions and
fathers, save some Latins. To buy up the fit time is one thing; to serve it is
another, which wrongs the Lord to whom alone we owe allegiance unlimited.
In verse 16 TOIg TOTT. GUvaTTayopevol is rendered worse than in the Author-
ised Version, which adheres to the personal application prevalent with the
Greek commentators. But the Revision on too narrow a view of the antithesis
decides with some moderns for the neuter, "condescend to things that are
lowly," adding in the margin the impossible literal rendering "be carried away
with." Now condescension is not a christian feeling, but rather of Gentile pat-
rons (cf. Luke 22:25-26). It supposes the maintenance in the saints of what
Christ destroys and displaces by grace in a new creation; whereas "going
along with," or some such rendering stronger than the "inclining" of the Five
Clergymen, seems to me required by the word as modified by the context. It
would be too much to expect in heathen writings the expression of a feeling
there unknown; but Chrysostom (in loc.) fairly explains.” Theodoret's
ouykaTiéval falls into the idea of condescension (Opera Omnia ex recens.
Jac. Sirmondi, v. 134). Mr. Green gives "assert yourselves with the lowly."

In Rom. 13 are a few inconsiderable but warranted changes from the
Text. Rec. and the Authorised Version, as in verses 1, 3, 7, 9.

In Rom. 14 they rightly omit the second clause of verse 6, as well as
"both" ... "and revived" in verse 9. They also properly substitute "God" for
"Christ" in verse 10. Then again they duly distinguish between "destroy" in
verse 15, and "overthrow" in verse 20, which is neglected in some careful
versions. On rather slender authority they leave out "or is offended, or is
weak" at the end of verse 21. But they are certainly justified in relegating to
the end of chapter 16 the doxology which some 200 cursives with L and oth-
ers foist in here, though two uncials A P have it in both, and some in neither.

In Rom. 15 some few slight differences from the Authorised Version are
adopted, as in verses 4, 7, 8, 17, 19, 29. In verse 16 is not some of the force
of the apostolic phrase lost in the vague "minister of Christ Jesus ... minister-
ing the gospel of God"? It is "serving sacrificially" as just after explained in an

" Webster and Wilkinson (ii. 439) suggest the singular idea that it may mean "carried off
with," as if they could not resist the attraction of low company! But though undoubtedly
used elsewhere (Gal. 2 and 2 Peter 2) in a bad sense, it means what is truly noble here.
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allusion to Numbers 8 — Mr. Green by the way leaves out of his version the
English corresponding to €ig 1 £0vn in this connection.

Rom. 16 furnishes but inconsiderable variations. In verse 1 it should be
"Cenchreae." — The "also" of verse 2 should be with "she herself," not with
"myself." — "Prisca" is the true form in verse 3; as in verse 5 it should be
"Asia," not "Achaia," and in verse 6 "you" rather than "we." Junias and Urb-
anus are preferable to Junia and Urbane." — In verse 16 the apostle added
"all," which slipped out of the received text and Authorised Version. —
"Amen" should disappear from the end of verse 20, after a benediction which
some repeat with Tdvtwyv added as verse 24, contrary to N A B C and other
good authorities; as others omit it at verse 20. — "By the scriptures of the
prophets" in verse 26 misleads: read "by prophetic writings" or scriptures,
meaning thereby his own epistles on "the mystery," or the inspired writings in
general of the New Testament. For the church is built on the foundation of
the apostles and prophets. (Eph. 2, 3.)

THE FIRST EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.

It is only needful to call attention to "called to be," in 1 Cor. 1, 2, as the er-
ror of the Rhemish version, followed by the Authorised Version and Cranmer.
Wiclif seems better, but especially Tyndale and the Geneva version, as they
gave "by vocation," and "by calling," which reflect the sense justly enough,
though (strange to say) in Romans 1 both were wrong in verse 1, right in
verses 6, 7. — Verse 24 helps to prove that the addition of "to be" is not only
needless but wrong. — Again in verse 18 the Company gives us "are being
saved" from not bearing in mind that the present participle may be, and often
is, employed to present a class stamped with the character of salvation,
rather than the process or fact going on. Compare the remarks made on the
revision of Acts 2:47. They forget the absolute present, which this must be,
not an actual present, as already shown. — They are right in verse 21, "the
preaching" or thing preached, as also "signs" for "a sign," in verse 22, as has
been generally allowed; so also in the imperative force "behold," in verse 26
— They are justified again in their rendering of verse 30.

But in the first verse of 1 Cor. 2 occurs an extraordinarily violent change,
the "mystery" instead of "testimony" of God. This of course turns on the ad-
option of puotipiov (as in XP™ A C, some seven or eight cursives, the
Pesch. Syr., and Memph., with some early citations, whereas all the editors
of note, even the most extreme, properly adhere to paptupiov, with the great
stream of authority early and later. Alford and Meyer treat it as a gloss from
verse 7, Lachmann and Tregelles, bold as they were, reject it from their text.
None but Drs. Westcott and Hort admit it. Was it not strange that a company
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of grave men, under the call to provide a version aspiring to general accept-
ance, should yield to so precarious and generally rejected a reading? The
context is, in my judgment, certainly and irreconcilably opposed to the innov-
ation. For the apostle distinguishes between his first announcing at Corinth
the glad tidings, apart from every human effort to make the truth palatable,
not knowing anything among them save Jesus Christ and Him crucified, and
the speaking wisdom among the perfect or full-grown, God's wisdom in a
mystery. This evident and most momentous contradistinction is ruined by en-
dorsing the blunder of scribes, who confounded two words similar in appear-
ance, and easily interchanged by any whose spiritual senses were not exer-
cised to discern the difference. Hence Bengel gave this variant his lowest
mark in the Appar. Crit., while in his Gnomon he expounds, with his usual
fine tact, the difference between verses 1 and 7 in a way which shows how
rightly yuoT must vanish from any place in the first. Griesbach gave a better
mark to the reading than it deserves. Pott pertinently remarks that not
katayyEAAwv but yvwpifwv or AaA@v would suit puoT, whereas it exactly fits
in with yapt. — Omitting lesser points, the last clause of verse 13 appears to
be inadequately rendered if we take the context into account. The marginal
"combining" is the simple unmodified force of ouykpivelv, to which is opposed
avakp. directly afterwards. Now if the aim of the verse had been duly
weighed, it would have been seen that it is a question, not here (as in verse
14) of receiving and knowing, but of communicating. Hence the conveyance
of spiritual things by spiritual [words] is the meaning, rather than expounding
or interpreting special things to spiritual men, though otherwise the words
might quite bear this. Thus the source that revealed, the means of commu-
nication, and the power of reception, are shown to be in the Spirit of God.
"Combining" is too vague; "comparing" or "interpreting" would do well for the
receiver; but neither expresses properly the conveyance of the truth or spir-
itual things by the inspired agents in a medium of spiritual words.

In 1 Cor. 3:3 they have rightly dropped "and divisions," and in verse 9
rendered the phrase "God's fellow-workers," instead of "labourers together
with God," which is very objectionable, as irreverent and feeding human van-
ity. It is the more peculiar therefore that in 2 Corinthians 6:1 our Revisers
should there introduce the obnoxious idea in italics. So do the Five Clergy-
men, and Dean Alford in his version. They were fellow-labourers doing God's
work; but to say "fellow-workers with God" is false and presumptuous, and so
of course is "with him." — In verse 16 they make the apostle say, "a temple
of God," as does Mr. T. S. Green. No doubt the phrase is capable of being so
rendered in itself; but the truth forbids. It should be God's temple. The same
oversight of the anarthrous construction often occurs. The Company were
not masters of the use or absence of the Greek article. Whether the English
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should have the indefinite article or not depends on the nature of the case,
and often on the truth as defined elsewhere. A similar error occurs in Eph-
esians 2:22; it is common in other subjects also.

In 1 Cor. 4:1 they have, like others, rightly added "Here" (&g), though Mr.
Green adheres to the received reading (6 &¢), and translates "And for the
rest of the matter." — And in verse 6 they follow the critical omission of
ppoveiv, which would then give "that in us ye may learn the [lesson], Nothing
above what is written." There seems no need to depart from the historic force
of the aorist in verse 18 (compare also their rendering of the aorist in vers. 8,
17).

The received reading "is named" in 1 Cor. 5:1 gives place to the true and
nervous sense resulting from its simple omission according to the best au-
thorities. — In verse 9 they retain the Authorised Version, instead of the epis-
tolary aorist, which, however, they express in verse 11. This insinuates the
idea of some that the apostle had written a previous letter which we have
not. Grammatically there is no doubt that both may refer to the epistle he was
then writing, as every scholar must know; and vuvi may have a logical force,
or a temporal, as required. Of course Tn £mmoT. cannot mean "an epistle," as
in the older versions, but "the," or "mine." — The revision properly omits
"therefore," in verses 7, 13. It is a direct call in both, not a consequence.

The most important change in 1 Cor. 6, well known and fully sustained by
authority, is the omission of the latter half of the last verse. Unspiritual men
thought "the body" too low, and must needs foist in, "and in your spirit, which
are God's," which distracts from the aim in view. The body of the Christian,
which is even now God's temple by the Spirit's dwelling, soon to be con-
formed to the body of Christ's glory, is claimed meanwhile for his glorifying
God therein, whatever be the difficulties or doubts or unbelief of philosophy.

In 1 Cor. 7 there are unwarranted additions of the common text struck out
with good reason from verses 3, 5, and 39. — The chief mistranslations in
the chapter, are, however, not rectified in the text, and in one weighty case at
least not even in the margin. Thus "abusing," in verse 31 would answer to
TTapaxpwpevol, not to katayxpwpevol (as the margin corrects, and the text in
1 Cor. 11:18), and the great difficulty created by not extending "virgins" to vir-
ginity in both sexes (cf. Rev. 14:4) is left without help, especially in verses
36-38, where the estate seems meant. Doddridge was more perplexed by
this passage than by any other in the epistle; and no wonder, if he followed
the Authorised Version, which the Revisers also follow. Verse 47, as he ad-
mits, "puts the issue of the matter on the man's own mind, the power he had
over his own will, and his having no necessity; whereas if a daughter or a
ward were in question, her inclination, temper, and conveniency were cer-
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tainly to be consulted; and it would be the same if the virgin spoken of were
one to whom the man was himself engaged." That Tap8évog should be ex-
tended from the person to the condition (TTapBevia) is easy to see, though it
may want proof. Perhaps we should hardly look for it in the classic language
of the corrupt Greek mind. The difficulty of ékapidwv, or rather of yay., the
critical form, is null; were it yauv, as Mr. Slade thought, in the case of his
own virginity, it would be insuperable, for how could a man be said to marry
it? If he took a wife, he might be said to give it in marriage by an easy figure,
from just before speaking of keeping his own virgin estate — an emphasis
very hard to apply to one's ward or daughter as assumed. The addition of
"daughter" three times, in my opinion, makes the revision worse than the Au-
thorised Version.

In 1 Cor. 8:7 the Company, like Lachmann, Tischendorf and Tregelles,
have adopted cuvn®sia, "through their habituation," with X A B P, four or five
cursives, Memph. Basm. etc., against ouveidroel, "through their conscience,"
with the great mass of other authority. — They have also reversed the ordin-
ary order in the latter part of verse 8.

A similar inversion occurs in 1 Cor. 9:1. — Passing over minor matters,
they have rightly inserted the omitted clause of verse 20. — Yet why trans-
late adokiyog here "rejected," but in 2 Corinthians 13 "reprobate" as in Ro-
mans 1:287? "Worthless" would be yet better than "rejected" in Hebrews 6:
where it is a question of "land" or "ground."

From 1 Cor. 10 the Revisers have struck out some additions long aban-
doned on good authority, and substituted particles (or other words as in
verse 9) more in accordance with the context, which had got changed by
careless or meddling scribes. See verses 1, 10, 13, 23, 24, 28, 80.

"Traditions," in 1 Cor. 11:2, though lawful otherwise, seems objectionable
as exposing the unwary reader to a serious assumption of Rome, which
tends and is even boldly used to subvert the authority of scripture. — In the
margin of verse 19 they give "factions" or "sects," which more truly repres-
ents aipéoeig than "heresies" or heterodoxies, which does not seem meant.
They were parties in separation from the assembly, which the apostle warns
must result from the "schisms" or divisions already within. This is very import-
ant for many mistake the truth here taught and imagine that "schism" is the
fruit of "heresy;" whereas on the contrary splits without, or "heresies" as here
shown (that is, factions or sects), come from splits within (that is, "schisms"
or divisions). Differences within are dangerous and bad; but when self-will
and impatience burst all the bands of unity and boldly take shape as a party
without, how much worse? The kindred word, "an heretical man" in Titus
3:10, is thus rendered plain, as not necessarily heterodox, but independent
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and self-willed, impatiently breaking through unity in his self-confidence and
disregard of the assembly. It is strange that the Revisers, or any one else,
should continue the misleading "heretic," when it really means a sectary or
party-leader. Hence it is no question of putting him out; for he was gone out;
and Titus after a first and second admonition was simply to have done with
him, "knowing that such a one is perverted and sinneth, being self-con-
demned." The main mistranslations in the section relating to the Lord's Sup-
per are corrected by the Revisers, though "guilty of the body and the blood of
the Lord" in verse 27 may still leave the door open to mistake. But "Take,
eat" and "broken" are rightly gone from verse 24, "covenant" appears in
verse 25, "or" displaces "and" in verse 27, "the" supplants "that" twice in
verse 28, above all "judgment" expels "damnation" which was always an in-
excusable error refuted by verse 32, and "discern" is rightly used both for
"the body" that is, the Lord's, and "ourselves" in verses 29, 31. These correc-
tions, long known and sure, are none the less to be thankfully received in
what is now so largely disseminated where the English language is used or
known. Evil and superstitious doctrine, too common, will hence be detected;
and by grace the truth will get in where it has long been obscured.

1 Cor. 12 affords much less scope for remark, as there was less disposi-
tion in the copyists or translators. In verse 2 the Revisers rightly read "when
ye were Gentiles, ye were led away unto those dumb idols, howsoever" etc.
— Verse 3 is also rendered better. — Needless additions of the received text
vanish from verses 6, 12, 21.

| cannot but coincide with the Revisers in preferring "love" to charity in 1
Cor. 13 as elsewhere.

The changes in 1 Cor. 14 are almost as few as in 1 Cor. 12, but those
made (5, 18, 25, 35, 37) seem well-founded, though it is strange that 1a Tv.
in verse 1 and T1v. in verse 12 should be alike translated "spiritual gifts."

Nor is there much to remark as to 1 Cor. 15. In verse 2 "are saved" is
right, though not consistent with the work elsewhere. — One omission, of
éyéverto, is notorious in verse 20. — "To God even the Father," in the Re-
vised as in the Authorised Version, is not a happy rendering; and still less is
Mr. Green's "to God the Father;" because both tend to lower the Son, as if
the Father only were God, or as if the Father might be all in all, whereas it is
really God (i.e., Father, Son, and Holy Ghost). Hence "to him that is God and
Father" appears less objectionable. "To God and the Father" say the Five
Clergymen, which sounds as if the Father were not God; yet this none can
mean. There is a double correction though slight, in verse 41, as also in
verse 47; see also verse 55.
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In 1 Cor. 16 it is surprising that the Revisers support the various old Eng-
lish versions (Wiclif excepted) in verse 8, against the more natural sense
which the Greek commentators prefer. His recommending them by letters is
the point. — There is nothing else that strikes me as notable save in verse
22: "if any one loveth not the Lord, let him be anathema. Maranatha [that is,
Our Lord cometh]."

THE SECOND EPISTLE TO THE CORINTHIANS.

In 2 Cor. 1:9 the margin seems better than the text, which seems to be-
tray ignorance of the truth conveyed. — In verse 12 the Revisers are pretty
bold in absolutely discarding "simplicity” for the alternative "holiness" without
even a marginal note. — In verse 20 they give the sense, if not perfectly, far
better than the Authorised Version.

It is not at all clear, to say the least, that the apostle refers, in 2 Cor. 2:3-4,
to the same letter. But in verse 3 he may speak of the present or second,
and in verse 4 of the first, which would affect the version. Here the two are
identified. — Verse 10 is rendered from a better text than the received. —
"Leadeth us in triumph" in verse 14 is correct; but "in" them that "are being
saved" does not agree with "are saved" in 1 Corinthians 15:2 any more than
with the truth. — Is not "retailing," or "trafficking with" the word, the point in
verse 177 "Which" is an error, and rightly dropped in the revision.

In 2 Cor. 3:3 is a bold adoption of the reading kapdiaig, with the version
"tables that are hearts of flesh." It is to be presumed that the two Bishops
Wordsworth, Dr. Scrivener, and other sober scholars in the Committee did
not tamely give in, without a severe struggle, to what one of them not long
ago called a "perfectly absurd reading." Yet that reading externally has the
strongest authority. The Five Clergymen adopt the reading of the most an-
cient copies, but adhere to the Authorised Version, explaining it by "heart-
tables of flesh." — But a grievous error follows in the very arrangement of the
paragraph. The vital thread of connection is cut through by closing one sec-
tion at the end of verse 11, and beginning a new one at verse 12. Now,
whether we do or do not use parenthetical marks, there is one of the
apostle's frequent parentheses in this chapter, embracing verses 7-16; so
that, for the sense, verse 6 is followed (with a most instructive digression
helping on the truth between) by verse 17: "for the letter killeth, but the spirit
giveth life ... Now the Lord is the spirit." It is not that the Lord is the Spirit, as
they print, which tends to confound the Lord Jesus, the spirit underneath the
letter in question, with the Holy Ghost. | am convinced that spiritual intelli-
gence of this most instructive scripture, as a whole, is impossible without
seizing this; and it is, | submit, equally evident that the Committee cannot
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have perceived it: else they had not so divided what ought at least to have
been left unbroken, if they did not supply the aid of the usual parenthetical
signs to help the reader, as they do sometimes, but too sparingly. — Again
occurs the strange version "a" new covenant, through their not apprehending
the characterizing force of the anarthrous construction, to the detriment of
the meaning. — "Came with glory" is right, only stating that it was so brought
in, and contrasted with the ministration of the Spirit (for it should be thus, not
"spirit") being, or subsisting in glory. Compare verse 11 also.

In 2 Cor. 4 there are some peculiar changes, especially in verse 6, where
they represent the apostle thus: "Seeing it is God that said, Light shall shine
out of darkness, who shined," etc. Here they follow Tischendorf's eighth edi-
tion against his seventh, or rather XP™ A B DP™ and a few other witnesses
against the great mass of manuscripts, versions, etc. — They are right of
course in giving "the gospel of the glory," not "the glorious gospel:" a most
unhappy rendering, which leads into all sorts of wrong thoughts, besides
missing the truth. — In verses 10, 11 it is "Jesus" all through, not "the Lord,"
as the received text adds in verse 10.

In 2 Cor. 5:3 they rightly adhere to the Authorised Version, rejecting the
perversion of Dean Alford and others, as also in verse 7. — Of course they
avoid the equivocal language of our version in verse 9. — But there are
grave questions in verse 14, where, with the critics, they follow the stream of
the most ancient manuscripts, and drop the hypothetical particle represented
in the Rescript of Paris and many other copies, with the best versions, and, |
think, most early citations. But in my judgment, whatever the reading or
translation, the Bishop of Durham is not warranted in saying that a death to
sin is meant, but death through sin, to interfere with a revelation so foreign to
Christendom.

It is not true that all men have died with Christ to their former selves and
to sin, so as to be therefore bound to lead a new life — His life. Nor is this
said here; but Christ's dying for all is used as a proof of death in all. There is
even a contrast, "they which live," with all who died; and oi {GvTteg means not
merely that they were alive, but that they lived spiritually, and of these as dis-
tinguished from all who died — of these only is it added that they should no
longer live unto themselves, but unto Him who, for their sakes, died and rose
again. The "all" who died are all men, who are naturally lost; "they who live"
are the saved who are called to live to the dead and risen Christ, and no
longer (as once) to themselves. It is true that these died with Christ fo sin;
but this is the doctrine of Romans 6, and not, of 2 Corinthians 5. It is here
death through, and not to, sin; and the making it "to sin" introduces the con-
fusion and heterodoxy evident in Dr. Lightfoot's doctrine. All men have not
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participated potentially, as he says, in Christ's death; for this is true only of
those who live through faith, in contrast with all who died through sin. | doubt
not that all are bought; but only believers have in Him redemption through
His blood, the forgiveness of their trespasses. The righteousness of God by
faith in Jesus Christ is foward all, and upon all that believe. The gospel is not
limited, as some would make it; but it is efficacious, though for faith only, un-
like what others say. — In verse. 19 the Revisers avoid the error of the Five
Clergymen, but the omission of the comma after Christ vitiates their render-
ing as compared with that of the Authorised Version. — The last verse is
more energetic without "for," which some Greek scribes thought proper to in-
sert rather early.

For 2 Cor. 6:1 compare the remarks on 1 Corinthians 3:9; and with verse
16 compare those on 1 Cor. 3:16.

The Revisers are assuredly justified in connecting closely 2 Cor. 8 with
the preceding chapter, the rest returning to what he had said in 2 Cor. 2, the
end of which had led him out in a grand unfolding of the gospel, which some
were even then quick to clog and adulterate by mixing the law with it; and the
gospel led him out into an admirable setting forth of the service of Christ ac-
cording to His death, resurrection, and glory in the power of the Spirit. From
this rich digression he comes back to his question with the Corinthian saints.
— Verses 8-10 are in general far closer than in the Authorised Version,
though one may question the taste of "which bringeth no regret," in verse 10:
not, or never to be regretted seems simpler. Verse 13 is more correct now.

In 2 Cor. 8:3 and 4, stand more correctly in the revision; as also verses 7,
12,19, 21, 24.

In 2 Cor. 9 there is, if possible, less to note: verses 4, 10, 13, 14.

Of 2 Cor. 10 the reader can compare verses 7, 13, 16, which give the
sense better than the Authorised Version.

Their judgment as to the true text of chapter 11:3 seems very question-
able; but | do not argue it here, nor specify more.

2 Cor. 12:1 should be weighed: see also verses 11, 12, 14, 18, 19.

Nor is there much to be noticed in 2 Cor. 13. But it seems strange that the
Revisers should fail here also to preserve the force of the scriptures from ruin
through vicious punctuation. Verse 3 ought to begin a new sentence, inter-
rupted by a digression which begins with the latter half of that verse. and in-
cludes also verse 4; and the conclusion or apodosis of the sentence, which
answers to the protasis of the first half of verse 3, follows in verse 5. So that
if by external marks, we are to help readers who easily let slip the connection
of thought, it would run thus — "Since ye seek a proof of Christ speaking in
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me (who to youward is not weak but is powerful in you; for indeed he was
crucified through weakness, yet he liveth by God's power; for we also are
weak in him, but we shall live with him through God's power toward you), try
your own selves whether ye be in the faith; prove your own selves," etc. The
arrangement, bad in the Authorised Version, is no better in the Revised; and
perhaps this has contributed to the singular misconception which has pre-
vailed as to the passage. How many misuse it to consecrate their inward
workings of question and doubt as to God's grace toward them, as if this
scripture set them so to work! It is really an irrefragable argumentum ad
hominem and a withering rebuke to Corinthian vanity if they had any heart for
Christ and His apostle. Since they sought a proof of his apostleship, why not
examine themselves? They were their own selves the proof, unless they
were reprobate — the last thing they thought. As surely, then, as they were
in the faith, he was an apostle — to them without doubt who, through his
speaking, had Christ in them. The whole force of this argumentative appeal
turns on their assurance of being in the faith to the certainty of his apostle-
ship; and this, generally misunderstood through stops which ruthlessly sur-
render all the links and ignore the parenthesis essential to be noted, is per-
verted by unbelief to prove that the apostle calls on the believer to search
and see whether he be not an unbeliever after alll The Revisers certainly
cannot boast of rescuing the passage from the confusion which here reigns
in the Authorised Version, and almost all others. They probably just followed
mechanically in the wake of their predecessors; for had they previously un-
derstood the reasoning of the apostle or stopped to consider the meaning of
the text they were translating, it is hard to see how they could have over-
looked the facts, that verse 2 closes the previous subject, and that the new
sentence passes from 3 to 5, with an intervening digression.

THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS.

The changes in this brief Epistle need not occupy us long. In Gal. 1:6 the
present force is properly given, "ye are so quickly removing" (not "removed"),
and "in" (not "into") the grace of Christ, and of course, "unto a different [not
"another"] gospel:" a very considerable correction of mere renderings, and
long known to be necessary, for a single verse. So also the slight shade of
distinction between "should preach" in verse 8 and "preacheth" in verse 9 is
due to truth. — The revision of verse 18 seems more cumbrous and less
Pauline than as it stands in the Authorised Version.

In Gal. 2:2-4 we have to complain of the same defect in catching and con-
veying the scope, which we saw so conspicuously in 2 Corinthians 3 and 13,
reproduced here also in a punctuation which quite destroys the true, and in-
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sinuates a false, connection. It is the more striking because the Company
show no disinclination to avail themselves of parenthetical signs for verse 8,
to which nobody demurs, though these are less required there than here:
they were guided in both by their predecessors, who so marked verse 8 but
not verse 3. There is strictly another insertion in verse 6; but there is perhaps
less necessity there to indicate it, though there be parenthesis within paren-
thesis. The late Mr. Bagge was more right than Dean Alford or the Bishops of
Bristol and Durham. — But the rendering of verse 16 in the text is really
strange, "save" being here most inadequate to convey the strongly opposit-
ive exception conveyed by éav pri. The margin "but only" is much better, for it
excludes works of law, whereas "save" admits of them conjointly with faith in
Jesus Christ. Now the entire argument, and especially this verse, contradicts
any such combination. Justification is not by law-work; it is through faith. We
believed on Christ Jesus that we might be justified by faith in Him, and not by
law-works, because by law-works shall no flesh be justified. Hence every
shade of orthodoxy concurs in giving a stronger opposition to the phrase
than the Company convey in their singularly mild version. Law-works are ex-
cluded from being put with faith in Christ in order to justification. It is really
stronger than aAAG, whatever the common point implied besides the contrast.

Here we see, too, how little the Revisers estimated the force of the
anarthrous construction. They put in the margin "works of law," and "law,"
where their text gives "the works of the law," and "the law;" and they do not
always mark this, as twice in the latter part of verse 16. It is as opposed to
fact as to philological principle that the article was inserted or omitted arbit-
rarily. Prepositions are no exceptions, though from their nature they suit with
peculiar facility the anarthrous usage; but the presence or the absence of the
article depends on its general principle. Thus in Romans 3:19 the article is
twice required with vépog, and once with a preposition; in verse 20 it is twice
left out just as correctly, and in verse 21 it is once both omitted and inserted
with v., and in each with a preposition; in the last verse of the chapter it is
twice anarthrous, and in both the object of verbs. It is bad grammar and per-
haps feeble theology to confound vépov with Tov v. The apostle generalises,
though no doubt "the" law falls under the expressly characteristic term. So it
is often in Romans, as in Galatians and elsewhere; but there is not the least
backwardness or laxity in giving the article with this word or any other where
its presence is really wanted. The indefinite article of our tongue would be
quite improper in all or most of these cases; nor does English idiom forbid
the exact representation of its anarthrous usage in at least very many in-
stances like these cited, and Gal. 2:19, 21, Gal. 3:2, 5. — Verses 10-13 are
valuable in confirming the refutation of the too prevalent fallacy, where we
have the broad principle in its characteristic and therefore anarthrous form,
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and then the article for the particular matter of fact; see again the principle in
verse 11, and the fact in verses 12, 13. If the Company had understood the
true force of the anarthrous usage, they never would in my opinion have
agreed to consign to the margin what ought to have been unhesitatingly set
out in the text.

In Gal. 3:1 they have rightly struck out the addition (from the end of Gal.
5:7), though it has no little ancient support in manuscripts, versions, and

Fathers, also at the end of the verse. — In verse 12 it is rightly "he" (not "the
man"); but "upon" in verse 14 goes beyond €ig (unto). It is not Paul, but his
translators and commentators who fail in the force of the preposition. — In

verse 17 the gloss "unto Christ" rightly vanishes. — In verse 20 the article is
no doubt generic; but why should we not say "the" Mediator, though we only
speak of one descriptive of the class? Perhaps in this particular instance it
was desirable to avoid the equivoque of more previous mention, which is not
at all the reason of its insertion here. Again, it seems to me that the italic in-
sertion here is needless, and rather enfeebles the apostle's idea that it "is not
of one" (that is, it supposes at least two parties, whilst God is one), promising
and accomplishing Himself. — Nor is there any need of inserting "to bring us"
in verse 24, where "up to," or "unto," is better than "until," as expressive of
the object in view, and not of a temporal limit only. — Nor does the sever-
ance of "faith" from "in Christ Jesus," here insinuated by the punctuation,
seem warranted. — Our being one in Christ Jesus follows in verse 28; but
here it is not one in Christ, nor Abraham's seed, that is being urged, but that
the Galatian saints were God's sons through faith in Christ Jesus. Drs. Alford
and Ellicott were right, not the Bishop of Durham. — In verse 28 they trans-
late £€vi by the more forcible "there can be," and omit the copulative in verse
29.

In Gal. 4.7 the critical reading which rests on superior authority is adop-
ted, for the comma softening down the sense in Text. Rec. and the Author-
ised Version. — But do the Revisers really understand the import of verse
12?7 The apostle exhorts the Galatians to be as he is, free from law, "for |
[am] as ye." To say "as ye are" seems to spoil the thought, for at that time
they were affecting the law, and from this he is earnestly dissuading them.
They did him no wrong in affirming that he taught or practised freedom from
the law in virtue of Christ's death; for such is the doctrine and the life of the
Christian, as Romans, Galatians, and Colossians clearly prove. Are the Re-
visers justified in treating 61" d4oBéveiav as "because of infirmity"? No one, of
course, questions that &id with the accusative ordinarily means "on account
of;" but the question is, whether this narrow view which yields so strange a
sense be here intended, when in poetry at least such a form was notoriously
used to express a state in which one might be. The Greek fathers saw no dif-
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ficulty in thus interpreting the Pauline phrase, and never thought of confound-
ing it with the phrase in Thuc. vi. 102; and it appears to me that Nicias would
have startled his audience beyond measure if he had said 31’ doBéveiav
€owoa 1OV KUKMoV, in the sense of "on account of an infirmity | saved, etc."
though he might very simply be left behind on that account. Again, the ver-
sion of verse 18 seems hazardous, and little agreeing with the context,
though one can readily admit the difficulty of the passive form, which some
believe to be a true middle. But the passive sense makes sad havoc in the
verse and its connection

Gal. 5:1 is an entangled question as to text and translation: whether the
Revisers were wise in giving us so awkward a result seems doubtful. — Is
the rendering of verse 10 English? "I have confidence to your word in the
Lord" — confidence to, or toward a person! Who ever heard of such lan-
guage save among youths whose mother-tongue got spoilt by Greek idiom?
On the other hand the "in" of the Authorised Version goes beyond ¢ig, which
in this connection should be translated "as to." — Verse 12 appears to be
fairly given. — The rendering of verse 17 is uncompromisingly accurate.

In Gal. 6 there is nothing specially calling for remark beyond the correct
rendering of verse 11, and the omission of "the Lord" in verse 17.

THE EPISTLE TO THE EPHESIANS.

In Eph. 1:1 the common class is obscured by putting in "the" before "faith-
ful," like Dean Alford, though less than in the Authorised Version, reproduced
by Bishop Ellicott. Mr. Green is more accurate. — | do not think that v
atroA. in verse 7 is rightly rendered "our" redemption, though no doubt it is
ours. The article simply designates redemption as a distinct object which we
have in Christ, like TTapp. in Eph. 3:12 where the Revisers do not say "our,"
and this properly. But passing over questionable points, is not the version of
verse 11 distinctly for the worse as compared with the Authorised Version? It
is exactly one of the marked points of contrast between the faithful now and
Israel of old, that these are designated the inheritance of Jehovah, those are
styled God's heirs and Christ's joint-heirs. Hence the force of é&kAnpwBnuev is
that we were allotted our inheritance, not "made a heritage," the kai adding
this to our being called. For there are two main parts in the blessing: our call-
ing, and also our inheritance, which embraces the universe as put under
Christ (cf. verse 10), given as Head over all things to the church which is His
body. The church is in God's grace and purpose the heavenly Eve of the
Last Adam, to possess all things, not merely the things on the earth like the
first man, but the things in the heavens. Here accordingly it will be noticed
that the apostle speaks not of the glory of God's grace (ver. 6), nor of the
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riches of His grace (ver. 7), but of His glory (vers. 12, 14). He looks not at
present privilege, but onward to the redemption of the purchased possession
which will be then, as distinguished from the redemption we have now
through His blood, the forgiveness of our offences. There is no doubt that
God purchased the church with the blood of Christ, and that the believers
from among the Jews are now reckoned a people of possession, or peculi-
arly His own, as indeed are all saints; but this does not at all decide the true
force of the purchased possession here, which is really the inherited universe
when His glory dawns. There is no need for introducing the italic supplement
"God's" here or elsewhere. Of our inheritance in that day the Holy Spirit of
promise is meanwhile earnest, because we are not yet in possession.

- Next we have an instance of what seems nothing less than hardihood in
the Company, due probable to scholastic influence overriding all right spir-
itual feeling: a too common fault in the Revised New Testament. Three of the
primary copies with later uncials, also a single cursive, and a few Fathers,
omit dyartyv Trv: an omission obviously accounted for by one of the most
frequent causes of various readings, homeoteleuton. The omission, to my
mind, gives us no sense; and this has positively passed muster as the col-
lective judgment of the Company! "For this cause | also, having heard of the
faith in the Lord Jesus which is among you, and which ye show toward all the
saints." Of course they say in the margin that many ancient authorities insert
"the love;" but what temerity in adopting for their text what Lachmann alone
(now followed by Westcott and Hort), never hindered by the least apprehen-
sion of divine truth, ventured to endorse! No doubt Bishops Ellicott and
Wordsworth, and Drs. Brown and Scrivener, and one would hope others,
protested, but were outvoted. Tischendorf and Tregelles were daring, espe-
cially after the Sinaitic MS gave sometimes its voice in accordance with the
occasionally wild readings of the Vatican copy; but even they, in spite of their
tendencies, here withstood this idolatry of ancient documents to the destruc-
tion of truth. Love "toward all the saints" (Col. 1:4) should have guarded
against such an error in their thoughts of Ephesians 1:15, though each scrip-
ture has its peculiar form. — There are other things by no means sure in the
chapter; but we pass on.

With Eph. 2:18 compare Eph. 1:7 and Eph. 3:12. They are right in adopt-
ing éoTe (verse 19), and ciprivnv (verse 17), omitted in Text. Rec. — Against
their dropping the article, though sustained by X®™ A C P many cursives,
etc., in verse 21, | have anything save objection; but their version, as so of-
ten in such cases, is in no way justified, though it might seem so on a first
glance at the anarthrous form. But mdoa fj oik. would imply that the building
was complete, in contradiction to the express teaching of the clause that it is
only in process — "groweth into a holy temple in the Lord." So the Revisers
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themselves render Tré¢ oikog lopaAA in Acts 2:36, though they give "every
house" in the margin. This they might have done here with less opposition to
God's word generally; for "each several building" is irreconcilable with what is
everywhere else insisted on. There is no such thought in scripture as ecclesi-
astical independency, but intercommunion. It may not be here the church as
one, but as a whole, not every part. (Cf. the revision of Matt. 3:15; Eph. 1:1;
and many like cases.)

In Eph. 3:7 was there any real need to say "that" grace of God? — Of
course in verse 9 it is "dispensation” not "fellowship" as in Text. Rec. and Au-
thorised Version, and "by Jesus Christ" disappears. — In verse 14 they ap-
pear to be justified in rejecting "of our Lord Jesus Christ," as also in saying
(not all the, but) "every family." But they do not seem right in verse 18, which
should be "being rooted and grounded in love in order that ye," etc. This
adds to the clearness of the truth, if it be not absolutely needful. External au-
thority is confessedly strong for the insertion of ai before év X. l. in verse 21;
but one does not wonder that Ellicott, Green and Wordsworth rejected, and
that Alford hesitated to accept it even in the face of X A B C and other wit-
nesses.

In Eph. 4:6 most editors, like many copyists, have lost the finely drawn
truth by a misapplied love of uniformity. It is exceedingly hard to suppose the
insertion of Auiv (not UYiv as in Text. Rec. and Auth. Ver.) unless it were
really of God. Man would be prone to remove it even in the early days, as we
find it wanting in X A B C O™ P and not a few cursives, etc. But the mass of
testimony in MSS uncial and cursive, Versions and Fathers, favours "us all."
And so beyond cavil does the internal requirement. For as the apostle had
traced vital or intrinsic unity in verse 4, and external unity in verse 5, he
closes with the unity of the God and Father of all, universally supreme and
permeating, and withal most intimate for "us all," but this limited to us all
(them who believe). No blunderer, still less a forger, could have hit on a
shade of truth so unexpected beforehand, yet so momentous and happy
when expressed. If people had introduced a gloss, they would have exten-
ded the pronoun to all three. — In verse 10 "due" measure seems hardly al-
lowable. — Do not verses 22, 23, set forth truth in the person of Jesus?
"Your putting [or having put] away," etc. (Compare Col. 3:9-10.) For the
Christian it is a fact already accomplished in the Saviour, of which faith lays
hold; as mysticism always strains after it in man's own feelings. — And what
is the meaning, verse 30, of "the Holy Spirit of God, in whom ye were
sealed"? etc. The sealing was in His power, or in virtue of Him. — The Re-
visers rightly say in verse 32, "even as God also in Christ forgave you."
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In Eph. 5:1 they correctly say "imitators" of God, and in verse 4 "befitting"
for the obsolete synonym "convenient." In verse 5 they read iote (not éoTe)
A.; as also the fruit of "light" in verse 9, so agreeable to the context. But
whether their view of the end of verse 13 is sound may be doubted. — With
verse 20 compare note on 1 Corinthians 15:24. — "Christ" is right in verse
21; and the more correct "washing" stands in the text of the Revisers as in
the Authorised Version. Only they say "with" for "by" the word, which is re-
grettable perhaps. — In verse 29 it is "Christ," not "the Lord," as in the Au-
thorised Version followed by Text. Rec. — In verse 30 they leave out the lat-
ter half in Text. Rec., as in the Authorised Version also.

In Eph. 6 but little appears to demand notice. — See verse 5 for a change
of order, and verse 9 for a necessary correction of the Text. Rec. and of the
Authorised Version. — The rendering of verse 12 is also much better, "high"
places being unequivocally wrong. — The last verse ends rightly with "in un-
corruptness,” or incorruption. "Sincerity" is misleading.

THE EPISTLE TO THE PHILIPPIANS.

Phil. 1:5 is more correctly translated "in furtherance of," not "in" (eig), the
gospel, as the same proposition should be "for" (Rev. Ver. "unto"), not "till"
(Auth. Ver.) the day of Christ in verse 10. — In verse 18, instead of "in all the
palace, and in all other places," the Revisers prefer "throughout the whole
praetorian guard and to all the rest." — The interference with the true order
of verses 15-17, to give a more mechanical exactitude, is rectified, whereas
as originally written it is more forcible. — But verse 22 seems ill-represented.
Does not kapTog E€pyou = operae pretium, worth while? Thus the connection
would run: If to live in the flesh (fall to me), this (is) to me worth the while;
and what | shall choose | know not, whereas not only does the arrangement
of the Revisers seem cumbrous, but the result is unsatisfactory. "But if to
live in the flesh — if this is the fruit of my work, then what | shall choose | wot
not." What does this mean, if the sentence would bear so awkward and viol-
ent a construction? Even the literal sense given in the margin appears far
preferable, "this is the fruit of my work," or this is to me fruit of my work. It
gives me opportunity for longer labour and its yield in the Lord's harvest. —
Nor are the Company happy in their rendering of the last words in verse 27,
where they miss the apostle's animated identification of the saints with the
faith of the gospel, personified as the agent engaged in conflict. Striving
"with," that is, in concert with, is much better than "for."

In Phil. 2:1 "comfort" and "consolation" rightly change places. — In verse
6 "a prize to be on an equality" is more correct than "robbery to be equal," as
also "emptied himself" in verse 7. — In verse 9 the right reading "the" (not a)
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name is adopted, and "in" (not at) the name in verse 10. — But why "things"
instead of "beings" when we have the knee and tongue called to confess that
Jesus Christ is Lord? Is not this very distinct from the personification of uni-
versal nature in Psalm 148 or elsewhere? The groaning or deliverance of
creation in Romans 8 is quite another thing, and UtrokaTtw Tfig yiic in Revised
Version is not at all the same as katayxBoviwv here, being things which bur-
row, not the lost infernal beings. — In verse 80 it is surprising the Revisers
did not see that the Rescript of Paris in giving simply "the work" preserves
the true reading, to which others added XY or KY. But others must here have
overborne the Bishop of Durham. The insertions are easily accounted for.

Phil. 3:3 "worship by the Spirit of God" is the right; and "have | counted" in
verse 7. — Of course that in verse 11 it is the resurrection from (or from
among the dead, not "of" as in the Authorised Version, following the bad
reading TV v. instead of TV ék v., not to speak of the intensified form of the
word (£€avaoTaolig) here, only occurrent in the New Testament, as has been
often noticed and is obvious.

[But let me here express my astonishment at a very learned Reviser's
comment on verses 12-16, as if St. Paul (!) held "the language of hope, not
of assurance ... My brothers, let other men vaunt their security. Such is not
my language,” etc. What surprising ignorance even of the gospel practically!
How could men so short of ordinary christian faith be expected to translate
the New Testament adequately, no matter what their scholastic attainments?
They may be pious, but do not see that the apostle treats of enjoying Christ
experimentally, and then of being actually in glory with Christ, not in the least
of assurance as to eternal life in Christ or the forgiveness of sins, which are
matters of common christian knowledge. (1 John 2:12-13.) He could not rest
in anything short of what characterised Christ — the out-resurrection and
glory — to be with and as Himself on high. It was this prize he had not
already obtained, in this respect he was not already perfected. There is no
question of false security, but of eye and heart set on the goal above, instead
of the profession of Christ combined with the minding of earthly things. Other
scriptures denounce fleshly license; here judaising or fleshly religion. The
Right Rev. Reviser is quite mistaken (pp. 70, 151, 152) in the apostle's drift.
It is unchristian nomianism, not corrupt antinomianism, of which he here
writes such solemn and even stern words of warning.]

The version of verse 20 is an improvement on the Authorised Version, but
is it not feeble? We await as Saviour the Lord Jesus Christ. Salvation in this
epistle is regarded as incomplete till the body of our humiliation has its fash-
ion changed into conformity with the body of His glory.
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The Authorised Version is duly corrected in Phil. 5:2, 8, in its misunder-
standing of the female names, a false reading, and a false rendering. —
There are also corrections of misreadings in verses 18 and 23, But nothing of
special moment. — The rendering is improved especially in verses 5, 6, 7, 8,
12,15, 17.

THE EPISTLE TO THE COLOSSIANS.

Col. 1:1, we have "Christ Jesus" rightly: verse 2, a proper omission of
"and Lord Jesus Christ" and in verse 8 of "and" — "God the Father," etc. —
But the Revisers are capricious in their treatment of oi oup., giving some-
times "heaven," sometimes "the heavens." The inspired writers use the two
phrases with distinctness of purpose. Thus it is always in Matthew "the king-
dom of the heavens," but in the Revised Version, as in the Authorised Ver-
sion, "of heaven;" and so with "your,” "our,” or "My Father which is in
heaven," whereas really it is "in the heavens." Yet the evangelist uses the
singular form in Matt. 5:18, 34; Matt. 6:10, 20, 26; Matt. 8:20; Matt. 11:23, 25;
Matt. 13:32;

Matt. 14:19; Matt. 16:1-2, 3 (if 2, 3 be genuine); Matt. 18:18 twice (Matt.
19:21 being doubtful perhaps); Matt. 21:25 twice; Matt. 22:30; Matt. 23:22;
Matt. 24:29-30 twice, 35; Matt. 26:64; Matt. 28:2, 18. On the other hand, the
Revisers rightly say "the heavens" in chapter 3:16-17, but not (in addition to
the phrases already referred to) in Matt. 5:12; Matt. 16:19 twice, while again
they give "the heavens" in Matt. 24:29, yet the singular form wrongly in
verses 31, 36. Similar caprice might be shown in Mark and Luke where both
forms occur (for John's Gospel has only the singular), save that the Revisers
in the Acts give the plural correctly in its two occurrences. In Ephesians they
give the plural twice rightly, and twice as singular wrongly, as also in Philippi-
ans 3:20, the only occurrence there. In our Epistle, chapter 1, they give the
plural three times accurately in verses 5, 16, 20 (in Col. 4:1 they adopt the
singular variant), but not in 1 Thessalonians 1:10. In Hebrews they are right
save in Heb. 12:23, 25, in both like the Authorised Version. In 1 Peter 1:4
they are wrong, in 2 Peter 3:5, 7, 10, 12, 13 right, in both again following the
Authorised Version. In the Revelation there is but one plural occurrence, and
the Authorised Version and Revised Version agree in reflecting it rightly.

- In verse 6 the Revisers follow the good authorities in giving "and in-
creasing," or "growing" which the Text. Rec. omits, and in dropping the ex-
pletive "also" in verse 7, where they adopt the absurd reading of many an-
cient and modern authorities, Au@v, "our," instead of Uu@v, their marginal al-
ternative. Here however Westcott and Hort had not only Alford, Lachmann,
Tregelles, to keep them in countenance, but the Elzevirian Text. Rec. of

50



1633. This however may have been a mere printer's error, like that of the
copyists; for the first (1624) and the latter editions of the Elzevirs adhere to
the reading of Erasmus, of the Complutensian, of Colinaeus, of Stephens,
and of Beza; as it holds its ground rightly to this day. The ancient versions
are unanimous in rejecting nu®v; and no wonder: for the sense which would
result from this reading is untrue, as it would seem that Epaphras, valued
and faithful as he may have been, was in no sense "vice apostoli," as says a
Latin commentator contrary to all others, Greek or Latin, who allude to it.

- In verse 10 "increasing in" seems a questionable rendering. Is not
"growing by" better, as the margin suggests for the last word? — There is no
doubt that "through his blood" should vanish from verse 14. It stands rightly
in Ephesians 1:7, whence probably it was introduced here. The person is the
point here, not yet the work, which comes afterwards in verses 20-22. — "In
him" in verse 16 appears a bald or mystic expression. It was in His power or
in virtue of Him that all things were created. To be in Christ, to walk or dwell
in Him, is for believers as intelligible as it is blessed; but for the universe to
be created in Him, what is the meaning? It is assumption to say that we are
shut up to any such rendering. No doubt év is more than d1d (the expression
of the means or instrument) and supposes intrinsic ability.

- The next matter of weight for consideration is in verse 19, where the old
fault of the Authorised Version reappears. There the excellent Tyndale led
the way in error, Wiclif before and the Rhemish since being nearer the truth.
The doctrine is as bad as the version, and derogatory to the Son as well as
the Spirit in our epistle, and the very part where the prime object is to assert
the glory of Christ in every way. For in Him all the fulness was well-pleased
to dwell, and through Him to reconcile all things unto itself, having made
peace through the blood of His cross. The margin offers a less offensive ren-
dering than the Revised text; but Col. 2:9 goes far to commend a version
which needs no words to be supplied and wonderfully falls in with the grand
aim of exalting Christ's person. — In verse 25 the context suggests "com-
plete" rather than "fulfil." There was a blank left in the revelations of God; and
the apostle, as minister not only of the gospel but of the assembly, was given
to complete the word of God, who would now manifest to His saints the mys-
tery hidden from the ages and from the generations. Such was the dispensa-
tion or stewardship of God given him toward the Gentiles. Compare Eph-
esians 3 — "Perfect” in verse 28, as in Philippians 3:15, means "full-grown,"
as the Revisers, following the Authorised Version "of full age," give in
Hebrews 5:14.

Col. 2:3 does not exhibit a satisfactory text, though there are added and
indefensible words in the text which the Authorised Version followed. It is
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very doubtful whether "and of Christ" should stand any more than "and of the
Father," the importance of which omission would be that the version would
run "in which." That is, all these treasures are in the mystery. — Nor is there
need for "so" in verse 6. — "Of the sins" is an error in the common Greek text
which the Revisers, with the critics, properly omit in verse 11. — But are they
not adventurous in following the few uncials and cursives, though supported
by Greek and Latin ecclesiastics, which drop év and give the force "through"
in verse 13?7 — In verse 15, dropping the interpolated copulative, they ad-
here to the literal or ordinary force of &mekduodpuevog, "having put off from
himself," with Alford and Ellicott, which results in an apparently fanciful
meaning, which it is hard to believe intended by the Spirit of God. Every
scholar knows that later usage employed middle forms where a middle sense
cannot be recognised, though there is a distinction from the active voice.
Hence even Winer does not accept the strict middle sense here, any more
than Meyer or others, inclining to some such force as in the Authorised Ver-
sion. If God be the subject throughout, the Latin application to the Lord's di-
vesting Himself of the flesh or body is out of the question; and certainly the
word is rarely if ever used absolutely or with such an ellipsis. Theodoret and
Chrysostom are vague, but regard Christ as the subject. — In verse 18 they
drop the negative with several of our bolder modern critics, which would thus
express the pretension of the mystics whom the apostle is exposing. — Their
version of the last clause in verse 23 is no less bold, though no doubt it suits
the context if it were tenable. But does the preposition 1Tpg ever convey the
idea of counteraction or adverse aim save from the context, as from any
word of fighting or the like, of which there is no trace here? If "against" there-
fore be improper in this connection, the force would be a warning against as-
cetic treatment, without a certain honour due to the vessel of the Holy Spirit,
which is really for satisfaction of the flesh.

In Col. 3 there is happily but little to remark. The stronger and more accur-
ate force we saw in Galatians 3 reappears in verse 11. — But it is very ques-
tionable whether "Christ" is not changed for the worse in verse 13 into "Lord"
as in AB D*™ F G, etc., Vulgate, etc. The Sinaitic reads "God;" the ordinary
reading has ancient and extensive support, especially in versions and cita-

tions. — But the Revisers, with all critics, on the best authority have the
peace "of Christ" in verse 15. — In the end of verse 16 they rightly give to
"God," and omit "and" in verse 17, as well as "own" in verse 18. — In verse

22 it is rightly "the Lord," not "God" as in the Authorised Version following the
Received Text; and the copulative is dropped at the beginning of verse 23,
and the causal conjunction before the final clause of verse 24. — Of course
the first verse of Col. 4 is properly connected with Col. 3 as its true close.
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In the last chapter there is yet less to notice. — Verse 8 is a plain instance
where the influence of most of the oldest copies has misled editors and the
Revisers. The Paris rescript — and the mass of uncials and cursives and
versions are confirmed in their reading as right by the end of verse 9 as well
as the beginning of verse 7. — In verse 10 it is properly "cousin." — In verse
12 they rightly supply "Jesus" omitted in Text. Rec. — In verse 13 it is as in
the best copies "labour," not "zeal," the manuscripts differing singularly. —
The main question of verse 15 lies between "their" (X A C P, eight cursives,
etc.) and "his" (D E F G K L and the mass with some ancient versions, etc.),
"her" (though adopted by Lachmann who reads Nuuegav, after the Vatican
and very little more) being given in the Revisers' margin, and not "his," which
seems strange.

1 THESSALONIANS.

In this Epistle the critical changes are few.

In 1 Thess. 1:1 "from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ." Origen
expressly noted the words as not read in his day, though they are supported
by the Sinaitic, Alexandrian, and many other good MSS and versions, etc. B
F G and the best versions reject the words. — There are slight corrections in
verses 8 and 10.

In 1 Thess. 2:2 an expletive kai is expunged, as also yap in verse 9. —
There is an omission of kai supplied at the beginning of verse 13, as of idioug
in verse 15 and of "Christ" in verse 19. As to translation, is not verse 13 awk-
wardly rendered? Translate rather, "when ye received God's word of mes-
sage (or report) — God's word heard — from us, ye accepted not men's
word, but as it is truly God's word," etc.

1 Thess. 3:2 brings before us a text variously found in the MSS. But if
ouvepyov ToU @¢ol be read, as in the margin, "fellow-worker with God" will
not do, for reasons already stated in discussing 1 Corinthians 3, etc. It is not
the thought at all, however pleasing to man's nature. God employs labourers
as work-fellows; but He is no work-fellow of theirs. It is irreverent. In the text
they read diGkovov, "minister," as the Vatican copy omits 100 ©¢o0, and thus
either way the difficulty is avoided. But there is really none when the word is
rendered, not as by mere scholarship, but in the knowledge of God. — A few
lesser points might be spoken of, but the chief is the exclusion of "Christ"
which Text. Rec. introduced on insufficient grounds.

In 1 Thess. 4:1 there is a short clause omitted in Text. Rec. and Author-
ised Version which is here rightly given, "even as ye do walk." — The Re-
visers, | think, aptly render verse 4 "to possess himself of," as also of course
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verse 6. — In verse 8 it is "you," not "us." In verse 13 it is "we," not "I" as in
Text. Rec. — In verse 14 the margin is right, "through Jesus." — The peculi-
arity of the "shout" is left out in verse 16.

In 1 Thess. 5:3 the particle "for" disappears properly, as it should appear
in verse 5. There is little else to note but the omission of ayioig "holy" in verse
27, where if we take MSS, versions and citations into account, external au-
thority is rather evenly balanced. If it were a solitary expression in the Pau-
line epistles, this would not really weigh against its occurrence in his earliest,
and in so solemn a connection. | doubt the wisdom or certainty of casting it
out here. It occurs also in Hebrews 3:1.

2 THESSALONIANS.

The rendering of 2 Thess. 1:8 is correct, not that of the Authorised Ver-
sion which overlooks the two articles in the Greek, expressive of two distinct
classes of men with whom the day of the Lord is to deal: those that know not
God (the nations or heathen); and those that, if they know Him after a sort,
obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus (unbelieving Jews). The addition of
"Christ" here is questionable; B D E G K L P, some thirty cursives, half the
ancient versions, and many ancients who cite, being adverse. — In verse 10
it should be "believed." — In verse 12 the weight of authority omits "Christ" at
the beginning.

In 2 Thess. 2:1 "touching" or "in behalf of" the coming or presence of our
Lord Jesus Christ seems to be founded on a misapprehension of the contex-
tual requirement. Nobody doubts that either is a good rendering of the pro-
position in itself. But the connected language may modify, as well as the sub-
ject matter; and all this has to be weighed. Was it not assumed by the Re-
visers, as in Alford's Commentary, that the coming of our Lord was the theme
which he was about to explain to the Thessalonians? "It is most unnatural,”
says the Dean in objection to the rendering of the Vulgate, Authorised Ver-
sion and many ancient commentators, "that the apostle should thus conjure
them by that, concerning which he was about to teach them." This however
is exactly opposed to the fact; for he is beseeching them Utrép Tiig . 1. K. 1.
I. X. k. 1. €. €. &. not to be quickly shaken by a false impression about the
day of the Lord. This, not His presence, is the real subject in hand. They are
so distinct, that the apostle entreats Utrép the one not to be troubled about a
wrong view of the other. It is the confusion of the two which led to the wrong
rendering, as it also forbids the right understanding of the argument and of
the truth in the context. It is impossible to read attentively the chapter before
and the following verses without perceiving that the apostle is treating of that
day, as the Authorised translators rightly saw in verse 3. And therefore it is
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that in verse 8 we have, not of the Lord's coming merely, but "of the mani-
festation of his coming," which really for the sense coalesces with His day.
The one is for the gathering to Him of His friends; the other, for the destruc-
tion of His foes. Hence it is most intelligible to beseech the brethren, for the
sake or on account of that blessed hope, not to be soon agitated nor yet
troubled by the error that the day of the Lord was there. He begs them by a
motive of deepest comfort not to be upset by the delusion that the day was
present. How could this be, as the Lord had not yet come and gathered His
own to Himself on high? How could it be, seeing that the apostasy and the
man of sin were not yet developed in all their matured and manifested law-
lessness, as they must be for the Lord to execute His judgment on them
when that day dawns? This may serve to convince serious readers that the
actual misunderstanding was about the nuépa or day, not the Trapouaia or
presence, as has been erroneously taken for granted.

Accordingly too the rendering, with a verb of entreaty as here, is properly
"for the sake of," "by reason of," or, more tersely, "by," as in all the well-
known English versions (Wiclif, Tyndale, Cranmer, Geneva, Rhemish, and
Authorised Version). It is uncritical to confound épwTav Tepi with ép. UTTép, as
the Revisers have done; and the New Testament abounds with proof that,
when it was a question of beseeching for a person or asking about a thing,
the former is the constant and correct phrase. We are therefore entitled to in-
fer that ép. UTTép has its own distinctive force; and as "on behalf" or "instead
of" is excluded by the nature of the case, so the bearing of the context most
naturally points to some such rendering as is in the Authorised Version, and
beyond just doubt disproves "touching" in the Revised Version or any other
rendering of like import. The Revisers however have correctly expunged the
"by" of the Authorised Version in the same clause; for the one article of
course forms the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ into one closely connected
object of thought with "our gathering together unto him," instead of dissociat-
ing them as the unwarranted insertion of "by" does.

- In verse 2, in the endeavour to be literal have they not missed our own
idiom? Dr. Angus ought to be able to say whether "shaken from your mind" is
good English. The Authorised Version is at least idiomatic. But they have re-
stored the true reading of "the Lord," not of "Christ," and they have given the
correct version "is now present" or rather "is present," instead of the mislead-
ing "is at hand," which has darkened expositors, preachers, and readers
without end. — In verse 3 they rightly say "the falling away" or apostasy, and
as rightly discard "as God," though it is hard to tell why they did not render
more literally 611 €otiv 8ed6¢ at the end, instead of repeating the English
phrase which represents the interpolated wg 6eév. — In verses 7, 8 they are
quite right in giving us "lawlessness," and "the lawless one," instead of the
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words in the Authorised Version which would answer to adikia and TTovnpdg.
The latter half of verse 7 is also better rendered as a whole; and "Jesus" is
added on excellent authority, of moment to set aside pseudo-spiritual applic-
ations of the verse, as "slay" or destroy is better than "consume," which is
popularly employed to aid false interpretation.

- In verse 11 "sendeth them a working of error" rightly displaces "shall
send them strong delusion" in the Authorised Version. But could they not do
better for the force of Tw we0del than perpetuate the old "a lie"? How strange
that both Bishop Ellicott and the late Dean Alford should so little comprehend
the truth here set out as to fancy, because of verse 7 and the present tense,
that God's sending this judicial delusion is now! What about the lawless one's
presence in verse 97? It is the ethical, not the historical, present, an usage
quite common in all philosophical and indeed other writings, as well as in
holy scripture. The error in this case affects, not the translation, but the intelli-
gence of scripture; but it does affect the version in "them that are perishing"
as in verse 10 and often in other words elsewhere, where they convert a
moral present into a direct or historical one under the illusion that this only is
correct. — "Work and word" rightly take the place of "word and work" in the
Text. Rec. and Authorised Version.

In 2 Thess. 3:4 the "you" of Text. Rec. disappears. — There is a conflict
of readings at the end of verse 6, whether it be "he" as in the Authorised Ver-
sion, "they" as in the Revised Version, or "ye" as in the margin. The singular
is ill-attested; "they" has the better claim. — In verse 12 they rightly change
from "by our" to "in the." — The form of verse 14 "that ye have no company
with him" may be right; but in so doubtful a case, does it seem wise or fair to
commit the Revision to it?

1 TIMOTHY.

In 1 Tim. 1:1 the omission of the italics supplied in the Authorised Version
brings out better the force: "Christ Jesus our hope;" and "true" or "genuine" is
better than "own" in 2. — The misreading of the Text. Rec. in 4 is the source
of the wrong thought in 4, where the real point is God's dispensation or ad-
ministration, not "godly edifying," which ought to be an effect of it. — In 5
they have well given "charge," as in 3 and 18, where "commandment" mis-
leads, as many ignorantly think of the law, especially as this follows, not see-
ing the contrast. — It seems surprising that the Revisers in 9 should consign
"smiters" twice to the margin, and give "murderers" in their text. The simple
verb certainly means to thresh, or beat, rather than to kill; and the compound
in well-known pieces of classic Greek is distinguished, as here, from man-
slayers or murderers. (See Lysias, 116; Plat. Phaed. 114; Aristoph. Nub. re-
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peatedly). — They rightly present the "gospel of the glory," instead of the un-
meaning or wrong-meaning "glorious gospel." The glory of God into which
Christ has entered is the true and full standard of judgment by which the
apostle, who had beyond any other beheld it, measures that which is unsuit-
able for God and His own. How little those who desire to be law-teachers
enter into this! — "King of the ages," in the margin, seems preferable to "King
eternal" in the text of 17. Law had been just contrasted with the gospel: God
was the sovereign disposer of the ages for His own glory. But here He is the
only God; not "only wise," as in Romans 16, where the mystery is not re-
vealed, but His righteousness in the gospel of indiscriminate grace, and the
law is vindicated yet set aside in Christ dead and risen, and all is conciliated
with the fulfilment of His special promises to Israel; none but the "only wise
God" could. Here He is the "only God;" He may act in creation or in judg-
ment, in promise, law, or gospel, but He is the only God, whatever be the dif-
ference of dealing or dispensation.

In 1 Tim. 2:3 why should the Revisers give "desiring" (6€A.) in 1:7, and
"willeth" (6.) here, but "desire" BoUAopai in 8?7 In 2 Peter 3:9 they render £.
"wishing." Why this looseness and caprice? Buttmann's distinction (Lexil. i.
26), that 6. [€6éAw] is not only the more general expression for willing, which
is true, but that kind especially where a purpose is included, as compared
with B., which implies a mere acquiescence in the will of others, seems to be
quite untenable even in Homer. It is B. which is used especially to express
mind or purpose if required. Mr. Green is also faulty in giving just the same
force to the two different words in 1 Tim. 2:3 and 2 Peter 3:9; so indeed are
the old well-known English versions. — Is not the rendering of 5 clumsy,
though close? — In 8, 11, the twofold mistake of the Authorised Version is
rectified. Read "the men" and "a woman." In 9 it is rather "deportment" than
"dress," which follows in 10. — In 12 a woman is forbidden to exercise (not
merely to usurp) authority. Such full power over man is not hers. — In 14 the
emphasis is not expressed in English, "quite deceived." It is a mistake to
refer 15 to salvation through the birth of Christ. Bishop Ellicott has said what
he can in detail as well as contextually for that application, as Dean Alford for
"the higher meaning" of cwBnoeTar as in the Revision, but | think in vain. To
compare it with 1 Cor. 3:15 shows a strange cast of mind.

In 1 Tim. 3:3 the Revisers rightly omit "not greedy of filthy lucre," which
was introduced from Titus 1. The caution here follows in "no lover of money."
But is there no intended reference to disorder through excess of wine in
mépoivov, which they give simply as "brawler," especially as "striker" fol-
lows? — Is "condemnation" of the devil correct in 67 kpiya was either a suit,
the matter for it, or the sentence. Mr. Green takes it as "strong impeachment
from the devil;" but it seems rather his charge or fault. — In 16 there is little
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doubt that the true reading is 6g, He who, rather than 8¢6g, though this be
implied. B is wanting, but X A C F G, with some cursives and very ancient
versions, support 6¢, as D and the Latins read 6, K L P and most cursives
giving ©@¢dg.

The Revisers render aright the beginning of 1 Tim. 4:2, so strangely mis-
understood in the Authorised Version and elsewhere. Demons might speak
lies, of course but how can we fairly speak of their "hypocrisy," or of their
own conscience?" It is instructive to see that beside the demons there are
the misleaders and the misled. Translate, therefore, "in (or through) hypo-
crisy of men that speak lies, cauterised in their own conscience," etc. — "Sa-
viour" goes too far in 10, which should rather be "preserver" but "both" is
rightly dropped in an earlier clause of the verse, as "in spirit" is in 12.

In 1 Tim. 5:4 they have with good reason omitted "good and." To say "ac-
ceptable” is just the truth. — The old error, "having condemnation," instead of
at most "guilt," recurs in 12. Why should they not have said "an" ox when
treading out corn? The Authorised Version is doubly in fault, "the ox that,"
etc. — In 23 they rightly give "Be no longer a drinker of water." The Author-
ised Version, "Drink no longer water," goes too far. — But in 25 ought they
not to have rendered it "the good works also [are] manifest" (or, evident be-
forehand, etc.)?

1 Tim. 6 has not a few misreadings in the Text. Rec. and the Authorised
Version. "The" teaching or doctrine is right in 1; and the close of 2 should be,
"they that partake in (or profit by) the good service are believing and be-
loved." — The Authorised Version of 5 is opposed to all intelligence of the
usage of the article. It should be that godliness is gain, or a way of gain, as in
the Revised Version, where "from such withdraw thyself" is rightly omitted. In
7 the Revisers are probably right in excluding "it is manifest”, (dfjAov), or the
equivalent, in the various MSS. So also in 10 the Revisers properly say "a
root of all kinds of evil," or of all evils. "The root," as in the Authorised Ver-
sion, is good neither in doctrine nor in fact nor in grammar. — In 12 "also"
only encumbers the sense. — It is surprising that the Revisers should in their
text confound the sense of {woyovoiviog (A D F G, P, etc.) with that of the
Text. Rec. {wotrol. (N K L, the cursives in general, etc.) "Preserving alive" is
admirably in keeping with the Epistle: cf. Ex. 1:17-18, 22, Judges 8:19, Luke
17:33, Acts 7:19. To suppose a reference, as Alford, to "eternal life" above is
outrageous, any more than to resurrection with Chrysostom or others. — In
17 they are justified in omitting "living." — In 19 it is "that which is really life,"
rather than "eternal life" after the Text. Rec.
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2 TIMOTHY.

There are no remarkable changes which occur to my mind in the early
verses of 2 Tim. 1. "Beloved child" in 2 displaces "dearly beloved son," and

"supplications" stands in lieu of "prayers" in 3. — "Stir up" still appears in 6,
instead of "stir into flame" (or "rekindle") in the margin. — It is hard to see
why "discipline" should supplant a sound mind," in 7. — In 8 the truer force

appears,"suffer hardship with the gospel," etc. — What is the meaning of
"before time eternal," in 9?7 — In 10 "incorruption” is right, the body being in
question, not the soul, life for the soul and incorruption for the body brought
to light by the gospel. — The omission of éBvv Gentiles or nations in 12
rests on the meagre testimony of X A 17, contrary to all other authority; but
no doubt the Cambridge professors favoured the omission, though Lach-
mann read the word in his later edition, while Tischendorf in his eighth edition
joined Tregelles, swayed overmuch as usual by the Sinaitic, as well as by the
idea that it may have been borrowed from 1 Tim. 2:7. But the context would
incline me to its acceptance. In the former Epistle it falls in with the testimony
of grace: the glad tidings of a ransom for all could not but go forth to the na-
tions. So here, the power of Christ in death and resurrection gives occasion
to the manifestation of eternal counsel, wholly above the course of dispensa-
tion to Israel; and accordingly the gospel meets men universally in the grace
and power of God, and hence in a life superior to death, and a love which no
sufferings could daunt or quench.

- Why should the Revisers repeat the inaccuracy of the Authorised Ver-
sion in 13?7 Timothy had heard the truth from the apostle in words taught of
the Holy Spirit, and is exhorted to have an outline or pattern of sound words
which he had thus heard, an inspired expression of what God has revealed,
and this in faith and love which is in Christ Jesus. For this power is needed,
and Timothy is told to guard the good deposit by the Holy Spirit that dwells in
us (i.e., Christians) — both the more urgently wanted because it is a time of
departure, as Paul experienced before his decease. Hold "the pattern" mis-
leads, as if Timothy had some well-known formula distinct from apostolic
teaching.

In 2 Tim. 2:3 the Revisers rightly adopt the ancient reading
ouykakotraBnoov, but their margin gives a sense preferable to their text. The
apostle is not here speaking of his own sufferings. The Text. Rec. oU olv (as
in the Authorised Version, "Thou therefore," etc.) crept in early, as it is found
in a few uncials, most cursives, and some ancient versions; but it is a mere
clerical blunder. — In 7 it is correctly "shall give thee." — In 13 "for" is rightly
added. — In the first clause of 19 they give, quite properly, "the firm founda-
tion standeth," and "the Lord," instead of "Christ" in the last clause. — But
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the last verse affords an extraordinary sample of boldness in the Committee,
which can hardly have been satisfactory to the Bishop of Gloucester and oth-
ers. It is the sense preferred by Wetstein and G. Wakefield, and, singular to
say, Bengel. It seems to me distinctly ungrammatical on the face of it, that a
past act in contrast with present state should be represented by
éfwypnuévol, which really implies the present result of what has been done.
To bear the sense given, the former ought to have been {wypnBévteg, as an-
other has justly remarked. Doubtless the pronouns are distinguished, but it
seems harsh indeed to refer alto0 to the Lord's servant with so much inter-
vening. Beza's proposal seems best — "that out of the snare of the deuvil,
having been taken captive by him, they may awake for [or, unto] His will,"
that is, to do God's will. In the margin they do give substantially this alternat-
ive; but does it not seem extraordinary that the Committee was found pliant
enough to endorse the actual text?

In 2 Tim. 3 there is little to notice for general readers till we come to 10,
where the Revisers appear to me rightly to read the aorist with N ACF G 17
rather than the perfect of the Text. Rec. with the mass of inferior authority
(which probably slipped in through 1 Tim. 4:6): "But thou didst follow up my
teaching," etc. — In 14 they decide for the plural, as the margin explains, and
so the most ancient MSS., though the ancient versions lean with slight dis-
sent to the singular "whom," as in the Text. Rec. — The version of 16 is
questionable. As it stands it might imply that some scriptures are not divinely
inspired, which is certainly opposed to the scope. "Every scripture, being di-
vinely inspired, [is] also profitable," etc., differs from the more usual rendering
in the margin only in assuming, instead of asserting divine inspiration. In any
case it is "every" scripture, which would apply in due time to what was yet to
be written as well as to what had been already. It is purposely thrown into ax-
iomatic form. If assumed to be God-inspired, it seems needless to say that it
is useful or profitable. | therefore prefer in this the construing of the Author-
ised Version.

In 2 Tim. 4:1 the Revisers reject o0v éyw and 1o Kupiou of the Text. Rec.
as well as kata, followed by the Authorised Version, though sustained by the
later uncials, almost all the cursives, and all the old versions, even the Latin
and Coptic. The testimony of Chrysostom is perplexing, for he seems to sup-
port kai (X AD F G., etc.) as well as katd. But assuming the critical reading,
ought we not to render "I charge both by His appearing and His Kingdom?"
And why say "the" living and "the" dead? — In the end of 4, have they reflec-
ted justly or fully éktpatrioovtai? Of course they correct "a" into "the" crown,
etc. in 8, and that "love" into "have loved." — In 15 they adopt the reading
"withstood" for "hath withstood." — In 18 they drop the initiatory copulative,
and read only "the Lord" in 22.
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EPISTLE TO TITUS.

In Titus 1:4 the Revisers on first-rate authority read "grace and peace" in-
stead of "grace, mercy, peace," as in Text. Rec. and Authorised Version.
"Lord" is also omitted. — The first copulative is left out on high authority in
10.

In Titus 2:5 "workers at home," not merely "keepers" there, as the Author-
ised Version following Text. Rec. a letter easily omitted makes the difference.
— In 7 the true text is "uncorruptness, gravity," agBopiav, oguvé 1A, not
adiagBopiav, G., apbapaoiav, which last even the Elzevirs and Griesbach,
with all modern critics, reject, though Stephanus received it in his edd. of
1546, 1549, and 1550, misled by the Complutensian editors not Erasmus. —
In 13 the Revisers translate rightly "the appearing of our great God," etc.

Titus 3:1 is right, "to be obedient," not "to obey magistrates," which is
already implied. — In 5 they rightly follow the Authorised Version, and give
"washing." "Layer" ought not to be even in the margin. (See Eph. 5:26.)

EPISTLE TO PHILEMON.

In 2 ayamrnTn, "beloved," of the Text. Rec., followed by the Authorised
Version, is properly excluded, and &deAn, "sister," takes its place on ancient
and ample authority. The internal superiority of the critical reading is obvious.
But the rendering of 6 seems very dubious in every English version save
Tyndale's, the worst perhaps being the Rhemish and the Authorised Version,
followed by the Revisers for the sense, though with the change of "fellow-
ship" for "communication." | believe it ought to be "thy fellowship (or particip-
ation) in the faith." They appear to me no less unhappy in the perpetuating of
the Text. Rec. Upiv, "you," in the same verse, though supported by X F G P,
many cursives, etc.; but Auiv, "us," has the excellent authority of A C D E K
L, about fifty cursives, and other authorities. This would involve the alternat-
ive rendering of "acknowledgement" rather than "knowledge." "Jesus" should
probably be omitted. — In 7 the true reading seems to be, as they prefer,
xapav yap . £éoxov, "for | had great joy." Even the Elz. (1624) has xapdv in-
stead of the Stephanic xapiv, though both gave £xouev, "we have." — The
peculiar emphasis of autév instead of the vulgar oU &¢ is well given.
TpooAaBol in the Text. Rec. was borrowed from verse 17, though many
good authorities supply it here. — "Lord" should disappear from the end of
20.
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THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS,

1) Hebrews 1-12.

The opening of this Epistle seems to me unworthily represented in the
Revised Version. In ver. 1 "Divers" twice is to make bad worse, though not
so incorrect as the "diversely" of Tyndale, the one being obsolete for more
than one, the other really meaning differently. They have, of course, substi-
tuted éoxatou for the Text. Rec., éoxatwv, which has not the support of a
single uncial; and they have avoided the error of "times" instead of parts or
portions. "God having of old spoken in many measures and in many modes
to the fathers in the prophets, at the end of these days spake to us in [the]
Son." The last expression is evidently the truth of especial weight; and here
the Revisers conspicuously fail. Indeed, the anarthrous construction is their
habitual stumbling-block, as is the abstract usage of the Greek article, which
requires the absence of the definite article in English. Their text is wrong in
bringing in "his," which is not all the idea bore, though, of course, true in it-
self; whilst their margin, "a Son," is yet worse in every way, as being liable to
grave misconstruction anywhere, and peculiarly at issue with a context which
has for its aim to set forth His sole, intrinsic, and unapproachable glory as
Son of God. The true idea is as Son, or in the person of Him who is Son,
contrasted with His servants the prophets. Our tongue, however, does not
admit of this characterising style of speech, like the Greek, after a preposi-
tion, but only in the nominative; and hence we must insert our article or even
paraphrase it. But can there be any doubt that here, as too often in such
cases elsewhere, the Revisers have missed the mark in a very essential
point of truth?

- In 3 they give rightly the very image, or impress, "of His substance."
"Person" is quite wrong, not only in translation, but in doctrine. For a wonder
they are right about purification "of sins," perhaps to avoid the appearance of
reading AUV as in Text. Rec. contrary to XP™ A B D*™ all and many other
witnesses. They ought to have translated similarly in Eph. 1:7, Col. 1:14,
where they have ruined the sense by treating the article as a possessive four
times in error. Nor is the omission of &I’ £autod ["by himself'] by any means
so sure as to justify not even a notice in the margin. E K L M are no doubt in-
ferior to N A B P, DP™ giving &I’ autoU, but both the Syriac, the AEthiopic
and the Coptic are at least equal to the Vulgate and the Armenian. Indeed,
Theodoret in his comment expressly says that &1 autol should be read with
an aspirate for &1 éautol (dacéwg AvaylyvwoKelv TTPOonKel, avti 100, O
¢autod, B. Theod. Opp. ed. Sirmond. v. 549). Nor is there the least hint of the
middle voice in the aorist participle, the more striking as the purification made
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was of the sins of others — assuredly not His own. The favourite Vulgate
(factus) is here out of the way false, as it is in the next word, and often to the
subversion of the truth in this epistle. In 4 the Revisers have improved on
"being made" of the Authorised Version, which is very objectionable, but
"having become" is not much better.

- The doubtful point of 6 is the Revisers' adoption of the margin of the Au-
thorised Version, and consigning its text to their margin; the improvement is
"first-born" for "first-begotten.” In 7 and 8 and 13 it is better to assimilate if
not render the same (for the first mpdg is indirect, the second direct), instead
of giving "of" and "unto," as in the Authorised Version. Whether "of" in both
cases is better than "as to" seems doubtful. But there is as little doubt that
kai is wrongly dropped in the Text. Rec. and Authorised Version of 8 as that
the Authorised Version is more correct than the Revised Version in not mak-
ing a reciprocal sentence of the clause that follows, where the predicate by
poetical inversion precedes the subject — a matter of no moment where the
latter is defined by the article. — In 8 they have not adhered to the preterite
rendering of the aorists, though there seems no reason why they might not
have said, "Thou didst love righteousness and hate iniquity (or lawlessness).
Therefore God, thy God, anointed," etc. And so in 10 "didst say," etc. — But
it does seem strange that the advocates of the Vatican and a few others
(MSS. X A D>™ etc.) should have induced the Company to adopt wg ipaTtiov,
which reads so unmeaningly in the second clause of 12. Even Tregelles
bracketed, and Lachmann alone adopted the gloss. It is a wonder they did
not heed Tischendorf's reading aA\ageig for £Aigeic, which adheres to the
Hebrew, though resting only on ™ DP™, Latin auxiliaries, etc., "as a ves-
ture wilt thou change them, and they shall be changed," but the Vatican does
not favour this. — In 13 why not "a" rather than "the" footstool?

In Heb. 2:1 "lest haply we drift away" is a better rendering than in either
the text or the margin of the Authorised Version, both of which are ungram-
matical. But is "recompense of reward" well here, because it suits, though
cumbrously Heb. 10:35, Heb. 11:26? Would not requital or retribution in our
text, and recompense elsewhere be better English? The Authorised Version
misled the Revisers' Version in this unusual excess of sameness. — In 4 it is
hard to see why the Authorised Version should be followed in the text and
the margin. — In 5 the "habitable" world as it really is would dispel some
vague impressions which "the world" is apt to leave on ill-taught minds. —
The version of Ps. 8:4 is kept in 6, not quite in unison with Heb. 13:3; but the
preterite which prevails in 7 was forgotten in 6, — And why should we have
"the" angels in 9 as in 7, where it is no question of the whole class but of be-
ings thus characterised? Our language allows corresponding precision. And
is it certain that umép mavrog means "for every man?" Why not for every
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[thing]? We have just heard of réavta, 1& Travra, and v oik., and afterwards
in ver. 10, but these of men also, not as Travtag but as TToAAouUg uioUg. It is
not that there is the least dogmatic difficulty as to all mankind, at least for one
who applies Christ's death for all in 2 Cor. 5:14, as His death through and for
sin, rather than to it, which last is exclusively true of believers. It is a question
only of what best suits the context. — In 12 "the congregation" is decidedly
better than "the church," as in the Authorised Version. — In 13 they desert
their preterite, perhaps owing to the Authorised Version of Isa. 8:18. — In 14
is it not strange to consign the true order "blood and flesh" to the margin, and
to adopt the other and commoner order in the text? — In 16 there is a well-
known correction of the Authorised Version adopted; for it is a question not at
all of having taken the nature of man, but of interest and succour for Abra-
ham's seed, not angels. — In 17 "reconciliation" gives place very properly to
"propitiation."

In Heb. 3:1 "Christ" of the Authorised Version, following Text. Rec., disap-
pears rightly. — But why in 2 "who was" or "who is"? "As being" is more cor-
rect. It is hardly to be supposed that Mr. Green meant to omit OAw with the
Vatican, especially as he gives "all" in his version. — In 6 surely it is Christ
as "Son over His house," not "a Son." Nor is there ground to say "our," but
"the" boldness and the boast, rather than boasting or glorying, which would
be rather kauxnoig. — In 9 "wherewith," not "when," or "where," also "by
proving," év dokiyaoia, rather than édok. as in the LXX. and Text. Rec.,
which adds pe twice. — In 10, TauTn, "this," not ékeivn, "that." — Is not the
connection of 16 (7) with BAémreTe (12)? If so, it is neglected in the Revised
as much as in the Authorised Version. — In 14 as "partakers of Christ" has
quite a different meaning, would it not have been better to have adopted
throughout, as in Heb. 1:9, a more suitable rendering? "Fellows" from Ps. 45
is scarcely desirable. Partners or companions might be used. In 16, for Tivég
of the Text. Rec., they read with most critics Tiveg. For who when they heard,
or in hearing, did provoke? In the end of 18 the disobedient means those
who did not listen to the word. Hence in 19 it is "unbelief." See Heb. 4:6, 11.

Heb. 4:2 presents a notable instance of temerity. | do not speak of the
clumsy literality of the word "of hearing," but of what follows, "because they
were [in the margin it was according to some] not united by faith with them
that heard." No doubt Alford, Tregelles and Lachmann were blinded by their
fidelity to the more ancient MSS. Tischendorf, strengthened by the Sinaitic
which rejects the pl. acc. form, corrected his early change from the Text.
Rec. because of the paucity of witnesses in its favour, save the Syriac and
some of the Latin. But a more monstrous result than the sense flowing from
that which pleased the ancient copyists and the modern critics, as well as the
Revisers, it is hard to conceive. Besides, even the marginal alternative fares
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hardly at their hands. What is the sense from "it was?" "Because the word
was not united by faith with them that heard." How greatly inferior to the Au-
thorised Version! If the ordinary reading, or its form in X, had a place in the
margin, the Revisers ought to have given it a decent rendering, not one
which sounds almost ridiculous. Nothing can be more confused and incoher-
ent with the argument than the sense attached to the favourite reading; and
even most modern commentators who adopt it on diplomatic grounds give it
up, save the late intrepid Dean of Canterbury, who will have no special refer-
ence to Caleb and Joshua, yet fairly owns that his own interpretation does
not satisfy himself. — Without dwelling on minor points, 10 appears to be
only in part corrected. The Authorised Version was misled by Tyndale and
that of Geneva, and the rendering falls in with the evangelical misapplication
of the chapter to a present rest for the soul by faith, instead of the rest of
God, which we are to enter at Christ's coming, a stimulus to present labour
and to fear of taking our rest now. It ought to be "ceased from his works as
God from His own." It is clear that it can be no question here of Christ giving
rest to all those that labour and are heavy-laden, but to those who already
believed in, or at least professed, His name; else they would have been
called to believe, not to fear, still less to diligence in every good work. One
need say nothing of Owen's wild idea adopted by Ebrard and Alford that so
describes Christ. Not so; it is the general statement that he who has entered
into God's rest has himself to rest from his works — a truth which applies
even to God, who rested after His works in creating. It is no question of bad
works: God's own were certainly good. It is a mistake that this view converts
the aorist into a perfect or present. For if any tense but the aorist were used
in Greek, it might, nay must, have misled. Believers now are viewed as
giogpy and in no way as eioeABovTeg and the finite verb is properly in the
same tense. It is the case supposed when the rest is entered, not at all the
present result of a past act in the perfect. If the present had been used, as
often expressive of a general principle, it was obviously liable to mislead the
reader, for the entrance is unquestionably future.

- In 14 is not "the" better than "our" confession? — But the close of 15 is
more serious. To say "yet" as in the Authorised Version, following others
since Tyndale, leaves the door open to misconstruction of the true meaning
and even to heterodoxy. Indeed, not a few have drawn, what they scarcely
could have done from xwpic aGuaprtiag, that it means the Lord, however temp-
ted, never sinned; whereas the true sense is that He has been in all things
tempted in like sort, sin excepted. He never had our sinful temptations from a
fallen nature such as James (James 1:13-15) speaks of. For this He suffered
on the cross, and now sympathises with us in our dangers, difficulties, and
weakness. He knew these trials incomparably more than we; but there was
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no sin in Him, no evil proclivities in His nature as in ours. — In 16, why not
"for seasonable help?" "Time of need" limits the succour too much to the mo-
ment of trespass; the former is the larger and more worthy sense, as it is the
most faithful version.

In Heb. 5 the first thing we would note is the right omission of 6 in 4,
which would make it not hypothetic, but actual, which really is in the clause
following. It is not therefore "he that is," as in the Authorised Version, follow-
ing the Text. Rec., but, "as" or "when" called. — In 8 "though He were Son,"
or "Son as He was." is better than "a" Son, but there is no need of "the" be-
fore "author." — In 7, as in Heb. 11:17, mpoocgépw is confounded with
avagépw, which does mean offer up as well as bear. — In 12 "the rudi-
ments" do not go well with "the first principles" as may be made plainer by
Heb. 6:1, where our Revisers give us "let us cease to speak of the first prin-
ciples of Christ." There is nothing better than "the beginning." First principles
are never to be left; but the word of the beginning of Christ might safely be
left to go on to the knowledge of His redemption and glorification, which are
the true power for acting by the Holy Ghost on the new man. Without this is
no "full growth" to which one is pressed on in Heb. 6:1. Solid food is for "full-
grown men," as in 14.

In Heb. 6:6, "If they shall fall" in the Authorised Version is brought back to
the true and literal force, "and have fallen." It was a fact described. — In 7 it
is ground, or land, not "the" land. — In 10 they omit "the labour" on high and
ample authority. — Is not "desire" defective unless more strongly qualified in
11?7 — There is no need of "a" forerunner in 20.

In Heb. 7 there is extremely little to criticise: a particle struck out in 4, the
article in 5, 10, change of form in 11, 16, 18, and priests instead of priest-
hood in 14, a quotation curtailed a little in 21, and a particle added in 22, are
almost all. — Of course, the mistranslation in the Authorised Version of ver.
19 is avoided by the Revisers. The Old English Versions in general treat it
wretchedly, from Wiclif down, Rhemish and all. Not one seems to have
heeded the plain fact that 19 is the correlative to 18, marked carefully by the
regular pév ... 8¢, with the first parenthetic clause at the beginning of 19,
which explains why the foregoing commandment was annulled. Think of
Tyndale making 18 a period, so as to predicate of the law, that it not only
made nothing perfect, which is true, but was the introduction of a better
hope, which is not only untrue but utterly false. Cranmer follows him in this;
but even Wiclif had avoided it, as the Geneva Version more. The Rhemish is,
as often, ambiguous, and suggestive of wrong more than of right, probably
the fruit of sheer blank ignorance of the truth. If the Authorised Version kept
clear of positive error in the text, they brought it into their margin. The paren-
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thesis of which they did not think would have proved a safeguard, as well as
seeing the contrast between the foregoing commandment and the better
hope, the one abrogated and the other brought in. Of the ancient version, the
Peschito Syriac is perhaps the nearest, save the Philoxenian, which is closer
still. Lachmann, in his early and later editions, punctuates the Greek cor-
rectly, but not the Vulgate, which may, if rightly divided, intend the true
thought. Theophylact is more distinct than Theodoret or Chrysostom.

In Heb. 8:1 there is no need to say more than "a" chief point or summary.
— In 2 why "sanctuary” in text or "holy things" in margin? Surely it should be
uniformly the holy [place] or holies here, Heb. 9:8, 12, 24, and Heb. 10:19. A
needless "and" is rightly excluded. — In 4 the yap, "for," of the Text. Rec.
and Authorised Version yields to the olv of the Revisers, or rather of the best
ancient witnesses. "If then he were on earth, he would not even be a priest,
since there are those that offer the gifts according to law"; for here again the
article is no more desirable in English than in Greek, though it might have
been used in both. It is not that it is optional for the same shade of sense; on
the contrary, it is due to exactness in expressing character rather than mere
fact. But the Revisers seem not at all alive to this refinement in either lan-
guage. It will be noticed that T@v iépewv of the Text. Rec. with its counterpart
in the Authorised Version disappears as the mere gloss of inferior and later
copies. — Why "Testament" should be given in the margin of 8, 9, 10 is in-
conceivable, since the context, as well as the Hebrew, point only to "coven-
ant." It is quite a different case in Heb. 9:16-17 but even there neither before
nor after, "testament" there too being quite wrong in the margin of 15 and 20.
— In 11 citizen or "fellow-citizen" is right on the best authority. There is no at-
tempt at distinguishing the call to objective knowledge from the promise of in-
ward knowledge or consciousness, though it has been often pointed out. The
omission of "and their iniquities" or lawlessness is supported by but two great
uncials (XP™ B) and two cursives (17, 23), but by almost all the ancient ver-
sions.

In Heb. 9:1 the Authorised Version did not follow the Text. Rec. in ac-
knowledging oknvrj, Tabernacle. Like the Revisers it supplies "covenant." No
doubt the former was mistaken from 2. The rendering at the close in the Au-
thorised Version is untenable; it should be, "the sanctuary a worldly one,"
rather than the Revisers' form, "its sanctuary, a sanctuary of this world." Mr.
Green takes it as "the holy garniture," which is at least grammatical. — In 6-9
the present form is rightly given by the Revisers, "go in," "offereth," "hath not
yet," etc., "is yet," "which (or, "the which") is," "are offered," "that cannot."
Again, is it correct to confound Aatpeueiv with Trpookuveiv? No doubt A. is not
OouAcuelv, but divine service is the idea, and this whether of the Jew as here
or of the Christian as in 14, Heb. 10:2. — In the margin of 11 they give that
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strange reading of some old witnesses, "that are come," the spiritual sense
of most, no doubt, controlling the hard drivers of diplomatic authority. At the
end of this verse they give properly "creation," instead of "building," as in the
Authorised Version. — But have they seized the true force of di& in 12?7 No
one denies that the preposition from a local and temporal rises to a causal
force, and so to accompaniments, mode, or manner, etc. — In 15 it seems
very questionable to say "a" death.

- The famous passage in 16, 17, is fairly rendered, though not so close as
might be, and with an interrogation at the end which had better not have
been. "Doth it ever avail," etc., is poor. The validity or force is more suitable
here. That the alternative of "covenant" in the margin should not enter this
parenthetic digression is to my mind plain from the fact that death of the cov-
enanter is needless to a covenant's validity, whereas it is essential to the op-
eration of a will that the testator die; as is here expressly argued by the in-
spired writer. Before and after these two verses it is a question only of "cov-
enant." — In 21 the Revisers rightly say with "the" blood, whereas in a gen-
eral statement, as in 22, it is in English as in Greek anarthrous. — In 24 "be-
fore the face of God" is more energetic. — In 26 it is the consummation "of
the ages," not the equivocal and misleading end "of the world" as in Author-
ised Version. It was when the past dealings of God in all ways of moral trial
conveyed that Christ died as a sacrifice for putting away of sin. The new
heavens and earth throughout eternity will display this. — 27 is feebler in the
Revised than in the Authorised Version, "cometh" being quite uncalled for;
judgment is as much the portion of men as once to die. — Then comes in 28
what grace gives to faith in Christ once offered and to appear a second time.
At His first coming He bore sins of many (not of all: else all would be saved,
but of all believers); He will appear again to those that look for Him, as far as
regards them apart from sin, unto salvation, i.e., of their bodies, then to be
changed into the likeness of the body of His glory.

In Heb. 10:1 several obvious blunders of the Authorised Version are cor-
rected: "the" coming good thing, "the same" sacrifices, they "offer." But how
rash to endorse in such a work "they can"! It is known that this plural form is
supported by X A C D ... corr P, and probably thirty or more cursives, etc.,
whereas the singular as in the Text. Rec. and with most critics has the suf-
frages of D™, E H K L, and a fair number of cursives, some of the most an-
cient versions, etc. — Of course in 2 o0k is read with an interrogation on the
best and fullest authority: so Erasmus, Stephens, and all the modern critics,
contrary to the Complutensian editors, Beza, and Elzevirs, who omit it with
H>™, some cursives, some Latin copies (not the oldest), the Syriac etc.,
which Wiclif and the Rhemish follow. — "In them" would be quite enough in
3, and better than "in those sacrifices," as in the Authorised and Revised
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Versions. — In 4 "blood," not "the" blood. — In 5 rightly "didst thou prepare.”
— But why in 6 "sacrifices for sins?" Why not adhere to the Old Testament
familiar "sin-offerings?" So of course in 8. In both the Peschito shows how
soon the knowledge of scripture evaporated after the Apostles, for that ven-
erable version actually confounds the burnt-offering with that for sin. | pur-
posely quote from Etheridge, "entire burnt-offerings for sin Thou hast not re-
quired. ... entire burnt-offerings for sins Thou hast not willed." No offerings
stood in more complete contrast than the holocaust and that for sin; and by
this confusion also one loses the four classes here distinguished — burnt-of-
fering, the minchah or unbloody corn oblation, the sacrifice of peace-offering,
and the sin-offering. — In 9, as in 7, it is "l am come," not "l come" as in Au-
thorised Version, and "O God" from the Text. Rec. is rightly dropped on the
best authority.

- In 10 they correct the blunder of the Authorised Version, and read "once
'for all" without italics. — In 12 it is rightly "he" (though it be oUTog not auTdE),
not "this man" as in the Authorised Version. But the connection of "for ever"
with the offering one sacrifice for sins, instead of with "sat down," is an error
of the first magnitude, common to Wiclif, the Rhemish, the Authorised Ver-
sion, and the Revised Version, but not Tyndale, Cranmer, or Geneva. The
sense of the phrase €ig 10 dinvekég being continually or in perpetuity, rather
than "for ever," is in its own nature incapable of being combined with the aor-
ist, and can only go with such tenses as the present and perfect, which sup-
pose continuance. To make the present construction orthodox, one must
conceive some such ellipse "as [the efficacy of which lasts] for ever," which
would be intolerable. The only party which the misrendering can serve is the
sacerdotal one, which pretends to offer a continual sacrifice for the living and
the dead; but in order to have the least real weight the Greek should have
been pooépwy, and we should have been landed back into the Judaism
of verse 11, with which the Apostle is contrasting Christianity, which mainly
depends on the completed act taught by Tmpooevéykag as in our verse. It is
hardly possible to conceive a blunder in more direct issue with the entire
teaching of this Epistle. — It is evident that the Authorised Version is not jus-
tified in giving the same force "are sanctified" to fylaouévol éopév in 10 and
to Toug ayialopévoug in 14. The Revisers rightly say in the one case "we
have been sanctified," and in the other "them that are sanctified," not those
that are (or were) being sanctified as in the analogous case of Acts 2:47, 1
Cor. 1:18, which we saw they happily forgot in 1 Cor. 15:2. There is a moral
present, and not merely an historical one of actual time. O si sic omnia. The
late Dean Alford was consistently wrong in saying even here, in the face of
10, "them who are being sanctified." — Is there any need for marking the
apodosis, formally at the end of 16, "then saith he?"
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"Before" is certainly wrong in 15. — And why in 20 "by" the way? Why not
"the new and living way which he dedicated for us," etc.? — In 21 a great
"priest" is right. — But why "fulness" here and in Heb. 6:11, when they gave
in their text of Col. 2:2 "full assurance?" — It is of course "hope" in 23. —
Would not 28 open more correctly thus, "When one set at nought Moses'
law," etc.? "A man that hath set," etc., offends against more than one point of
importance. — In 34 it is not as in Text. Rec. "of me in my bonds," but on
good authority "on those in bonds;" also év of the Text Rec. disappears, and
the true force is either "that ye yourselves," or "that ye have for yourselves,"
according to the reading preferred. — In 38 it is correctly "any righteous (or
just) one." It may not be needful to interpolate "one" or "any man;" but there
is no real ground for inferring that the same man is meant. The Hebrew and
the Septuagint exclude such a thought, and certainly the Apostle did not in-
tend differently. But the form differs according to Divine wisdom to warn the
Jewish professor who professed faith but might not live by it.

It is a nice question as to Heb. 11:1 whether UméoTO0IG here means
grounded assurance as in Heb. 3:14, or substantiating which more ap-
proaches the older view. The Peschito's "realisation" might express it best in
this, as "demonstration" in €Aeyxog. — In 2 év 1. means "in virtue of this," or
"by it" briefly. — In 3 the perfect is twice misrendered by the Authorised Ver-
sion. It should be "have been framed," and "What is seen hath not come into
being;" for the true reading is 10 BA. with the best authorities, not T& BA. an
accommodation to ¢. which is in the plural. — In 5 "he hath had testimony"
... "that he had," not "he had" ... "that he," as in Authorised Version. It is also
before "the" translation, not "his" as in Text Rec. — In 6 it should be "draweth
near" (Trpocgepy.), as usually, not "cometh" as in Revised Version, following
Authorised Version. So also at the end of Heb. 10:1, where the Revisers
have draw "nigh," a rendering they give to éyyiCeiv. 5 — Prepared "for"
seems in our day better English than "to" in 7. — In 8 "was going" is prefer-
able to went, especially after ¢¢iABev just before. — " Even "in" seems out of
place; is it not "Sarah herself also?" Is not this a common mistake of the Re-
visers? "Even" is used properly where one means to express anything
strange, as in 19; is this the idea here? They are right in excluding "and been
persuaded of them," an addition of Text. Rec. in 13 on the slenderest testi-
mony. — In 14 the Revisers render émdntoUolv, "seek after," which is all
well; but would it not have been better to have given "seek out," not "after," to
¢k{. in 67 — Here again in 17 we have twice over the confusion of TTpoge.
with avaeg. offering, and not offering "up." — In 26 it is "of," not "in" Egypt;
Lachmann with the Alexandrian copy reading AiyUtrTou as the Text. Rec. has
év — w. — It was not needful to alter "for" into "concerning" in 40, as the Re-
visers render Trepi in Heb. 13:18.
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In Heb. 12:2 "faith," or the faith, seems to be the thought, not our faith as
in the Authorised and Revised Versions. The Revisers say "hath sat down"
for kek., having given "sat down" for the éka8. in Heb. 1:2, Heb. 8:1, Heb.
10:12. The Authorised Version had said "is set" in Heb. 8:1 as well as in the
passage before us, so that they do not seem to have distinguished on prin-
ciple. — But how was the Company persuaded into deserting éautov or
auTédv, accepted even by Alford, Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Tregelles, on
ample authority? Was it not by the strong pressure of Cambridge admirers of
paradox if it be only ancient? No doubt they can cite X D E, all p.m. with the
same old Latin copies, the Pesch., etc. The resulting sense in this connection
is not only inferior beyond comparison, but intolerable.

- 7 affords a remarkable departure from the Text. Rec. i "if" for €ig in the
sense of "for." "For chastening endure (or, better, ye are enduring); as with
sons God is dealing with you." The ancient MSS. and Versions remarkably
consent against the text adopted by Erasmus, the Complutensian editors,
Colinaeus, Stephens, Beza, Elzevirs. Bengel, whose critical insight was
great, here failed, thinking the true reading to be the slip of a Greek pen,
though he was well aware that the widespread testimony of the old version
told a different tale. Even Matthaei, who loved to fight Griesbach, was here
compelled to reject the few minuscules and accept the united voice of an-
tiquity; and of course Alford, Lachmann, Scholz, Tischendorf, and Tregelles
follow. Is it sound to say that if ye endure chastening God dealeth with you
as with sons? Does His fatherly course depend on our patience? On the
other hand, it is important to feel that we endure as chastening, not as pun-
ishment: oUk &i¢c kdAaalv, oUdE eic Tipwpiav, as Chrysostom pertinently ob-
serves. It is as certain as such a thing can be that the text of his comment
(Epp. Paulin. vii. 330, ed. Field, Oxon.) has been tampered with to make it
accord with €i. — The version of 10 is properly cleared of obsolete speech,
save that "us" and "our" rather enfeeble the form. — Ought not 11 to be "No
chastening," etc.?" — "The" many in 15 is a doubtful reading sustained by
two great uncials and as many cursives, etc., against all the other authorities.
Cf. Mark 9:26. — In 17 the Revisers have by the parenthesis set out duly the
true meaning. It was not repentance, but the inheritance of blessing which
Esau sought out with tears. — In 18 the Revisers omit 6pel on fuller evidence
than their insertion in 15; but they supply it from 20 in the general sense in-
stead of adopting Mr. Green's singular turn, "to a fire to be touched and glow-
ing." — If the true meaning of apntoavTo in 19 had been borne in mind,
"deprecated," "declined," "excused" (see 25), it would perhaps make the ab-
sence of pr} more probable as in 8 P, 10, 73, etc., — Of course the last
clause of 20 in the Text. Rec. is dropped.
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- In 22, 23 the Revisers have failed to give the true connection, kai really
indicating each new object, and consequently misrepresented the sense of
this weighty passage. The myriads of angels are the general assembly, and
"church of firstborn ones" are a new and wholly distinct group, here confoun-
ded with TTapnyUpel, which really goes with dyyéAwv. — How absurd to con-
nect, as the margin does, a Mediator with a testament! With a covenant it is
all right. — And why "than that of Abel?" According to Heb. 11:4 it is Abel, as
it were, speaking in his blood or death; TapdT6 in L. and others, but it seems
a mere gloss for facility. — In 26 it should be "I will shake" instead of the
present in the Text. Rec. — In 28 there is strong and abundant testimony for
"we serve," where the Revisers rightly cleave to the common text.

2) Hebrews 13.

In Heb. 13:3 the Revisers correctly in general render a verse probably
mistranslated through anti-Romanist zeal. But év 1. may, and probably does,
mean "in all things," or every way, as in verse 18, and often elsewhere;
whereas the masculine sense, though popular among Protestants, is here
harsh in construction and can hardly be laid down absolutely if we bear in
mind 1 Cor. 7. The imperative is right, and "undefiled" a predicate as "in hon-
our." — The beginning of 5 is loosely translated. Surely ¢ Tpd10G is the way
of dealing without going further to make a smooth construction with the fol-
lowing clause. But the energy of the quotation is far better represented in this
and the succeeding verse 6. It is not "may" but do say; and the interrogative
is not only correct, but gives real point. — In 7 they have correctly treated the
words as referring to their guides, not "who" but "the which" or such as spoke
to them the word of God, whose faith they were to imitate, contemplating the
issue of their career or behaviour. It was terminated, and they were to be re-
called to mind, no longer to be obeyed like their living leaders (17). — "Jesus
Christ" is the subject of the distinct proposition that follows. Indeed verse 8
might fittingly open a new parenthesis which would close with 16, though it is
no bad transition from the teaching of the deceased leaders to the abiding
sameness of the Lord Jesus. But the apposition insinuated in the punctuation
of ordinary English Bibles is false. The unchangeableness of Christ is the
guard against being carried away.

- In 9 the received reading followed by the Authorised Version tepig.
rightly gives place to mapag. as in the Revised Version. It is not carried
about as in Eph. 4:14, but carried away out of the straight course. Here, how-
ever, as in Heb. 1:1, the Authorised Version has misled the Revisers into
"divers," not now for "many" but for various, ToikiAaig. "Diverse" would at
least approximate, and perhaps the Revisers meant this, for their spelling is
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peculiar. As they interpolate an "e" into judg[e]ment, they may cut off an "e"
from "divers." But the word really means motley or various. "Teachings" is
unusual as a plural in our tongue, though in the singular it is all right. Prob-
ably Dr. Angus found it hard to resist the innovators. — In 14 we have no
abiding city here, but are seeking after the coming one, for there is but one
heavenly Jerusalem. "One" to come as in the Authorised Version is too
vague, and incorrect. — Why should the Revised Version of 15 be more re-
mote from the Greek than the Authorised Version in the last clause? Does
the punctuation of 17 help the sense? "That they may do this" refers to the
watching. The chiefs or leaders are to give account of their own duty, not of
others' souls.

- In 20 they give "in the" instead of "through" for év. It expresses the
power or virtue in that blood in which God brought again from the dead our
Lord Jesus. — In 21 the omission of £pyw is precarious, even Alford, Lach-
mann, and Tregelles accepting it. On the authority of A C D*™ K M P, the
cursives, Syriac, AEthiopic, Armenian, etc., sustain it against D*™, the Vul-
gate, which none follow but Tischendorf abroad, and Westcott and Hort at
home. The difference, however, seems right as to sense. There is rather bet-
ter evidence in favour of Auiv instead of Upiv as in the Text. Rec., though
none but the same editors adopt the change. Lachmann had in his early edi-
tion added autdg, and in his later aut® before TroiQv, the latter of which has
N A C to support it, though manifest glosses. — In 24 it is "from," not "of,"
Italy.

EPISTLE OF JAMES.

Why should the Revisers perpetuate the traditional blunder of "The Gen-
eral Epistle of James"? The best critics drop kaBoAikA, following B K, A C be-
ing defective, but A also dropping it at the end: so many Latin copies, and the
Pesch. Syr. It is not "general," but specially addressed to the twelve tribes.

James 1:1 has neither the closeness of a literal rendering, nor the free-
dom of the Authorised Version. If we are to adhere to the letter, it is in, not
"of," the dispersion. The faith of James rises above all the present circum-
stances of God's ancient people, and addresses the nation as a whole,
though distinguishing such of Israel as have the faith of our Lord Jesus
Christ. He thus maintains and expresses God's right over the entire people,
wherever and whatever they may be. — In 3 "proof" or proving is better than
"trying" in the Authorised Version. — In 4 "her" has properly given way to
"its." — In 6 "doubting," "doubteth" are better than "waver," though kAUdwv
seems rather "a wave" or billow, than "the surge." — The punctuation, as ex-
pressive of the connection of 7, 8, is questionable, though the Authorised
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Version is hardly correct either in its representation of 8. It is rather a descrip-
tion of him that doubts. — Verses 9, 10 are given somewhat loosely, and
with uncalled for neglect of the anarthrous construction. Why not an "flower
of grass"? — In 11 the Revisers depart from the simple "scorching heat," not
"wind," given to the word in Matthew 20:12, and Luke 12:55; but "goings" is
better than "ways." — In 12 it should be not "tried," but the result "proved," or
as the Revisers say "approved." "He" would have sufficed instead of "the
Lord." The later uncials and almost all the cursives, etc., read "the Lord." —
Why not in 13 "by evils" or evil things, rather than "with evil" as in the Author-
ised and Revised Versions?

- In 15 the Revisers overlook the abstract force of the article in Greek,
where we leave it out in English. The Authorised Version is right. They follow
nearly the Authorised Version in separating Gvw6év €0t from kartaBdivov,
but the Authorised Versions in 3:15 seems just as correct, which they do not
follow. It is known that in the oldest uncials, supported by the Latins, the
reading is ioTe, "ye know," not WaTe, "so that." Then we would proceed, "But
let," etc. The anarthrous form of 20 is ill reflected in the Revised Version, as
in the Authorised Version. — In 21 "implanted" is correct. — In 23 and 24 it is
to "consider" or contemplate, rather than "behold." — In 24 does not 6 .
mean more than "he that looketh"? In 26 8p. "among you" (év Uuiv) is rightly
rejected. But as distinct from e0o¢feia, piety, it means the outward service of
God, which "religion" inadequately expresses, though it is hard to find a bet-
ter. — In 27 it is well to note this, lest ignorance should treat the verse as a
definition of true "religion," as men speak. The meaning is, that this is a pure
and unsullied service before Him who is God and Father: to visit orphans and
widows, etc. But the article is omitted before 8. kai 1. in XP™ C®™ K L, very
many cursives, etc.; it is read in other MSS. of the highest authority, as also
in Text. Rec.

James 2:2 of the Revised Version has rightly "synagogue," according to
the peculiar bearing of the Epistle. — In 4 "partial” in yourselves of the Au-
thorised Version goes too far; but "divided in your own minds" in the Revision
scarcely hits the mark. The true force seems that they became divided, or
made a difference "among themselves." For judges "of" evil thoughts, which
is the literal rendering of the Authorised Version, the Revisers give "with." Of
course the meaning is that they had evil thoughts, according to an idiom
found sometimes in English. — In 5 the true reading on the best authority is
Tw K. ("as to the world"), not 100 K., still less 1. K. TOUTOU, as in Text. Rec. fol-
lowed in the Authorised Version "of this world." — In 7 is not the literal force
preferable "that was called upon you"? — In 11 the Revisers rightly follow
ancient authority in "dost" not and "killest," contrary to Text. Rec. — In 12 re-
curs the old inability to set forth the anarthrous construction: "a" law of liberty
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is not the sense but erroneous, though seemingly more accurate than "the"
in the Authorised Version. The copulative of the Text. Rec. rightly vanishes.
— In 14 it is a nice question whether the true thought be "faith" as in the Au-
thorised Version, or "the faith": the Greek admits of either, and it becomes a
question of contextual propriety. But "that faith" of the Revised Version is
strong beyond warrant. It is the more strange, as in the same connection (17,
20, 22) they give "faith" as an abstraction or personification, and quite rightly.

- In 18 oou of R. Steph. ("thy," Authorised Version) is well omitted: why
then should the Revisers interpolate "thy"? It was this feeling, no doubt,
which led the scribes of C K L, and most of the cursives to insert the word.
The real question is as to a final you which 8 B C and a few cursives omit.
— In 20 apyn, "barren," as against v., "dead" of the Text. Rec. and Author-
ised Version, is supported by B C>™ 27, 29, the best Latin copies, the Sah.,
and Arm. of Zohrab: slender in number, but grave, especially as assimilation
easily accounts for the more popular reading. — In 21 would it not be less
cumbrous to take av. as on, or in, offering up? Compare 25 also. — In 22
they are right in preferring the margin to the text of Authorised Version. — In
23 there is no reason to say more than that A. was called "friend of God." —
"The" is needless before spirit in 25, and of course its omission more exact.

In James 3:1 "teachers" is correct, and "judgment." — In 3 they rightly
read &i 8¢ "now if," probably changed into idouU, through 4. — In 4 the Author-
ised Version needlessly adds "which," corrected by the Revisers, and
"steersman" displacing "governor." — In 5, 6, the confusion of the copies and
the editors is great; so that one may judge the more moderately of the Re-
visers' text and margin. "A" world, etc. of the Authorised Version is clearly
wrong, and here set right. — In 8 they reject "unruly" of the Authorised Ver-
sion for "restless." In 9 they accept "Lord" for God of the Authorised Version.
— It is "the" fountain in 11, and "from the same "opening," not place merely.
—In 12 itis "a" fig tree, and the last clause does not speak of a fountain, like
Text. Rec. and Authorised Version, but says, with the Revisers, neither can
salt water yield sweet. — The Authorised Version of 15 appears to me quite
as exact as the change here. Compare James 1:17. There is much difficulty
in deciding the true force of a3., whether it be without doubt, variance, or hy-
pocrisy; as the verb of which it is compounded admits of a great variety of
meaning. — The question in 18 is whether "in peace" should not, as in the
Greek, precede "is sown."

James 4:1 has in the Revised Version the more vigorous, critical text, but
hardly in as terse English as is desirable. "Whence [are] wars, and whence
fighting among you? [Are they] not hence, from your pleasures that war in
your members?" For the margin of the Authorised Version is right in giving
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"pleasures." — In 2 {. when used in a bad sense, is "ye envy," or "are jeal-
ous." The first word means "ye lust," or "covet." — In 3 it is difficult to distin-
guish in our tongue the active and the middle of ait. Dean Alford went too far
in calling it "an unaccountable interchange;" whereas it is really an intended,
though delicate, and, of course, intelligible difference. The middle as often
has an intensive force. In 2 they did not ask with earnestness; in 3 they
asked with indifference, and received not; or, if there was any earnestness, it
was of an evil kind, to spend in their pleasures. 4 is an instance of a valuable
correction. The weighty authorities, both MSS. and Versions, reject poixoi
kai. The one designation, though in the feminine, embraces all men or wo-
men who sought the world in unfaithfulness to God and their own relationship
of privilege. But both the Authorised and the Revised Versions failed to give
the full force; for it is really friendship with the world as distinctly as enmity
with God, which they rightly say. None of our English versions is right,
though none is here so wrong as the Rhemish, which, following the Vulgate,
confounds £xBpa with £éxBpd. But is there sufficient energy in the Revision,
any more than the Authorised Version of BouAnBn? It is "shall have chosen,"
or be minded.

- 5 seems in the Revised Version rightly divided, as had been long sug-
gested. There are two grave objections to the more ordinary division: (1)
Who can tell the Scripture alleged to be in view? (2) Where else is ¢6. used
in a good sense? | think, however, that the margin of the Authorised Version
gives the best sense of 1. ¢6., "enviously." And why bring in "the scripture"
into 67 Have the Revisers done well in adhering to "Be afflicted" in 9? Surely
"Be miserable" would be more in keeping with their own version of Rom.
3:16, and our next chapter, (James 5:1), as well as with the deeper expres-
sion of wretchedness in the word. — In 11 is the correction "or" judgeth his
brother; for an evil feeling might work in this rather than in speaking against
him: either was to judge the law. — In 12 also the Revisers rightly say, One
is the lawgiver, etc.; but why "only" or "even?" They rightly give "but" in the
last clause on authority ample as well as ancient, and "thy neighbour" in-
stead of "another,"” as in Text. Rec. — In 13, it is not "such a" but "this" city,
this city here, and "trade" or "traffic" is better than "buy and sell."

- In 14, "ye are" a vapour seems the best attested by far, if the copies be
allowed to have misspelt; and, Bengel and Griesbach notwithstanding, £€oTai
seems simply intolerable. It was probably meant for éo1e, a much more em-
phatic phrase than éoTiv, as in L, some cursives, and the Latin copies. Does
not the text of 15 begin with obsolete English? The margin is not according to
the Greek only, but intelligible according to our present speech. In this verse
the reading strangely differs. The Revised Version bows to the general judg-
ment of the critics, who follow X A B P, etc. in adopting {ioopev instead of
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{nowypev with K L, the mass of cursives, the Latins, etc. There is no doubt
among unbiassed minds that the interchange of the long and short vowels is
very common in the oldest MSS., which are, therefore, to be trusted in such
a question less than in any other. |, therefore, incline to "If the Lord will, and
we live, we shall also do this or that." R. Stephens even read 1. in the sub-
junctive, but this appears to yield no sense, though read by many authorities.

James 5. Have not the Revisers, by too close adherence to the Author-
ised Version, lost some of the graphic force of verse 1? "Weep, howling over
your miseries that are coming on." — In 6, "as" of the Text. Rec. is rightly ex-
cluded, though not a few authorities favour its insertion. — In 9, it is rather
"groan" or "complain" than "judge;" and certainly it is "judged," not "con-
demned." — In 11, it is "endured," not "endure." — In 12, it is not "into con-
demnation," but "under judgment." — In 13, is it not praise, not psalms, that
the cheerful soul was to sing? Godly order had been secured in 14; and the
"saying" of the sick man (15), in answer to the prayer of faith, is "healing,"
which is, perhaps, in this case and the like the less equivocal word. "Con-
fess," therefore (omitted in Text. Rec.), your sins one to another is the re-
markable conclusion; it is confidence in mutual love, and in no way official re-
quirement or sacramental efficacy for the soul at departure. The saints are to
pray one for another, that they might be healed (16). The question as to the
last word is whether it means fervent or in its working. The Authorised Ver-
sion seems to have conveyed both, the Revised Version the latter. — In 19,
the Revisers properly add "My," and say "a," not "the," sinner in 20.

THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

1 Peter 1:1. Our language is not so lacking in power to characterise that it
should be necessary to introduce "a" or "the" where Greek does not. Thus
Peter, "apostle of Jesus Christ" is really more expressive and correct than
"an" apostle. Of course a similar remark applies to 2 Cor. 1:1, Gal. 1:1, Eph.
1:1, Col. 1:1, 1 and 2 Tim. 1:1, Titus 1:1, Phil. 1:1, James 1:1, if not to Rom.
1:1, and 1 Cor. 1:1, where the context modifies. 2 Peter 1:1 and Jude 1 have
nothing to render the indefinite article needful. Again "to the elect who are so-
journers" is surely to go beyond the text which speaks only of "elect sojourn-
ers" dispersed in Pontus, etc. — In 2 we come to an important matter. What
is the meaning of "in" sanctification of the Spirit? The Revisers have misrep-
resented the truth in several instances of dogmatic moment through a fan-
cied accuracy, but mere literality, condemned by their own practice else-
where. We have seen this in Col. 1:16 and Heb. 1:3, where "in" gives a false
sense or nonsense, opening the door to grave error, which, where positive
truth is lost, enters in often under cover of the vague or obscure. Now the
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Revised Version of Matt. 3:11, Matt. 5:13, [Matt. 5:34-36], Matt. 6:7, Matt.
7:2, 6, Matt. 9:34, suffices to show that the Revisers knew they were in no
way limited to "in," for they admit freely "with" "by," etc. But they too often
overlook this, where their rendering yields no just sense or opposes other
Scriptures. It was the more desirable to be right here, because some early
Protestant translators had grievously failed as to it. Take Beza, who, swayed
evidently by his theological views, gives us "ad sanctificationem Sp. per
obedientiam," etc., which is doubly a falsification of God's word. Him followed
our Geneva Version of 1555, "unto sanctification of the Spirit through obedi-
ence," etc. The Rhemish says, "unto sanctification of the Spirit, unto the
obedience," etc. This would be inexplicable, as being destitute of just mean-
ing, if we did not know that the Vulgate has "in sanctificationem Sp. in obedi-
entiam," etc. The Version of Rheims of course follows it dutifully. The late
Dean Alford seems to have been the most influential offender in this assump-
tion of accuracy, adhering to "in" for év, when the Authorised Version had
idiomatically and correctly "by" or "with." To talk of the conditional element as
environing, or the like, is mere jargon to excuse a translation which conveys
no sound meaning. It is cloud and not light. Here the apostle lets the dis-
persed believers of the circumcision know that, instead of being externally
separated in the flesh by rites as the chosen people of Jehovah, they were
elect according to the foreknowledge of God the Father, by sanctification of
the Spirit, unto obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ. The
contrast is with Ex. 24:7-8, when Israel stood to obey the law under the blood
which threatened death as the penalty, instead of cleansing from every sin
those whose one desire was to obey as Christ obeyed. Compare 1 Cor. 6:11,
where "sanctified" is before "justified," as here sanctification is before obedi-
ence and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus. It is the absolute setting apart of
the soul to God from the first. Practical holiness is relative, and is pressed
lower down in this very chapter, ver. 15, 16.

- In 3 it is "living," not lively, hope; not in this world, but above it by the re-
surrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. In 7 "of" gold is rightly dropped. —
But in 10 it should be "prophets," not "the" prophets, as in the Authorised and
Revised Versions, not the class viewed in their totality, but persons coming
under that category. — In 11 they rightly say "glories." — In 12 "you" dis-
places "us" with reason as being more homogeneous: one way or another a
common confusion in the MSS. — In 17 they correct the Authorised Version,
"the" Father for "him as Father," and "every," for "each," man's work, "here"
being quite an expletive. — In 22 the omission of "pure" rests on A B and the
Vulgate, a feeble basis as against XP™ C K L P, all the cursives, and the
mass of ancient versions and ecclesiastical writers, one perhaps excepted.
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But earlier in the verse "by the Spirit" is an addition without due warrant, as is
"for ever" at the end of 23, and "of man" for "its" in 24.

1 Peter 2:2 affords some difficulty for translation in the word Aoyikév, un-
less we take it with the Authorised Version as "of the word." "Reasonable" as
in the Authorised Version of Rom. 12:1 falls too low, but is not the Revisers'
"spiritual" too high? At least, it is not inherent in the word nor necessitated by
its usage. "Unto salvation" at the end is sure on ample authority; for salva-
tion, in Peter's writings — save in one exception that proves the rule, by the
modification of the phrase to ensure a difference of meaning — looks onward
to the final victory at Christ's revelation. — In 5 €i¢ "for," is read by high and
ample authority, and adopted by the Revisers in their phrase "to be." —
Verse 6 begins with "Because" on almost universal suffrage, "wherefore
also" as in Text. Rec. has scarce a shadow of authority. But what is more im-
portant, the beautiful force of the first clause of 7 was lost in the Authorised
Version, and even the marginal alteration was a mistranslation. Tyndale un-
happily misled, and all the public English versions followed. Faith sees ac-
cording to God. Christ is in God's eyes a chief corner stone, elect, precious.
"To you therefore that believe [is] the preciousness." — Was it needful to
define the general phrase ¢ig 1. in 9 by interpolating "God's own?" In the
same verse "excellencies" is right.

- In 12 "which they behold" is not much in advance of the lax Authorised
Version, "which they shall behold," as a reflexion of émomTeUovies. "Being
spectators" would seem more correct — If "your freedom" be the necessary
force of v €A., why not "your" wickedness, or malice, of Tfig k. in 16? They
are really common cases of abstracted usage. Dean Alford is more consist-
ent in claiming the same possessive or quasi-possessive force for the art-
icles with both words. And here it may not be uninstructive to note the weak
and unsound attempt of that same dignitary to account for TQv agp. dvbp. in
15, as limited to such as reviled Christ as evil doers. For the apostle really
speaks of men as a whole, and declares the race as such senseless. The
phrase imports nothing less. — In 21 it is "you" twice, not "us" as in Author-
ised Version following Steph. (not Elz). The last clause supports the reading
of the ancient MSS. — The margin of 24 ignorantly repeats the unfounded al-
ternative of the Authorised Version, for both word and tense forbid the idea of
a carrying up of our sins in Christ's body to the tree. Usage in the Septuagint,
as in the New Testament, limits avr ... émi to the single great act of bearing
them on the tree.

1 Peter 3. In 1 and 2 "behaviour" is no doubt more intelligible English for
our day than the obsolete "conversation" for manner of life in the Authorised
Version. But is it correct to soften the force of the past participle in 2 in this
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case? — In 3 "jewels of gold," not gold merely. — The last word of 8 should
be not "courteous," but "humble-minded," on ample authority, an evident link
of connection with the gracious endurance which knows how to bless in pres-
ence of injury. — In 13 . is more than "followers" or "imitators" (as in the
Text. Rec. y.) meaning neither, but zealous or emulous of good. — In 15 it is
"the Christ," not God as such, who is to be sanctified as Lord in their hearts.

- In 18 to print "spirit" without a capital initial is matter for regret, if there be
no real ground to doubt that the Spirit of God is meant. Had the phrase been
as in the Text. Rec., Tw Tv., there might so far have been a better ground for
supposing the spirit of Christ as man, though it would not have been decisive
against the Holy Spirit. But the anarthrous phrase distinctly points to that Di-
vine Person, though presented in character rather than objectively; and what
is added conclusively proves this — "in which (or in the power of which Spirit)
also he went and preached to the spirits in prison," etc. As the Spirit of Christ
in the prophets (1 Peter 1:11) testified beforehand of Christ's sufferings and
the glories that should follow, so did His Spirit in Noah (Gen. 6:3) strive with
the antediluvians on the sure coming of the flood that was to take them all
away from the earth. But this was not all; for disobedient as they were, they
were to be, as they are, reserved in prison (certainly not paradise) for a judg-
ment far more solemn. So the unbelieving Jews now might taunt those who
believed, with a Christ rejected on earth and absent in heaven, as well as
with their fewness; but the apostle reminds them that there were still fewer
saved when the flood came, and rebellious unbelief entails a judgment
graver far than anything which befalls the body, as illustrated by a time of
waiting and testimony which the Lord also compares with that which pre-
cedes His return in power and glory.

- Is it accurate to render the beginning of 20, am. ., "which aforetime
were disobedient"? Would not this require Toig &m.? Is not the force rather
"disobedient as they once proved when," etc.? Their being in prison was in
consequence of their previous disobedience to God's patient warning. At the
close of the verse "through water" is right, not "by" it. Water was the destruct-
ive element, through which grace saved Noah and those with him in the ark:
cf. Cor. 3:15. — In 21 the Authorised Version followed Beza (as did Elz,) in
rejecting Stephens' reading, which is the ancient one, the Sinaitic cutting the
knot by rejecting both. "You" is probably right; but émepwTtnua is rather "de-
mand," anything interrogated, than the interrogation which suggests a dubi-
ous or misleading sense.

1 Peter 4:5: why more than "living and dead?" Why "the"? Is it not equally
good in English as in Greek? It is not the same sense. "The" makes judg-
ment universal; whereas Scripture contrasts it with eternal life and salvation.
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See John 5 and Heb. 9 — Why "even" to dead? Why not "also"? As in 3:19-
20, the apostle spoke of wicked dead, so does he here of righteous dead, as
is implied in living according to God in the Spirit? Here also we have good
news brought, not preaching only. — Ver. 11 is given fairly well. The mean-
ing is that when one gifted of God speaks, it should be as oracles of God; not
according to the oracles of God, the Scriptures (which is not in question,
though in itself of course most right), but as expressing God's mind on that
before us, as His mouthpiece: a serious, but not too serious, consideration;
for has He not also given us His Spirit? And wherefore? Truly it supposes de-
pendence on and confidence in God. Ministry also, it is well to remark, is dis-
tinguished from speaking, which is apt to become everything among idle
people or the active-minded, and knowledge taking practically the place of
faith as well as of love.

1 Peter 5:2. "Tend" is better, as being more comprehensive, than "feed,"
cf. John 21 — never to be forgotten by Peter any more than by John. — But
is the rendering of 3 exact? It is incomparably better than what the Author-
ised Version here gives, but "over the charge allotted to you" might be con-
strued into one's church or chapel, one's congregation or parish or diocese.
Now TV KA very simply means the (i.e. your) possessions; and the point is
that the elders should not lord it over the saints as their belongings, but ever
tend them as the flock of God. Thus were they to be models for them. — 4 it
is of course "the" unfading crown of glory. — In 5 the needless addition of
utrot. "be subject and" in the Authorised Version, following the Text. Rec., is
with reason excluded to the unimpeded and energetic flow of the exhortation.
— In 8 the added &1 of the Text. Rec. clogs the vigour of words clear and
ringing as a trumpet call.

- In 9 the difficulty of the article reappears, with the unhappy result of the
old rendering put in the margin, and a worse adopted in the text. The real
question seems to be between "in" or "with" faith. Take Rom. 14:1: have not
the Revisers rightly said "weak in faith"? It is the counterpart of the phrase
before us. Here, not content with "the," they descend to "your." These things
ought not so to be. — They rightly give "you" for "us" in 10, as the context
ought to have shown, in confirmation of the best external authority. Further, it
is "shall," not the opt. as in Text. Rec. with a few copies of slight account. —
In 12 "as | suppose" or "account" is no slight or doubt of Silvanus, but the
contrary. "Stand" is the reading of high authority, uncial and cursive, instead
of the more popular "ye stand." — It is singular that the Sinaitic is not without
a slight support in the margin of two cursives, and some of the oldest Latin
copies say expressly what the Authorised Version gives in italics. But the Re-
visers seem justified in holding it to be some well-known sister, perhaps
Peter's wife: the salutation of Marcus that follows confirms this. Dogmatically
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too it is difficult to suppose elect, or co-elect, said after Christ came other-
wise than of individuals. In the Old Testament we have it said corporately or
nationally; in the New Testament individually.

THE SECOND EPISTLE OF PETER.

2 Peter 1. 1 has the great defect of an equivocal or erroneous rendering
of év, (that frequent stumbling-block of the Revisers), and this in a text so
much the more important as it is often pressed dogmatically, not seldom
wrongly, owing to this very error. | do not dwell on "a" more than once used
needlessly here, as this has been frequently noticed elsewhere; but "faith
with us in the righteousness" suggests in our idiom the object believed in.
This is not the aim of the passage. The Apostle means that the Christian
Jews, to whom he is for the second time addressing himself, obtained like
precious faith with us "your apostles" (2 Peter 3:2) in virtue of (or through)
the righteousness of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ; as the Revisers
rightly give the last words in their text, though not in the margin. There were
special promises to the fathers about the blessing of their seed, and God
was righteous in fulfilling them. There has always been a believing remnant
of that people, if of no other continuously. Jesus, not more truly man than the
Lord God of Israel, has been faithful to that word of distinguishing favour; and
if those Jews to whom Peter was writing received faith, like precious faith
with the apostles, it was in virtue of His making good the promise to them
and their children by giving them to believe. Such is the righteousness here
meant. Hence "through" in the Authorised Version is substantially correct, as
being less ambiguous than "in" of the Revised Version, which is apt to mis-
lead by suggesting His righteousness as the thing believed in, instead of
pointing out His fidelity to promise in bestowing faith on them. — It may be
well to make no abrupt severance of 3 from 2; but surely it is still more re-
quisite not to mar the connection of 3, 4, with 5, the former being a sort of
protasis, as the latter is an apodosis in sense. Hence, if it be right to close 2
with a semicolon, it is intolerable to put a period after 4, and to begin 5 as a
new sentence. "Since His divine power hath granted to us all things that are
for life and godliness ... yea, and for this very reason, adding on your part all
diligence, in your faith furnish," etc. All our old English Versions fail in this;
none more than the Revised Version.

There is, however, an important correction which closes verse 3 (the mar-
gin of the Authorised Version being better than its text), as it had been in
Tyndale and Cranmer. But the Geneva Version went all wrong, following
Beza who knew the true reading but slighted it for an inferior one, and even
mistranslated the inferior one through his inability to make out its meaning:
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"idia 8OEN Kai dpeTn, quae lactio in pancis admodum codicibus, iisque dubiae
fidei, a nobis est inuenta: neque mihi sane probari potest." Now there are a
dozen cursives at least, not to speak of four of the great uncials, in favour of
idia 8. K. &.; so that there is ample and excellent authority. And any reason-
ing on God's being denied elsewhere to call us to His glory cannot swamp
the clear force here of being called by it. Then follows fresh reasoning on
apetn, the upshot being "mihi quidem multo probabilis videtur, 816 prae-
positionem pro usurpatam, sicut etiam annotatiuimus Rom. 6 a. 4, et dpetniv
idem atque aylaouov declarare," etc. No doubt the majority of copies support
d1a 8.k.4. In meaning the only difference that results is that the more ancient
text adds "His own," but in any case it is "by," not "to." Adam innocent en-
joyed the good around and gave God thanks; Israel was governed as well as
tested by the law. God called us "by His own glory," outside and above all
that is seen, and "by virtue," the spiritual courage that refuses the snares
which would entice us from the path that leads there. Compare Rom. 3:23,
Rom. 5:2.

In 2 Peter 4 is corrected the error of Tyndale, etc., and of the Authorised
Version following them. They ought to have gathered from the preceding
verse that 6¢€d. is, if not a deponent, middle in sense, not passive. The
change of order in, "precious and very great promises" is abundantly sus-
tained; indeed, the precise form in the Text. Rec. has scarce any support, but
with a slight change many copies give it, some however having Opuiv for .
mistakenly. — In 5 "And beside this" of the Authorised Version is as unten-
able as any other of the older English. The Revised Version is much better,
save as we have seen the dislocation by their punctuation. But "in" your faith
is right, as well as "supply," not "add to," and so throughout 6 and 7. Only the
italic "your" six times over is needless. — In 8 "idle [marg. Authorised Ver-
sion] nor unfruitful" is an improvement without "to be;" but surely €ig here
means "as to" or "as regards," not "unto" of the Revised Version any more
than "in" of the Authorised Version. — The Revisers give, like the Authorised
Version, rather a paraphrase of 9 than a close version. — In 11 the sense is
"richly furnished" or supplied, not "ministered." — In 12 the true reading is
MeAANow, "l shall be ready,” (X A B C P etc., with the most ancient versions),
not oUk dp. etc. as in the Text. Rec. and the Authorised Version, "l will not be
negligent." The change at the close seems uncalled for, due probably to
Dean Alford. — The rendering of 16, 17, is loose, not only in general form but
even to the diluting 016 "by," to amé "from" at the close. — But 19 is given
much better by the Revisers, the inspired contrast of the lamp of prophecy
with daylight dawning and the day or morning star arising in the heart being
clearly given. — But it may be doubted whether the textual "private" or the
marginal "special" of 20 gives the true force of idiag. Divine prophecy is a
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vast connected whole, and none of it comes of its own or an isolated solu-
tion. — For none (21) was ever ("in old time" was the error of Beza, etc.)
brought by man's will; but moved by the Holy Spirit men spoke from God. It
all converges on Christ's glory. There is no doubt a serious conflict of read-
ings: Gyiol (Text. Rec. oi @) instead of amo has X K L etc., @yiol To0 A. ammod
©. dayiol C. etc. But the critics generally prefer the text of B and several curs-
ives supported by the Bodleian Syr. and the Coptic, which omit éyiol.

In 2 Peter 2:1 the Revisers give rightly "the Master" (deomotnv) that
bought them; for it is purchase, not redemption, which is in question. Pur-
chase is universal; not so redemption, which is inseparable from faith in
Christ and the forgiveness of offences. It is clear from the passage before us
that the most wicked are "bought" by the Master, whom they deny to their
own swift destruction; that they were "redeemed" is more assumption, and, in
fact, a grave error. — In 2 it is "the" truth. In 4 it is "angels when they sinned,"
not "the angels that sinned," which would require TQv &. TWv &. and then
would mean the whole; whereas the apostle speaks only of a part even of
those that fell. Taptapwoag is the word translated "cast down to hell," and
occurs here only in the New Testament. It means hurling into the lowest
abyss. In the same verse there is a question of reading on which turns either
"pits" or "chains," the more ancient copies inclining to the former, while the
expression of Jude may have suggested the latter. — In 5 "N. an eighth"
means with seven others. — If the Revisers render Tnpoupévoug in 4 "to be
reserved," and in 2 Peter 3:11 Auopévwv "to be destroyed," why not
koAalopévoug in 9 "to be punished"? Does not this suit €ic fu. kp. better than
"under punishment"? It is a class so characterised. — In 11 it is not "which
are greater," etc., but "greater as they are," etc.

- In 12, 13 are hazardous changes, not "shall utterly (or, also) perish in
their own corruption," as in the Authorised Version, but "shall in their destroy-
ing surely be destroyed," and "suffering wrong as the hire of wrong-doing,"
instead of "receiving as they shall wages of unrighteousness." Here the Re-
visers have been induced, probably by Drs. Westcott and Hort, not without
other support, of course, to accept the reading of B XP™ adikouuevol. But will
the reading, even if feasible on so slender a basis, bear the version? — "In
the day-time" is a questionable reading of év nu. in this connection, and, as
has been remarked, hardly consistent with Tpugrjv, delicacy or indulgence of
life, which might be by day quite as much as by night. Hence interpreters
who differ widely in general, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, C. a Lap., De Wette,
etc., prefer "ephemeral." There is another singular choice, not of rendering
but of reading in the verse, ayamaig A corr B against the overwhelming evid-
ence of XN A D C KL P, almost all the cursives, and most ancient Versions,
not to speak of early citations, for amaraig followed by the Authorised Ver-
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sion. — Is "stayed," in 16, a real improvement on "forbad" of the Authorised
Version, as rendering ékwAuoev? "Withstood" might represent it better than
either, or Mr. Green's "checked." — In 17 "springs" and "mists" are right; but
the evidence in favour of "for ever" is strong. — In 18 1. dAiywg atroQeU. is
the true text, not 1. dvtwg &mogpu. They were just escaping, not "clean es-
caped," or even "just fled." — In 20 yéyovev "is become," not merely "is." —
In 22 the Revisers may rightly omit the copula, but there is the usual laxity in
expressing both the presence and the absence of the article: there hath
happened to them the [import, pith, spirit] of the true proverb, A dog turned
again to his own vomit, and, A sow washed to wallowing in mire.

In 2 Peter 3:2 the Revisers rightly read and translate "the command of the
Lord and Saviour through your apostles," qu@v having quite inconsiderable
support, even if it could then bear the Authorised Version. — In 3 the Author-
ised Version after Text. Rec. wrongly omits "with mocking." — The rather dif-
ficult verses 5-7 seem to be fairly given, though connecting trupi with t¢0n.,
rather than tn. as in the Authorised Version and most others. Of course "his"
supplants "the same" in 7. — In 9 it is rightly "to you" on preponderant au-
thority; but there is some question between 31 or ¢ig, the former of which
Tischendorf adopts in his last edition with N A, half a dozen cursives, and the
ancient Versions generally. It would mean "on your account." — In 10 the
Revised Version omits rightly "in the night." Here again we see how lax are
their views of the article. — In 11 "there," not "then," is preferred by the Re-
visers on small but good authority, the copies greatly differing. "All' is an ef-
fort in the Revised Version, as in the Authorised Version, to express the
plural which expresses every form of behaviour and godliness. — In 12 they
justly discard the influence of the Vulgate in "hasting unto" (as indeed the
margin of the Authorised Version suggests); but whether "earnestly desiring,"
as in the Bodleian Syriac adequately conveys the meaning is another matter.
If they mean hastening the coming of that day in heart, for aught more seems
far-fetched or worse, | believe them right; but this is rather exposition or ap-
plication than rendering. — Nor is their version of &' fiv, "by reason of
which," though of course correct grammatically, the only one that is sure. The
temporal sense is no less just. It is a question of context which suits best
here. Bengel construes it with TTapoucia. — The Revisers scarcely seem jus-
tified in giving autw (14) so defined a force as "in His sight." Even Winer
does not go so far. It might be "for" no less than "of" Him.

- From 15 we learn that Paul wrote to the Jewish Christians, as Peter did
in his two Epistles. For it is idle to argue from 2 Peter 1:14, 2 Peter 2:10, [or 2
Peter 3:4], to set aside the plain force of the address. Nobody doubts that
every word is for us who were Gentiles; but as little should it be doubted that
they are both addressed simply to the Jewish dispersion in the parts desig-
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nated. These scattered Jews had, before they believed, fallen largely into the
evil and even heathen ways of those who surrounded them. Wieseler's no-
tion of Gentiles in 2 Peter 3:15 is at issue with both Paul and Peter. But if this
be so, the reference to St. Paul's Epistle to the Hebrews is unmistakable,
which speaks much of "the day." — The Revisers translate év x. k.1.y. (18)
no better than the Authorised Version. They have no right to say "in the
grace," etc., any more than the Authorised Version "in the knowledge." The
insertion of our definite article here misleads. It is more correct to say "in
grace and knowledge," etc.

THE FIRST EPISTLE OF JOHN.

1 John 1:1 stands better in the Revised Version, which not only makes
each verse more distinct, but correctly distinguishes the tenses. It is in each
"that which;" whilst the two later are not perfects, but simply preterites. — But
there is no need for the awkwardness of "the life, the eternal life" in 2, any
more than for "that eternal life" in the Authorised Version. Nor should the
verse open with "For," but "And." — In 3 is not the true force "report" rather
than "declare," or "show?" "Yea," etc., well represents kai 6¢. — The first ser-
ious difference of reading is in 4, fueig, "we," (N AP™ B P etc.) for Upiv, "unto
you" (Acorr C K L etc.); and again, OpQv, "our" (X B L., many cursives and
versions), for uy®v (A C K P, the majority of cursives, and many ancient ver-
sions). R. Stephens followed the Complutensian editors in preferring "our,"
Elzevir followed Erasmus and Beza in adopting "you;" and so respectively
the Revised Version and the Authorised Version. If "our" be right, it would
join the believers with the apostles in the same joy through fellowship with
the Father and with His Son. — But is it not strange that the Revisers adopt a
text so ill supported as adtn éoriv (A, etc.), when there is such strong and
united authority for the more emphatic £€omiv altn (N B C K L P, the mass of
cursives, etc.), "And there is this message," etc.? Certainly the early editors,
Erasmus, the Complutensian, and Colinaeus all give the emphatic form ac-
cording to ancient authority, but not R. Stephens, Beza, and Elzevir. Was it
Beza that influenced the Authorised translators in "This then?" He ventures
in his notes to take kai as equivalent to o0v where it is clear that it merely
adds an entirely new subject; and this a "message," not "promise," as would
be true if the text of all the older editors could stand. But it is really ayyeAia,
not £mmayy., in spite of C P and some cursives. It is remarkable that our trans-
lators, in misrendering their text, stumbled on the version of the right text. —
There is good authority (N B C P, etc.) for omitting "Christ" in 7, though most
witnesses insert it: which one would think should have been stated in the
margin.
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1 John 2:2 is a great improvement on the Authorised Version, where the
words added in italics overstep the truth, and unwittingly imply a serious er-
ror. If "the sins of" the whole world were expiated, what would there be to
judge? Never does Scripture so teach, save as to believers. Yet Christ died
for every man — gave Himself a ransom for all; but only of believers is it said
that He died and suffered for their sins, or bore them in His body on the tree.
But He is the propitiation for the whole world, as well as for our sins; and so
the gospel can go forth freely to all the creation. — Is 3 adequately rendered
by the Revisers? Who could gather the difference between the present and
the perfect in the opening clause? Even the Authorised Version makes a
faint effort; the Revised Version none. Surely éyv. (the second "know")
means "we acquired and possess the knowledge of." So it is at the beginning
of 4 also.

Further, is it an intelligent division of the Epistle to make 3-6 a part of the
paragraph beginning with 1 John 2? To my mind verses 1, 2, form the neces-
sary supplement to the doctrine of 1 John 1 in both its parts (1-4, and 5-10),
intimating not only the responsibility of the family of God, but the provision of
grace to restore in the case of sin. Then 3 begins to unfold the qualities or
characteristic ways of the life given us in Christ, the eternal life of the be-
liever: obedience (3-6) and love (7-11), with their opposites. But this points to
two paragraphs to be marked accordingly, which the Revisers have utterly
missed by grouping 1 John 2:1-2 with 3-6 as if they were continuous;
whereas the great break is after 2; and 3-11 might better have gone together,
though it is perhaps more strictly correct to give first 3-6, and then 7-11 as
distinct.

In 7 the true reading "beloved" is rightly followed, as fitly introducing the
commandment — love. Also the Revisers as rightly expunge "from the begin-
ning" at the end of the verse, however important these words are in the
middle of it. — In 8 the rendering of the Revised Version is correct —
"passing away," not "past," as in the Authorised Version. Past it will never be
till Christ reigns in power and glory. Yet the same thing being true in Him and
in the saints (whatever the difference of measure), the darkness passes
away, and the true light does now shine.

Is not the arrangement of 12-29 objectionable? It gives evidence that the
structure of the Epistle was not understood. For 12 is the comprehensive ad-
dress to all the family of God (tekvia) on the ground of their sins forgiven for
Christ's name. Then 13 divides the family into the three classes of (1) fath-
ers, (2) young men, and (3) babes (raidia), respectively and specifically ad-
dressed again in (1) 14, (2) 14-17, and (3) 18-27; 28 and 29 resuming the
general designation to the entire family as in 1 John 2:1, 1 John 3:7, 18, 1
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John 4:4, and 1 John 5:21. Clearly therefore, if this be true as | feel assured,
a new paragraph should not begin at 18 as in the Revised Version; as it
might also have conduced to clearness if 12 had stood alone, and a new
paragraph had begun with 28. No doubt the Revised Version has sought to
distinguish Tekvia from the class contained under it (TTaidia) by adding "my;"
but is this the best way of marking the distinction? — Is it not due to the
same lack of appreciating the truth intended that the Revisers like others ad-
opt the well nigh absurd variant £ypawa instead of ypagw in the last part of
137 It is contrary to the plain facts of the context, and the necessary bearing
of the verse. The Apostle had not written before to the babes; he was now
writing to them as such for the first time, as in the same verse to the fathers
and to the young men. Then he goes over the ground again to the three in
14-27, where &€ypaya is requisite, not ypaow. It is granted that diplomatic
evidence is decidedly in favour of the misreading &y the end of 13. In fact,
only K, a Moscow uncial, with a fair amount of cursives and some ancient
versions, stands opposed to the great mass of ancient authority. It is one of
the very few cases where a few witnesses of less value contain the true
reading disfigured from an early date, so that the error was widely diffused.
The effect is most disastrous on the interpretation, as any English reader
may see in Dean Alford's work, where we are thereby landed in the bewilder-
ing conclusion that we have three classes of readers, denoted the first time
by Tekvia! TTarépeg, veaviokol, and the second time by Traidia, Tatépeg,
veaviokol: a strange confusion, where the fathers are made the central
group, first introduced by 1. and then by . as if these were identical,
whereas there is the necessity of admitting that 1. and 1. are differently ad-
dressed; a singular thing if they were the same class, to the loss of the truth
that the first is the general designation, as the latter described particularly the
youngest class. The inference is that 1. and 1. address all the readers alike!
and that "nothing satisfactory" comes out, which is very true. If ypdow be ac-
cepted till through 13, light dawns, and the beautiful order of the truth shines
unmistakably. After speaking of all in 12, the writer first briefly addresses
each of the three subdivisions, and then a second time more fully, as need
required, which gives so much the force to the "fathers" where he could only
repeat, without adding one word more; for Christ is all. — In 18 "there have
arisen" or "come" is better than the Authorised Version, as last "hour" is more
vivid. — In 19 it is rightly "they all are not of us," none are of us. The margin,
like the Authorised Version, is in error, if not nonsense. — In 23 the true text
is reinstated from the ignominy of italics on ample and unimpeachable au-
thority (N B C P, about thirty-five cursives, Vulg. Cop. Syrr. Arm. Aeth, etc.).
— In 24 odv, "therefore," is rightly dropped. — In 27 "the same" or "his" is a
rather evenly-balanced question; but it is "true," not "truth;" and it is a ques-
tion between "abide," or "shall abide," at the end.
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In 28 "if" is better than "when," as the question is one of contingent con-
sequence, and not exactly time. The margin has to be brought in to supply
the deficiency of the Revised Version in rendering &’ adtold. "From before
Him" has been suggested. — In 29 the imp. form of the margin is, better than
the ind. of the Revised Version; but there is no indication of the difference
between the two words for "know." "Also" is by the Revisers adopted in the
last clause; but in this epistle we have the older authorities agreeing in
strange readings.

1 John 3:1 is an instance of what appears to be an enfeebling gloss ap-
pended to the first part of the verse. éguev is admirable in 2; but here kai
éopev seems justly questioned, though attested by X A B C P, many curs-
ives, and the Vulgate with other ancient versions. The Revisers rightly say
"children," not "the sons" as in the Authorised Version. The apostle John
brings out eternal life and to be born of God; not the position of sons in con-
trast with slaves. Compare John 1:12-13. — In 2 they have corrected "it doth
not yet appear" into "it is not yet made manifest," though it does not accord
with their claim of precision for the aorist, which Dean Alford would render "it
never yet was manifested." Of course actual appearing is meant, not making
known by the word to faith, for this is already and clearly made; as the next
clause indeed declares, without the copula of the Text. Rec.: "We know that,
if He shall be manifested, we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He
is." The "it" of the margin for "He," though approved by Tyndale, etc., seems
uncalled for. — In 3 there is a strong effort to guard against the misconstru-
ing of £€11” alTw, "on him," by the italic addition of set.

- At length there is an adequate public version of 4, so long misrendered
to the inculcation of endless error in theology: "Every one that doeth [or,
practiseth] sin doeth [or, practiseth] also lawlessness; and sin is lawless-
ness," not the transgression of the law, which is not imperfect only but false.
Compare Rom. 2:12, Rom. 4:15, Rom. 5:13-14; and 1 Cor. 9:20-21. — In 6
"knoweth" in the text is a loose rendering of £yvwkev, inferior to the Author-
ised Version. — From 13 "my" is rightly omitted; but the omission of T0v
adeA@ov near the close is questionable, the general truth being reserved for
a later statement. — In 16 again we have the perfect éyv. rendered "know;"
but while permanent effect is meant, a past act ought also to be implied: "We
have known" or "have come to know." — The Text Rec. adds pou in 18: why
should the Revisers supply "my"? — In 19 it is "shall we know," not "we
know" as in the vulgar text followed by the Authorised Version. — | doubt
greatly the soundness of the rendering of 20, though it is plain that the Au-
thorised Version is rather free and breaks the connection. Some critics and
grammarians are much perplexed to find or make the construction smooth,
as omission seems to have been resorted to with the same purpose by the
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copyists. That Lachmann and Tischendorf should make a new paragraph
after this verse, breaking the manifest and weighty link between 20 and 21,
might seem incredible if it were not before our eyes. — | do not see how one
can evade rendering 23 as in the margin, not as in the text, however unusual
it may sound, which no doubt led to the tampering in 5. 58 lect €i¢ 10 évoua.
Compare John 5:24, and other instances of like construction.

1 John 4:2 is badly rendered, repeating the old failure of all our English
Versions from Wiclif downward, the Rhemish being as often the worst. As the
proposition stands in them all, the result is a grave and manifest error. For
evil spirits do not shrink from confessing the bare fact stated. What they do
not own is the person thus predicated; for this supposes His glory, yet in the
humiliation of manhood. It would be senseless to talk of Moses or David, of
Homer, Alexander, or Caesar, coming in flesh; for not one of them could
have come otherwise. But the Son of God might have come in His own glory,
or as an angel, or in any form He pleased. He was pleased to come in flesh,
to come of woman, in the accomplishment of infinite grace. Hence the point
here is the person that came in flesh, not the fact that He so came, which
would be expressed by the infinitive or an equivalent and appended state-
ment, whereas here we have the participle. It should be therefore "confes-
seth Jesus Christ come in flesh." — This is confirmed in the most direct man-
ner, if we accept (as most modern critics do) the words T0v ‘IncoUv without
further addition in 3. It is easy to understand in copies accretion more or less
from the preceding verse.

- In 5 there is an effort by inserting "as" to guard against the inference
which the Authorised Version might convey, that it is about (1repi) the world,
whereas it means out of it (ék): a worldly source rather than subject. — But
"in us" will never do for 9, though a seemingly faithful or literal rendering, as
in the Rhemish alone of English Versions. It either deprives of all sense, or
conveys a false idea. The true force of év Auiv in this connection is "in regard
to us," or in our case. The Authorised Version renders as if the Greek were
€i¢ nuag the converse of their error in Rom. 8:18, where from the English we
might suppose év nuiv must have been in the text. — See the some thing
again in 16.

- In 17 the Revisers of course rightly say "with us," nearly as in the margin
of the Authorised Version, instead of their barbarous textual rendering "our
love," which is the destruction of the truth intended. Our love could never
give us boldness in the day of judgment; whereas if divine love has been per-
fected with us, even to the giving the Christian now to be in this world as
Christ is, we may well have such boldness. How wondrous is our identifica-
tion with Him who is perfect! More wondrous if this be so now in this world
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that we should have boldness in that day. — There is in 20 a rather bold ad-
option of o on small but good authority, instead of ¢, but doctrine is not
affected by it.

In 1 John 5:5 the Revisers may be justified in introducing the copula, for
which there is good authority. — In 6 there is a difficulty in fitly representing
the change from 81" (datog kai aiyatog to év Tw thrice in the latter clauses
(év being omitted in the last instance in Text. Rec. with most copies, but not
the oldest save N). Christ came by water and blood, not in the power of the
water only, but in the power of the water and in the power of the blood. The
believer's blessing is through the death of the Second man, not of the first;
and this in virtue of His death, not only to purify but to atone. We need expi-
ation, as well as purification; and both we have in the death of Christ; as the
Spirit also bears witness, who is, and because He is, the truth. — It is need-
less to discuss verses 7, 8, as it is clear and known that the last half of the
former and the first half of the latter are spurious: three (not six) witnesses,
and one testimony. Without the living energy of the Holy Spirit the other two
witnesses to the death of Christ were of no avail for us. The three unite to as-
sure the believer on God's part that life is in the Son and nowhere else, as
His death alone purifies and expiates. — There is needed correction in the
text and translation of 13, which is encumbered in the Text. Rec. and Author-
ised Version, where there ought to be nothing about "and that ye may be-
lieve," etc. — Minor points might be added after this as before; but nothing
further occurs to me just now as of any great moment in the revision of this
deep and blessed epistle.

THE SECOND EPISTLE OF JOHN.

I. The Authorised and Revised Versions are questionable as to "lady."
Kyria® is not without claim as a proper name instead of the apellative "lady";
while the idea of some that Eclecta is meant seems unfeasible, and indeed
refuted by 13. But the Revisers rightly say "in truth" as characteristic of the
apostle's love. Loving in truth supposes the truth known, but it goes farther
and so stamps the love. Thus in fact the Authorised Version renders the
same phrase in verse 4. Again, it is not well to confound &yv. with yiv., the
perfect with the present part. "That have the knowledge of" might fairly rep-
resent the force. — In 2 the Revisers say "it" in the last clause to mark the
change of construction. — In 3 they give correctly the future: "Grace shall be
with us," etc. For nuv (N B L P etc., and so Stephens) they read here, in-

& Dean Alford's reasoning (Prolegg. 186, vol. iv. ed. 3) seems open to exception, as he ar-
gues from the usage in the LXX. and New Testament as to KiUpiog said of Jehovah to
Kupia said of a woman.
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stead of Upv as in K, most cursives, and so Elz. followed by the Authorised
Version. Undoubtedly "you" is the more usual wish; but this is rather an as-
surance, and the peculiar form well admits of the apostle's putting himself
with those addressed, as in the preceding verse. "The Lord" (kupiou) is
doubtful, though strongly supported, as some of the best uncials, cursives,
and versions do not sanction it.

- In 4 "l rejoice" is a dubious rendering of the aorist, though | presume its
adoption was mainly grounded on the perf. that follows, €Up., which certainly
must mean, not "l found" only, as in the Authorised Version, but "I do find."
The Revisers rightly give "we received." — "That we love one another" in 5
goes back from the entreaty of the apostle to the commandment of the Lord
when on earth. — In 6 divine love is shown to be identified with obedience,
or at least inseparable from it, as it really is in the new nature, eternal life in
Christ. What created the need for thus pressing the truth is the fact (ver. 7)
that many deceivers went forth into the world, those that confess not Jesus
Christ coming [¢px.] in flesh. The received text iofjABov, though supported
by most, and in the Authorised Version, must yield to the more ancient and
truer ¢¢fABov. Of course the last clause should be "The" deceiver and "the "
Antichrist. Here, too, it will be noticed that those who so wrongly contend for
a continuous force in cwfbéuevol and aylalduevol, the Revisers included, are
obliged to own that the present part. is timeless in this instance. Compare 3
John 3, where it is really no question of epoch. At any rate the late Dean
Alford very properly shows that in these cases the present has nothing to do
with time, but represents the great truth of the Incarnation itself, as distin-
guished from its historical manifestation [€ABwv, 1 John 5:6], and from the
abiding effect of that manifestation [éAnAuB6Ta, 1 John 4:2); as all three are
confessions of the Person ‘Incoilig xpiotdg, distinguished from the acuss.
with infin. construction, which would have reduced the confession to simply
the fact announced; whereas in each case it is the PERSON who is the
primary predicate, the participle carrying the attributive or secondary predic-
ate.

- There has been sad tampering with the MSS. in 8, and the text accord-
ingly varies in the hands of the editors also. Thus Lachmann, Tischendorf,
Tregelles, and Wordsworth follow & A, eight cursives, and other good au-
thorities, in the reading cipydoaoBe, which gives the at best commonplace
sense "ye wrought." These and others also, as Colinaeus and Alford with the
Revisers, give "ye lose not" and "ye receive," but "we wrought." The text ad-
opted by Erasmus and the Complutensian editors, by Stephens, Beza, and
Elz., yields a touching appeal to those addressed, that the apostles and all
who labour in the truth and for Christ might receive full recompense. Copy-
ists, commentators, and critics missed the meaning, which is as delicate as it
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is forcible, though Beza was dull enough to say, in alluding to the text with
the uniform second person, that the sense is the same. The Complutensians
interpolate kaAa after €ipy., as does the Antwerp Polyglott; but not Goldha-
gen's edition, which some have supposed a reprint of the Greek Testament
in either. Romanist theology sought to draw from the verse a Scriptural
ground for their Pelagian notion of the meritoriousness of good works. Its real
drift was, as one might expect, generally misunderstood. — The correction in
9 is most important, "Whosoever goeth "onward," podywv (X A B 98m.g.
the best Latin, Sah. Aeth.), not mapafaivwy, as in the Text. Rec. and the
more ordinary copies. "Transgression "is not the point, but development as to
Christ, instead of abiding in the doctrine of Christ, His deity and humanity. It
is really more forcible to Omit the second 100 xpioTol or alTtod, and so the
oldest MSS. and versions, etc. — "Greeting" is the better rendering in 10, 11.
— In 12 ¥ confirms K L P with most cursives in reading nu@v, "our," with
Erasmus, Compl., Steph., Elz.; but uuydv, "your," has good and ancient au-
thority.

THE THIRD EPISTLE OF JOHN.

1, A similar remark applies here as to 2 John 1. — There is in 2 the better
rendering of "in (lit. concerning) all things," not "above all things" as in Ho-
meric usage. Thus simply is a strange difficulty, as others before had shown
it ought to be, banished from our version. — In 3 it is rightly "brethren." Com-
pare 2 John 7. The literal rendering "thy truth" would hardly convey the
meaning, and "the truth that is in thee" as in the Authorised Version is not
quite the thought, but "thy [abiding in the] truth, even as thou walkest in
truth." — In 4 an omission is supplied, "these things," or "this." Only here
Text. Rec. omits 1, which is read by A B C etc., and this the Revisers rightly
follow, "in the truth." The marginal alternative of "grace" for "joy" would
scarcely have received notice if the combined Vatican and Vulgate had not
stood so high with the Cambridge school. — The correction in 5 is important,
for the ordinary text is almost senseless, "to the brethren and to strangers." It
is really "toward the brethren, and that, strangers," TolTt0 instead of the
second ¢ig To0¢. Gaius, or Caius, was thus open-hearted toward the preach-
ing or teaching brethren, and this if strangers; and John would have him go
on in that faithful work of love. He would have Gains, not merely to receive
them, but to set them forward (6) on their journey worthily of God, who loves
such men and such ways.

- In 7 "the Name" is the true reading on almost all authority worth speak-
ing of, without "his" (auTod), which is due to the Complutensian editors (not
to Erasmus), followed by Beza and Elz. The best authorities give, not éBvv,
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but £éBvik@v, "of those of the nations" or Gentiles. — In 8 it is not &moA., as in
Text. Rec., but UTT0A., to bear up or welcome. It may be well to mention here
that XP™ and A join in the absurd misreading ékkAnaia, instead of aAnBsia.
This error may have been through the words that follow. How vain to idolize
these venerable documents! Had B instead of A been one, we might have
heard more on behalf of the variant. — From 9 the Text. Rec. drops T,
"somewhat," which the Revisers of course accept on excellent authority.
They have done well to mark £émdéxetai as distinct from UtToA. in 8. It is used
for recognition or admission of authority, and sometimes for entertaining
people. Never was a mistake greater than to conceive the Greek Testament
lacking in precision. — So in 10, "bring to remembrance" is more correct than
"remember," as "wicked" is preferable to "malicious." The casting out those
who would receive the travelling brethren appears to have been an arbitrary
rejection or declaring out, not a Scriptural expulsion or putting out on the part
of the assembly. — Gaius was not to "imitate" the evil but the good (11). The
copula of Text. Rec. should disappear. — In 12 it is rightly the sing. "thou
knowest," not "ye know" as in the Authorised Version following Text. Rec. —
It seems strange that in 14, as in 2 John 12, the margin does not represent,
as in the Authorised Version, the literal rendering "mouth to mouth." — In 14
we find "the" friends rightly in the Revised Testament on both occasions. In
the second epistle we have the children of the elect sister saluting; here as
writing to Gaius the apostle brings in the friends saluting and saluted. How
refined and sincere is the love that is of God!

JUDE

1. The Authorised Version has "the," the Revised Version "a," servant. Ju-
das, bondman, etc., is best, as often pointed out. "To them that are called"
would answer to T0ig kekAnpévoig rather than to 1oig kKAnTOIG, the called. But
"for" Jesus Christ, though grammatical, is open to question; "in" as parallel
would seem better, or perhaps "by." "Sanctified "in the Authorised Version is
the right version of a wrong reading displaced on good authority by "be-
loved." — 3. It seems strange that Lachmann should by punctuation so di-
vide the sentence as to impair or destroy what is otherwise simple and
weighty. He puts a comma after the twofold Upiv, the effect of which is to
falsify the epistle; for it does not treat of the common salvation, but is an
earnest contention for the faith once for all delivered to the saints. Mere
scholarship without a spiritual mind is untrustworthy in divine things. In Text.
Rec. followed by the Authorised Version nudv is wrongly omitted: the Re-
vised Version inserts it correctly on high authority, and renders the text better
in more than one word. — In 4 kpiua is rather the "charge" for which they
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were to be judged than "condemnation." Hence it came to mean the sen-
tence or doom, as with us crime.

- In 5 the marginal rendering appears to be better than that of the text; but
Bedv of the Text. Rec. is rightly rejected on ample authority. — The Revisers
correct the double error of the Authorised Version in 5, "once knew." It
should be "know once for all." "This" is an error, not of rendering like those
just named, but of the Text. Rec. followed by Authorised Version. It should
be mavta, "all things," not Tolto, "this," as in the later copies. It is a mercy
that the love of paradox with deference to A B etc. did not as in Lachmann
and Alford introduce ’‘Incol¢ here, where Kupiog without the article, Je-
hovah, is the true reading. But why 10 &., "afterward"? Why not "in the
second place?" In 6 "angels" rightly in the Revised Version, not "the" as if all
were concerned. It is a defined set among the angels. But is "hath kept ...
unto" good English? "He hath in keeping" might do better perhaps; and so |
see, nearly, Mr. T. S. Green.

- In 8 the Revisers rightly give us "yet," and drop "filthy," which is implied
in the context, as they represent well the anarthrous force of oUTol évuTiv.,
which can hardly bear "these dreamers," but means rather "these in their
dreams," or "dreaming as they do." — In 12 | think there cannot be a doubt of
the article as the genuine reading, which gives vividness and objectivity to
the amAd&deg, whether sunken rocks or blots be meant. But it is not correct to
impute to Beza simply the Authorised Version which construes &¢. with €au.
1., inasmuch as the Syriac and ancient versions in general so take it, except
perhaps the Vulgate followed by the Rhemish alone of English versions,
which takes it with ebwyoU0. — In 13 it should be the plural form "shames" or
"disgraces," which is more usual in English, to guard from the equivoque; for
they can clearly have no sense of shame. It means shameful things.

Do not the Revisers furnish an unnatural and misleading version of
TouTOIG in 14?7 What is the sense of "to these?" One can imagine a far-
fetched way of supposing that Enoch prophesied to the corrupting apostates
who shall meet their doom when the Lord is come in judgment. But a dative
of reference is far simpler, "for," "as to," "of" as in all the English versions like
others. They of course give "came" as in prophetic vision, not "cometh,"
which is to confound the tense system; and they translate é€v here rightly with
(i.e. amidst) His holy myriads. And here be it noted that Professor Volkmar's
assumption that Jude quoted from the so-called Book of Enoch is not only
unfounded but gross ignorance; for while the words in our epistle fall into har-
mony with all revelation, those of the Aethiopic document are as different
from Jude's as they are opposed to the truth. The apocryphist makes the
Lord come in judgment of His holy myriads! instead of His enemies, contrary
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to all scripture, but the not unnatural thought of any unbeliever, Jew or Gen-
tile. It is untrue that Jude quoted from this pretended Book of Enoch. The
kata Tavtwy of our epistle (15) resists any such idea. Not improbably it was
a Jewish forgery; and men who could resort to such iniquity have no true per-
ception of the truth, as here we see that, if the forger meant to incorporate
the words of Jude into his fable, he failed even to accomplish this seemingly
mechanical task, and taught heterodoxy in the change he introduced, how-
ever slight in appearance. Compare either the English version of Laurence
(chap. 2 p. 2, Oxford, 1821) or the Aethiopic (cap. ii. p. 2, Oxon. 1888). M. de
Sacy renders the passage correctly enough, "Et venit cum myriadibus sanc-
torum, ut faciat judicium super eos," etc. His note adds: "Au reste, on pourrait
supposer que l'auteur du livre d'Enoch aurait emprunté ce passage de Saint
Jude." Very likely the author imitated Jude, and incorrectly borrowed, as we
have seen. Certainly Jude did not quote from this apocryphal book, as Pro-
fessor Westcott like others seems to suppose.

In this same 15 Tischendorf retains aut®v after doeBeig as in the Text.
Rec. contrary to his critical note (Ed. viii.), which rejects it on the highest au-
thority, but he reads Adéywv against weighty witnesses. — In 18 there is a
question of text and of translation. Text. Rec., in accordance with the major-
ity, reads év €. X., in the last time; but the ancient copies give ém éoxartou
[tou] X., N etc. attesting the article, B C etc. omitting it, which the Revisers
follow. Compared with other varieties of the phrase, it would seem to mean
"at the end of the time." — In 19 the true reading is amod. without éauToucg,
as Eras. Compl. and Stephens edited, but Colinaeus even before Beza and
Elz. added it. The Rescript of Paris supports it and a few cursives, which may
have been Beza's three old copies. But this sort of separatist is not to be
confounded with the aipetikdg in Titus 3, 1 Cor. 11, Gal. 5, for the mischief
was according to the context from their being within, not from their going out.
They were certainly far from the mind and grace of Christ; but if they separ-
ated the saints from themselves or themselves from the saints, it was not, it
would appear, by an outward breach: they carried on their deadly and cor-
rupting work inside. They were "sensual," as the Authorised and Revised
Versions say, or rather "natural" men. Dean Alford reasons from the words,
not from the written word, when he treats wuyxikoi as midway between Trv.
and oapkikoi. For 1 Cor. 2, 3 plainly prove that o. is the true midway term,
and means one unduly deferring to intellect or fleshly feeling, but a saint (like
the Corinthian believers); whereas w. means man in his natural and abso-
lutely unrenewed estate, as indeed here described Trv. pn €x.

- In 22, 23, the authorities are most conflicting. Some like the Text. Rec.
make but two classes, others three. One could not gather from the Greek or
the English of the Revisers that some of the most venerable and best docu-
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ments, supported by the oldest versions and other witnesses, point to
éNéyxete (A C, many cursives and versions), not €é\e€ite (or €Aedre), in 22; or
yet more to diakpivouévoug (X A B C etc.,) which they rightly follow. The Vul-
gate represents the ancient text fairly, save that it deserts its own rendering
of 8. in verse 9, which substantially suits 22 far better than "judicatos." Dr.
Wells and Bengel first vindicated the true text, in which the critics wonderfully
agree. Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Wordsworth, Griesbach and
Scholz are poor enough, Westcott and Hort worst of all; for what can be
more absurd than for scholars to present, as an inspired text, such a jumble
of readings as olg pév éAecdite DIOKPIVOUEVOUG OWIETE €K TT. APTTA., K.T.A.?
For to construe this at all we must take the first words as a strict relative, and
the first verb as an indicative, to the utter dislocation of the rest of the sen-
tence, and the destruction of any just sense from it as a whole. The twofold
éAedte of ¥ B cannot stand, nor the omission of olg 6¢ in 13 before ow(eTe.
The Revisers did adopt unhappily the first éAedre, but the rest of their text is
all right. It seems surprising that they should not have named in their margin
the good and ancient evidence for éAéyxeTe.

- In 24 both Authorised and Revised Versions agree in adopting "you" as
in X8 B C L, many cursives, and all the versions of note, though Eras., the
Compl., Colinaeus, Stephens, Bengel, etc. preferred autoug, "them," with K
P and some forty cursives. — In 25 there is no reasonable doubt that copw
in the Text. Rec., followed by the Authorised Version, is well left out by the
superior authority of the older MSS. and versions. It probably crept in from
Rom. 16:27, where it is as perfectly in place as here superfluous. But there
are two omissions also of the Text. Rec., which are properly supplied by the
Revisers, dia I. X. 1. K. AUV and 1pd . T. aidvog, which rest on ample and
sure authority, giving of course additional force and beauty to this solemn yet
comforting epistle, with its closing doxology.

THE REVELATION OF JOHN.

1) Rev. 1—5.

The closing book of the New Testament stands less correctly than any
other in the received text. Hence there is much more comparatively to be
noted in comparing the Revised Version with the Authorised. Happily among
critics the agreement is unusually great, as few can justify the Erasmian edi-
tions, which he only partially corrected by the help of the Complutensian.
Hence many errors have been perpetuated through R. Stephens, Beza, and
the Elzevirs, of which no scholar acquainted with the more ancient authorities
can doubt the correction. So great has been the effect of better copies (MSS.
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or Vv.), that perhaps no book in the New Testament now commands more
consent among scholars as to its text.

Rev. 1:1 affords an early specimen of rash innovation effected by punctu-
ation, which has not commended itself generally, no not even to Lachmann.
It was probably due to the influence of Drs. Westcott and Hort, who adopt it
in their Greek text. Wiclif's is the only English version which preceded them
in so strange a view; but J. H. Heinrichs contends for it in the tenth vol. of
Koppe's edition, and wrongly, as | cannot but think with Dean Alford. — But
there can be no doubt that they are justified with almost all critics, and on
ample authority, in excluding Te "and" in the closing clause of 2. For the wit-
ness of John was the word of God and the testimony of Jesus Christ, but vis-
ions seen by him: not consisting of visions in addition to the other two de-
scriptions. He is here, not an apostle only, but emphatically a seer. Such is
the character of the book. — In 3 there is no need as in the Authorised Ver-
sion to say "this" and "those," but "the" in both instances. Some of the an-
cients and even a pair of cursives (7. 16.) give the demonstrative; but there is
no real ground. — In 5 the change from "prince" to "ruler" is not much;
"loveth" for "loved" is good; "loosed" for "washed" is hazardous, though here
Tischendorf too was swayed by the Sinaitic in addition to A C, etc., to give in
to Lachmann and Tregelles. The vowel might easily have displaced the diph-
thong, especially as the rendering is thereby easier, though less akin to the
Johannean style. The Greek commentators try to incorporate both figures. —
In 6 the Revisers rightly say "a kingdom," and "the" glory.

- In 7 they purposely give "the" clouds, but might well have put "land" for
earth in the margin. — They have also omitted the clause "the beginning and
the ending," brought in from the end of the book, though the Sinaitic, etc.
support it here. — In 9 they omit "also" of the Authorised Version following
the Text. Rec., and "in the" before kingdom, to the great detriment of the
force. "Of Jesus Christ" as in the common text cannot stand; but "in Jesus,"
though highly supported, is unexampled as to usage, which would seem
rather to require "in Christ," or "in Christ Jesus," with excellent authority, and
in the latter case very large. But "Christ" should disappear from the end of
the verse, on the authority of X A C P, etc. — In 11 a long interpolation after
the first word in the common text disappears, and another after "churches."
— In 14 "white as white wool" is self-evidently the sense intended; "white like
wool" as in the Text Rec. and Authorised Version is not intelligible.

- It would seem also from Rev. 3:18 that red hot, and so "refined" is meant
in 15 also. "And the Living One and | was dead," opens 18 rightly. "Amen"
should vanish, and Hades follow death. In 19 it should be "Write therefore"
as is generally known; but why the vague "hereafter, at the end, and in Rev.
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4:1, instead of the more precise after these things," which is favoured by the
context? John was to write (1) the things which he saw, (2) the things which
are, and (3) the things which are about to happen after these (i.e., the seven
churches as set out in the seven letters of our Lord): not, as Dean Alford so
strangely says, the things seen supplemented by what they mean, which
would demand Tiva instead of d. In this, however, the Revised Version is
right, like the Authorised Version and almost if not all others. — In 20 is not
our tongue capable of reflecting the anarthrous usage of "angels," no less
than of "seven churches"? If there is a defining genitive in the one case,
there is a numeral in the other, which renders the predicate sufficiently defin-
ite without the insertion of our article in the one more than in the other.

In Rev. 2:1 of course the Revisers correct "of" to "in" Ephesus, following a
better text than the received one. — The confusion and addition in 3 are cor-
rected on good authority. "And thou didst bear" shifts from being the first
member to the second place, and is connected with "for My name's sake,"
"and hast laboured" being expelled. — In 4 there is rightly the omission of
"somewhat," but why omit "this"? It is better without addition. — Still more im-
portant is the exclusion of "quickly" from 5 on the authority of X A C P, the
Vulgate, Memphitic, and AEthiopic, though the Basilican Vat. and perhaps all
the cursives support it as did the earlier editors. It was an addition of the
copyists, perhaps from 16. — In 7 it is not in "the midst of" the paradise of
God, but "in" it, "my" being probably a gloss.

In 8 the Revisers correct "is alive" to "lived." — In 9 they omit "works and."
— In 10 for "none" they have "not," and "the" (not "a") crown of life.

In 13 they leave out "thy works and," but they refer in their margin to the
uncertainty of the Greek text in the clause about Antipas; and assuredly, —
as it stands in the Alexandrian and Parisian or even Sinaitic Uncials, it is
hardly translateable. The later Vatican, and many cursives add ai¢ as the
Porphyrian and others have év ai¢ which removes the difficulty. | do not dwell
here or generally on the effort to avoid the English perfect indefinite where
the aorist occurs in Greek, as it is of such frequent occurrence. — In 14
"some," or persons, that hold is better than them that hold; and a similar re-
mark applies to 15, which closes with "in like manner" instead of "which thing
| hate," a mere blunder of some copies. — In 15 there is the curious fact of a
reading (€yvw) introduced by Erasmus, whose MS. here failed, without one
known witness, followed in the Greek Bible of Aldus (1518), Cephaloeus
(1524), and by Colinaeus (1534); also in the editions of R. Stephens, of
Beza, and of the Elzevirs. In the Complutensian it is of course 0idev, and so
in all critical editions, Gratz following it, but not Goldhagen. Bengel avoided
the error. Yet it is remarkable that all the English translations are right in giv-
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ing "knoweth," which answers not to &yvw which they read, but to oidev, a
reading which few of them saw, or thought of.

In 19 a better text is followed by the Revisers, which the reader may see
by comparison. "Service" should follow "faith," and the closing clause should
be "and thy last works [to be] more than the first." — In 20 "a few things" is
all wrong, and on slender ground. Indeed X and some cursives give "much,"
some others "many things"; but the weight of authority is decisively against
any qualifying term here. — In 21 the Revisers rightly say "willeth not to re-
pent." Tyndale misled the English who followed him into the feeble, if not
false, "repented not." — In 22 "cast," not merely "will," as it is also "her"
works. — In 24 "and" if not "unto" also should vanish: an error in the Text
Rec. as in the Authorised Version. So the "and" before "which" is spurious.
— In 26 "authority" is better than "power"; as it should also be "he that" keep-
eth my works. — In 27 the highest witnesses support the present, not future,
"are broken to shivers," and "they" of the Authorised Version and the margin
is questionable as the subject, instead of the vessels of pottery as in the Re-
vised Version.

In Rev. 3:2 the Revisers give "was" ready to die, reckoning from the time
of strengthening, as "are" would be from the epoch of writing. Further, they
omit the article on the testimony of A C and the margin of the Codex Reuch-
lini, which Erasmus too followed; but all others are adverse, including X B P
and the body of cursives, etc. Hence the Revisers translate "no works of
thine." — "On thee" in 3 after "come" has very good authority, if not the best.
— "But" should surely open 4, and "even" retire, both on excellent ground,
Cod. Reuchl. misleading in both. — In 5 for "the same" read "thus," the ad-
verb, not the pronoun.

In 7 there is a measure of uncertainty in the readings, but the sense is
only affected in a slight degree. — But surely in 8 the latter half gives the
reason, "because," not "that" as the Revisers say, connecting what follows
with "I know thy works," and treating the intervening words as a parenthesis.
Also is not "little power" more suitable to the context than "a" little, meaning
some? Weakness characterised the Philadelphian assembly, but they kept
Christ's word and denied not His name. — There seems no change of mo-
ment in 8, though a marked literality of rendering in the Revised Version,
save that they depart from their usual preterite for the aorist at the close. —
Nor is there anything to detain in 9. — In 10 they, with the critics, reject the
opening "Behold" on ample and ancient authority. — In 12 | am not aware of
any authority for the curious slip here in the Elzevir editions of the New Test-
ament which read Aaw people, for v., temple.
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Of course the error in 14 is corrected, and "in Laodicea" takes its place.
— In 16 the true order is "hot nor cold." — In 17 there is good authority for
repeating the article before "miserable," which certainly gives marked em-
phasis; but the chief MSS. omit, which makes the construction regular, as in
the Revised Version. There is no doubt the Authorised Version erroneously
omits it before "wretched," — Nothing calls for special notice in 18-22.

In Rev. 4:1 a door "opened" is correct, as in Rev. 3:8. The double "was" of
the Authorised Version is not necessary any more than "a voice" of the Re-
vised Version. Compare 1:19 for "hereafter." — The copulative disappears
rightly from 2. — There is no effort made to distinguish kKukA6B¢ev from KUKAwW.
Yet distinction it is hard for any one to believe not intended, if one compare
3, 4, 8 with 6, Rev. 5:11 in the true text, and Rev. 7:11. Another has sugges-
ted "round" for the first, and "around" for the second, which admits more of
detached objects surrounding, while the first may apply to connected objects
though not exclusively. — In 4 the Revisers rightly give "thrones" not "seats,"
as in the Authorised Version. — But in 6 why a "glassy" sea? Does not
UaAivn point to the material in the vision, and not to its mere smoothness?
"Glassy" answers to UaAo€IdrG or UaAwdNG or UOAXTTIG. It is the more import-
ant, because its force symbolically depends on its true meaning; and those
who miss that meaning slip into all sorts of aberrations from the truth inten-
ded, as one may see in Elliott's Horae Apoc. and other works. Of course by
"living creatures" is justly displaced the strange "beasts," which, given by
Wiclif, survived in all the successive English versions down to the Authorised
Bible. — In 9 and 10 the future form is correct, not the English present as in
the Authorised Version. — In 11, "were," not "are," is the right word.

In Rev. 5:3, "no one" is better than "no man," as in the older versions. —
"And to read" in 4 is a gloss. So is "to loose" in 5. — In 7 "the book" is not
duly authenticated; so that the Revisers rightly supply "it." — In 8 it is "the"
saints. — In 9 it is "sing," not "sung." But the very material change is the
quasi-absolute use of fyépacag by the omission of "us," for which the Re-
visers substitute "men." This is not only sustained by A 44, Aeth., but con-
firmed in the strongest way by the verse following, as we shall see presently.
"Purchase" is right, not "redeem."

2) Rev. 5:10 - Rev. 9.

In 10 the true reading is not Audg, but atTolg, "them," which falls in with
the omitted object in the preceding verse, and the verb that follows, "they
(not we) shall reign." But "over the earth" is surely the right rendering of £mi
following a verb of rule. When the place in which one reigns is required, it is
év. But £mi implies the sphere or subject over which the rule extends, as any
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one can verify in the Greek version of Kings and Chronicles, and indeed in
any correct Greek writing. Apart from government or authority, émi TAg V.
might well mean "on the earth," but not when so connected as here. There is
another question of moment in the verse which the Revisers seem to have
decided wrongly, the present instead of the future of the last verb. The reign
of the saints over the earth (or, if they will, upon it) — by the showing of the
Revelation itself was not yet come till Rev. 20, after most weighty and striking
changes, and it can only be anticipated here. It is untrue, even if the church
were in question, (which it is not) that we are yet reigning, though made
priests and kings in title. Compare 1 Cor. 4:8, and Rev. 3:21: even our Lord
sits, the rejected but exalted King, with His Father on His throne, and has as
yet only, given us the promise of sitting with Him on His own throne. He will
come in His kingdom; and it is in the resurrection or changed state that we
shall reign with Him, not in our natural bodies, nor yet in the disembodied
condition. "Do ye not know that the saints shall judge the world? Know ye not
that we shall judge angels?" (1 Cor. 6:2-3.) That the church now reigns in
Christ, all things being put under her as under His feet, is Popery, not Chris-
tianity. True doctrine therefore confirms N P and some thirty cursives, some
of the best versions and early comments, as against A B, some twenty-six
cursives, etc., especially as it is but the question of a central letter easily
dropped. This can be readily seen in Rev. 20:6, where the Alexandrian alone
has the present against all other authority and the context, though it is not
really so absurd there as in Rev. 5:10. Yet the Revisers have introduced this
violent and really unreasonable change, without even a marginal note to re-
cord the protest of one dissenting voice that understood its bearing. The
Americans are equally silent.

- Naturally they correct in 13 the singular confusion of the Authorised Ver-
sion, and give "on" the sea. They also mark the article "the" blessing, etc.
Another important correction long known is the omission not only of "twenty
four" in the middle but of the object at the close of 14, the effect of which is to
imply that the elders fell down and did homage to the Lamb as well as to Him
that sitteth on the throne, in accordance with the verse before. "Him that liv-
eth for ever and ever" has not a known Greek copy to warrant the addition,
which is due to Western influence. It is noted as singular that Ewald in his
Comm. (Lipsiae, 1828), after drawing out well the critical correction of 9, 10,
should have wound up his remarks by an irreverent and heterodox note on
the verse before us, based on this unfounded reading due to Erasmus, who
translated Primasius or a later copy of the Vulgate, and translated it ill, for he
omitted the article before Cwvti. The Complutensian text printed before
Erasmus' first edition rightly omits the words.
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In Rev. 6:1 it is hard to see why the Revisers should render their correct
text "with" a voice, as it is a nom. pend. They rightly read "seven," and as
rightly omit "and see," though N B and near forty cursives support the sense,
not one known MS., the precise form (BAétre, a conjecture of Erasmus) of the
Text. Rec. The correction here is valuable; for the call of each living creature
is not to the prophet or any other than to each horsemen, who thereon does
come. Some have thought that the copyists were influenced by Ezek. 8:9;
possibly it was John 1:39: if so, it was a strange blunder. Even if kai i0¢, as is
most likely, was inferred from the immediately following kai €idov (iov), it
was a baseless and fraudulent addition. A similar remark applies to 3, 5, 7.
— In 2 there is no more to remark in the text than auTtév instead of alTw as
in 4, 5 also, which is required by ample authority. The differing force can be a
good deal better felt than expressed. The genitive would be the fact simply;
the dative, a permanent relation; the accusative, activity on the part of the sit-
ter. Here is of course no question of a state or fixed position as in Matt.
16:18, Mark 6:35, Luke 12:44, John 8:7, but there is an object actively in
view. All three occur in connection with the throne in Rev. 4:2 (acc.) 10
(gen.), Rev. 5:1, 7 & 13 (dat.) as in Rev. 4:9, Rev. 6:16, used with marked
precision, the more remarkable as in a book abounding with anomalous Heb-
raistic forms, yet disproving any imputation of ignorance. Dean Alford, in a
note on the first, notices how the acc. is used uniformly on the first mention,
thus bearing trace of motion toward; but then at sight of Rev. 11:16, where it
is not a first mention, he wavers, and gives up the gen. and dat. as seeming
to have no rule at all: a conclusion due to his own defect of analysis. "Came"
is better than "went."

-In 3,5,7,9, 12, and in Rev. 8:1, "had" should be omitted as in Author-
ised Version of 1. — In 4 "power" of the Authorised Version is needless. — In
5 "a balance" is right. — In 6 "as it were" a voice is required by the most an-
cient witnesses, though ancient versions, save Vulgate, omit it like our Au-
thorised Version. — The Revisers are right in 8 as in 5 giving "saw," not "be-
held" and "looked," as in the Authorised Version of 1 and 9. "By" is right in in-
dicating direct agency, not "with," a general character of destruction. — In 9
the perfect participle, expressive of a permanent character or state, ought not
to have been as in the Authorised Version merged in a simple preterite. For
"were" read "have been." — In 10 it is rightly, "O Master, the" etc. — In 11 "a
white robe was" given is alone true according to the MSS., and adToig
¢k@oTw is probably if not certainly right. For one could readily understand
one or other left out by design as if needless, and the omission of ék. would
next lead to the plural form in the versions. It has been thought that ékxdoTolg
as in Text. Rec. had the support of many cursives; but not one is known as
yet. There is a curious lacuna in the Complutensian edition, marked in the
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Greek text in the way so characteristic and common in their accompanying
Vulgate, so that we cannot cite that work as to the point. They have marked
the defect wrongly however, for their line should have been after kai £€566n
auToi¢ and before iva dvarr. k.T.A., not before all. It was Erasmus probably
who invented the plural, as well as ékdoToig. The marginal rendering of the
Revised Version answers to the reading of 8§ B P and some fifty cursives;
that of the Text. Rec. is probably Erasmus' guess once more, as we know of
no Greek copy that warrants it. We know from Dr. F. Delitzsch's collation that
Cod. Reuchlini, the great Rotterdam scholar's MS., has a lacuna similar to
that which the Complutensian edition must have had, (doubtless from the
opolotéAeutov  of auToig), and that it gave mAnpwowolv and not
TAnpwoovTtal. The active sense is unsuitable. The Authorised Version is
right; but how they drew it, unless from the Complutensian, it is hard to con-
ceive, as the ordinary text conveys no such meaning. The critical reader can
compare a similar conflict of readings in Rev. 9:5, as to iva B. 13. where the
Complutensian editors give facaviocwal. — In 12 "lo" rightly vanishes, and
the "whole" moon is read, on excellent authority. — There are changes in 13,
14, but too slight to detain us. — In 15 "the rich" properly follows the chief
captains or chiliarchs; and the "caves" is better than "dens." — In 16 "said"
was the mere carelessness of Tyndale, followed by the other Protestant Eng-
lish translations, Wiclif and the Rhemish being right. — But "their" or "his"
wrath in 17 is a nice question, for high authorities support each, as in the
case of "them" or "his" in 8; and it does seem singular that the Revisers do
not notice the alternative in their margin.

In Rev. 7:1 the omission of "and" is a strong measure, resting on A. C.
and the Vulgate against all other authority; and here again no notice in the
margin. "This," not "these things," is right. "At" instead of "upon" as at the end
of this verse, is questionable. — In 2 we have "sunrising" for "east." — In 3
"in" is changed rightly to "on." — But "children," not "sons," is still the word in
4. — In 5-8 "sealed" disappears rightly, save at the beginning and at the end.
— In 9 "these things" we find correctly for "this"; "out of every nation"; and
"standing. "In 10 it is "they cry," not "cried." — In 11-13 there is scarce any-
thing notable; but in 14 it is rightly "come out of the great tribulation." — In 15
"dwell among" is very properly changed into "shall spread his tabernacle
over." — In 16 "strike" or "fall" is better than "light." — In 17 we have very lit-
erally "be their shepherd and shall guide them unto fountains of waters of
life," as also "every tear."

"Followed" in Rev. 8:1 seems taken from the Authorised Version of 7. —
In 2 "stand" is right, not "stood." — The marginal "at," as in the text of the Au-
thorised Version, seems more suitable than "over" the altar. But both Re-
vised Version and Authorised Version miss the force of dwozel here. The Au-
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thorised Version might have drawn it from their own rendering of Rev. 11:3,
though efficacy is perhaps better than power, especially here. — The supply
of the ellipse by Lyra and Corn. a Lap. and by Beza is erroneous; and "it" or
nothing is too vague. "The saints" is correct. — In 4 "which came" should be
dropped. — In €iAnBev here as in Rev. 5:7, one may be slow to believe that
the perfect does not involve a continuance which the aorist does not express;
but it is hard to say more than "took" as the Authorised and Revised Ver-
sions. But "the" fire is right. The order of the words at the end is not certain.
— In 7 "And the first" is better than "The first angel," which was assimilated
to 8, 10, and 12. "And the third part of the earth was burnt up," should be ad-
ded as in the Revised Version. — In 10 it should be as a "torch." — In 13 the
important variant "eagle" on ample authority displaces "angel."

In Rev. 9:1, "fallen" is right, not "fall," as in Authorised Version, a fault of
rendering rather than of reading, for TriTrTovTa is given by not even one curs-
ive. Pit, "of the abyss" is also better; and so throughout. — In 4 "said" is right,
and "such" represents oiTiveg better than the Authorised Version, as being
character and not mere fact. — In 6 also the force is given more. — But why
not put "shapes" in the margin, if it must be given, and have "likenesses" in
the text of 7? "Was" is right; and again in the end of 9. The Complutensian,
Griesbach, and Scholz have xpuooi (not without considerable authority,) but
the true text is "like gold" as in the Authorised and Revised Versions. — In 10
have, "not had"; also the true text as in the Complutensian is "and stings"
etc., as in the Revised Version, according to the best authorities. — In 11
"They have over them as king the angel" etc. is the correct rendering. In 12
"the first" woe is right. — In 13 the omission of "four" is questionable. — In 14
"one" saying seems uncalled for, even on the critical reading; but "at," not
"in." — In 15 "the" hour, etc. — In 16 "armies" is correct, "and" to be omitted.
— In the latter part of 17 as of 19 the present is well. — In 19 "their" should
be "of the horses." — In 20 and 21 the force is given more literally.

3) Rev. 10, Rev. 11.

The "rainbow" in Rev. 10:1 is right, but of no great weight; nor the omis-
sion of "foot" in 2, nor "the" seven thunders in 3, nor "their voices"” in 4, nor
"right" hand in 5. Why in 3 have the Revisers suppressed "own"? They might
have left the reason or measure of emphasis to the expositor. — But it is sur-
prising that the Revisers should perpetuate in their text so gross a misrender-
ing as "time" in 6. The natural inference from that word is that eternity imme-
diately succeeds to the sounding of the seventh trumpet; whereas it is certain
from the book that a millennium and more must intervene after the seventh
angel's blast before the great white throne and the new heavens and earth
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(i.e. the eternal state.) The marginal correction "delay" should have been in
the text, meaning in this connection not time but lapse of time or space as in
Rev. 6:11. — They have, however, well rendered the Hebraistic cast of 7,
"then is finished" etc., where "would have been" is more according to usual
phraseology; and so in fact the Greek stands in the Text. Rec. as reflecting
the Basilican Vatican and some eight cursives, several ancient versions, etc.,
but surely rather the correction of a copyist than the original text.

- The Revisers in 8 try to make regular another of the anomalous forms of
the Apocalypse by inserting "I heard it." But why in some cases when it is
clearly impossible in all? It seems better to translate freely in all these pecu-
liar forms, which the received text, following the later scribes, has also es-
sayed to present according to regular grammar; whereas it is clear that they
were written intentionally in their ruggedness, the writer knowing well how to
express himself in correct Greek. And why should the Revisers have depar-
ted from the "little" book of their predecessors? No doubt Griesbach, Lach-
mann, Alford, and Tregelles support them, following A C 6.14; but X P, a few
cursives etc., agree with the Erasmian and received reading, and the Compl.
is only another form of the diminutive (as in 2) with B, the body of cursives,
etc. This difference is not unimportant, but meant expressly in contradistinc-
tion from Rev. 10:1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. The verses that follow (9, 10) in
Rev. 10 support the diminutive. It must be remembered, too, that "book" is
wrongly given for "little" book by B, and some 35 cursives in 2, and that N
and others read it in 9 and with still more support in 10, where all critics ad-
here to the dim. as the Authorised and Revised Versions do. — No doubt the
infinitive is a better text than the imperative, as in the Text Rec. of 9, as it is
also the best attested. — In 10 "when" displaces "as soon as." — In 11 "they
say" is, according to both numerous and the most ancient copies, instead of
Aéyel in the Text. Rec. wrongly translated he "said" with some of the Latins.
And is not prophesy "over" a singular rendering? Granted that "before" as in
the Authorised Version, and Tyndale's "among," and Wiclif's "to," are unusual
with the dative "As to" or "concerning" is more suitable. The Revisers say
"of,” not "over," in John 12:16, and quite rightly; they seem inconsistent and
pedantic here.

In Rev. 11:1 the Revisers have rightly struck out the interpolation "the an-
gel stood, saying." But here again they try to soften the singularity of the con-
struction by their rendering of Aéywv "and one said." The Bishop of Lincoln's
comment allegorises the reed, speaking as Andreas in the Catena does in
another way. — Surely the margin is better than the weaker text in 2. — With
3 compare the remark on Rev. 8:3. — In the critical text of 4 we have another
sort of irregularity, when in the same clause appears formal and rational con-
cord; and the Revisers attempt no reflection of it. "Lord" of the earth is right
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according to ample and ancient witnesses. In 5 "desireth," or "willeth," is bet-
ter than the ambiguous "will" of the Authorised Version; but "shall" desire
rests on slight evidence (X A. 38). — In 6 may or "shall" desire is right. — In
8 why should it not be "their body, or carcase [shall be] on," etc.? Of course
the Revisers rightly say "their" Lord. — 9 is not ill translated though worthily:
"And from among the peoples do men." etc. "And some," or "men," or —
"they," as in the A. V. is more compact. — In 10 "rejoice" without "shall"
stands on full authority (save 38), and so the Complutensian edition, but not
so "make merry," though in the best copies, still less "send," where even the
Revisers give the future with A C, etc. — In 11 it should be "the" three; but
why "the" breath of life? "That beheld" or "beholding" is right.

4) Rev. 12— Rev. 14.

- In 12 the Revisers adhere to "they" heard, as in the Authorised Version.
But there is no inconsiderable testimony to "l heard." "The" cloud is the cor-
rection of simple mistranslation. — In 13 "that," not "the same." — In 15 it
should be either "that" of our Lord, or "of our Lord etc. is come." Notoriously
the plural form as in the Text. Rec, and the Authorised Version is the mistake
of a few cursives. — In 16 "sit," not "sat." — In 17 "which," or "who," "wast"
(without "and art to come",) stand on good authority. They change "hast
reigned" of the Authorised Version into "didst reign." — In 18 "came" and
several other minute changes are adopted. — The Revisers are right of
course in separating 19, as indeed it is the introduction to the vision that fol-
lows, rather than the conclusion of chapter 11. Probably "that is" () is right,
as later critics think on good authority, though the omission of the article in N
B and most cursives, etc. must make it doubtful. "Testament" is all wrong,
and everywhere save in Heb. 9:16-17, as already noticed.

In Rev. 12:1 "sign" as in the old margin takes the place of "wonder," as in
3. The Authorised Version should have been consistent with its own render-
ing in Rev. 15:1. Tyndale ought not to have departed from Wiclif in this. The
order of the Greek also is better kept in the Revised Version, as will appear
from comparing 1 and 3; but there is no great reason for dropping "ap-
peared" here after adopting it almost everywhere else in the Now Testament.
No doubt the Authorised Version had preceded them in giving "was seen," in
Rev. 11:19, and so they might have given in Rev. 12:1 and 3, as both give in
Acts 13:31, and 1 Tim. 3:16. Generally both give "appeared." Further, "ar-
rayed" and "clothed" are interchanged as in the Authorised Version, though
the Revisers use the former. — In 2 the Committee adopt a view of the text,
in the insertion of an additional copulative, on the authority of X C. 95, appar-
ently confirmed by some of the Latin copies, more extreme than most, includ-
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ing Tischendorf, till the Sinaitic carried him away. Lachmann, in his lesser
edition, followed the Alexandrian in having the copulative before wd — In 3
"diadems" is right, as in Wiclif and the Rhemish, not "crowns" as in the Au-
thorised Version, etc. — "Drew" in 4 is an error, not of text but of translation
in all the English versions from Wiclif down to the Authorised Version. All the
English versions, the Revised included, have "stood" for "standeth." It was
Tyndale who misled the early translators in giving "as soon as it was born,"
instead of Wiclif's more correct "when she had borne a child" or "been de-
livered" as in the Revised Version. — In 5 all the previous translations avoid
the simple "a son, a man child," as in the Revision; as all give "was to" or
"should" rule, and omit "the" nations. The better text would give the last "to"
in Roman letters, not italics as in the Authorised Version.

- In 6 the replaced ékei of the old Manuscripts makes a scarce sensible
difference save perhaps in emphasis Hebraistically. — In 7 the anomalous
construction 100 1. peté "went to war," or "going forth to war with," is un-
questionably genuine. The received reading émoAéunoav is that of the known
copy, and probably a mere guess of Erasmus from Arethas or the context.
Cod. Reuchlini and the Complutensians give 100 1. - 9 is now accurately
rendered by the Revisers in the main; and so yet more plainly 10. — In 11 it
cannot be as in the Authorised Version "by," but "because of," di& 16, nor
their "lives unto the" death. — In 12 it is "woe to the earth and to the sea,"
not to "the inhabiters of," as in the Text. Rec. from Erasmus' Codex Reuchlini
or 1. The Complutensian editors are right so far. But the Revisers follow the
older form as in X A C P and a few cursives, and hence say, "woe for," etc.
At the end of the verse it is not mere lapse of time, which would be xpdvog,
but kaipdg or season. Erasmus' manuscript of Reuchlin had the article like A
C P and many cursives. It seems the more strange that he omitted it like N
B, and most without comment.

- In 15 the Revisers have not improved on the Authorised Version. They
might easily have done so by closing the verse with "by a river," instead of
"the stream." — They are right in giving "of Jesus" in 17, omitting "Christ,"
which has only inferior Latin support. The oldest and even the most numer-
ous juniors do not give "Christ." The Sinaitic and the Canonici 34 in the
Bodleian (98) strangely read 6¢00. It is a pretty bold step of the Revisers to
decide the question of what follows, and put what commonly stands at the
beginning of chapter 13 in the close of chapter 12, adopting "he," (not "I")
stood, without a marginal note. No doubt there is good and ancient authority
for this departure from the Text. Rec. and Authorised Version; but excellent
judges decide for the common text, and in such circumstances change
without a word of caution seems hazardous.
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In Rev. 13:1 the Revisers follow authority in "horns" and heads as against
the Vulgate and Arm. Erasmus probably had no other ground for the erro-
neous order of the Text. Rec. than, besides these, the fact of Codex Reuch-
lini; having omitted by inadvertence képata déka kai. They try to represent
€I TV K. by "on," and £mi 1a¢ K. by "upon." The received reading, answering
to "name" in the Authorised Version, is not without good support (C P, sev-
eral cursives, ancient versions, etc.); but the plural form has yet more, and
was the first printed reading in the Complutensian edition. — There are crit-
ical questions in 2, but they do not claim attention here as the Revisers raise
none in text or translation, save in their change from "seat" to "throne." — In
3 they rightly print / saw in italics, in accordance with the Complutensian edi-
tion; whereas the Reuchlin copy gave no authority to Erasmus, who ventured
to insert €idov, probably following Latin copies (and not the best). | am un-
aware of any cursive save the valuable Parham 17 (95) which reads the
word; but it was only brought from Mount Athos in 1837. £o@. is not
"wounded," as in the Authorised Version, nor yet "smitten," as in the Revised
Version, but "slain," as in both margins; but "death-stroke" well renders TTA.
100 6.

- In 4 the true reading is Tw d. 611 £3., certainly not the Erasmian conjec-
ture TOV 3. 6¢ £€d. as the Reuchlin MS. fails here. B and many cursives, how-
ever, had Tw 6¢d. Probably the Rotterdam scholar translated the Vulgate
here, and so forgot the article before é¢ouaiav following. There is an omis-
sion in the Text. Rec. followed by the Authorised Version of kai before the
second Tig, which the Revisers of course supply as amply justified. — In 5
there is considerable discrepancy as to BA., but the ordinary text has the
most ancient and best witnesses, though Lachmann adopted one shade of
difference, and Tischendorf in his seventh edition another. But surely Troifjoai
here is more than "continue," and means (as Dan. 8:24; Dan. 11:28, 30, 32
may illustrate) to do, act, work, practise, or pursue his course for 42 months.
TOAepov is a mere gloss from 7, though in B and most (as the Sinaitic has 6
BéAer), and followed in the Complutensian and Elzevir editions, not in
Erasmus, R. Stephens, etc. The Armenian version, etc., cut the knot by drop-
ping the infinitive altogether. — In 6 too the plural has higher authority than
the singular BA. But the chief change is the discarding on good ground of
"and" before the last clause; especially if with Alford we take it as in apposi-
tion with God's name and dwelling-place. The Revisers, it seems, regard it as
exegetic of the dwelling-place only. In 7 must be added "and people.”

- In 8 it is certainly "name," emphatically singular, and indeed needing
some means of expressing this, like "everyone” in the Revised Version, or
"whose name soever," as Mr. T. S. Green proposes. Whether Dean Alford's
reasoning influenced the Revisers is best known to themselves; but it is im-
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possible to admit the soundness of bringing forward 1 Peter 1:19-20 as the
same thing with our passage, for it expressly speaks of Christ foreknown be-
fore the world was founded but manifested before the end of the times. Here
there is no question of Christ purposed, — but of the name having been writ-
ten from the world's foundation in the book of the Lamb that has been slain.
To say that Rev. 17:8 is cited irrelevantly here is surely idle. Christ's death is
nowhere said to have taken place in divine counsels; it was foreknown, but
took place in time. The Lord does the things known from of old, but they are
nowhere said to have been done then. Is then the Authorised or Revised
Version happy? It seems to be equivocal, if not misleading. A comma before
"from" would have guarded the truth. The marginal note gives the right view;
from which it would appear that the majority of the Committee preferred the
wrong. The MSS. are in strange confusion as to 10. The common reading
seems to give the sense; and the margin of the Revised Version expresses it
better perhaps than the text.

- In 11 Codex Reuchlini misled Erasmus to edit in all his editions Op.
apviou (instead of dpviw) followed in R. Stephen's first and second editions,
but corrected in his third. It was right in the Complutensian edition. — Mat-
thaei edited the gloss T100¢ éuolg "my people" that dwell. — Here in 14 "by
the means of," in the Authorised Version as in other English versions, should
be "by reason of"; also "who hath" is right. And truly eccentric is the prefer-
ence with Lachmann of adtn (A C P) to aUta (X B and almost all other cop-
ies). There is little here to remark in 15, 16; but the Revisers rightly with oth-
ers strike out the first "or" of the two in 17, 1a év. 1. 6. fj TOV dp. being in ap-
position with 70 .

In Rev. 14:1 it should be "the" Lamb on preponderant authority, though
the Porphyrian uncial and at least seven cursives, etc., are known to omit the
article which the Complutensian edition as well as Erasmus followed. But the
Complutensian had better guidance in reading auto0 kai 10 6vopa, as the
Revisers translate, omitted by opoloteAeutov no doubt in Codex Reuchlini as
by Erasmus, Stephens, and Beza, so in the Authorised Version. His name
and His Father's name is right. For "written" scriptum, (yey) Erasmus had
kaiduevov, the odd error of Cod. Reuchlini. in his editions 1, 2, and 3, repro-
duced in the editions of Aldus, Cephalaeus, etc. But if the idea of "burnt,"
inustum, had been meant, the form would have been kekaupévov, not
Kaidpevov which of course means burning. — In the last clause of 2 it should
be f @. fjv... G)g, "the voice which" ... "was as," etc., on the fullest authority,
though the Text. Rec. is not without support. The Complutensian edition is
right. — Ancient as well as modern versions, like the English, misled the Au-
thorised Version here as elsewhere in "sung" for "sing," as of course it
stands in the Revised Version. But a very nice question is suggested by the

110



conflict of the witnesses: should it be "a new song," as in Rev. 5, or "as it
were" etc. as in the Authorised and Revised Versions? XBP, most cursives
and versions, omit wg, whereas some good cursives, Vulgate, etc., insert it.
As to editions Alford and Tregelles bracket the word, Erasmus, Stephens,
Beza, Elzevir, down to Lachmann adopt it, while the Complutensians, Ben-
gel, Griesbach, Heinrich, Tischendorf (finally as at first), reject it. "Purchased"
is right here, and in the following verse, as in Rev. 5:9. — The third "are" in 4,
expressed in the received text, is probably to be understood only asin X AC
P, etc.; but this makes no difference in sense. — In 5 not "guile" but "lie" is
the word. The MSS. (save A C P, 12) confirm "for," but the words "before the
throne of God" seem to have not one known Greek witness.

- In 6 "in mid-heaven" is right. But "set" or "settled" seems better than
"dwelt" for kaBnuévoug. — The anomalous Aéywyv, for Aéyovta, at the begin-
ning of 7, the Revisers try to express by "And he saith." The omission of v,
"the," before 8. sea is very doubtful, though three uncials and at least as
many cursives favour it. — The Revisers rightly omit "city," in 8, and give
"which," rather than "because," on good authority, though others not to be
despised omit both, and make a new sentence begin here. The omission of
the article as in Text. Rec. is unfounded, and due to Erasmus' carelessness,
for the Reuchlin copy before him had no such barbarism. — There is little to
note in 9, save departure from order, and in 10 the article wrongly inserted,
which may have led to ay. ayy., instead of dyy. ay. or the omission of the epi-
thet altogether, as in A, 26. etc. Is it a happy rendering to say "an eternal
gospel"? Would not "everlasting gospel" or glad tidings be better? Neither
here, nor in Rom. 1:1, nor anywhere else is the phrase anarthrous because it
had become technical, but because the object was to present it characterist-
ically, in distinction from the good news, at a special time, of God's grace or
of Christ's glory. This, true from the garden of Eden, is to be enforced by the
solemn warning of judgment at the doors. The Revisers go back to Tyndale
and the Geneva version. Did any of these appreciate its exact force? — Nor
is there more to observe in 11; but 12 shows us Wd¢, inserted before the lat-
ter clause, to get rid of an anomaly.

- From 13 "to me" should vanish, though not without the countenance of
cursives, versions, and commentators. Both Erasmus and the Complutensi-
ans endorsed it. The Revisers in the margin give the unmeaning division
which some of the ancients espoused and Wiclif expresses, and the
Rhemish. Tyndale, followed by Cranmer and the Geneva version, gave
"which hereafter dye in the lorde," i.e., die in the Lord. But this is singularly
far from the scope. On the contrary there was to be, when this epoch arrives,
no more dying in the Lord: hence their blessedness is come, rest and reward
assured. The Son of Man reaps the earth, and the vintage of unmingled
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wrath follows. It is the public award at the Lord's appearing, for those who
had laboured and suffered for Him, and with especial view to the comfort of
the saints dying in the Apocalyptic crisis. There was to be no more dying in
the Lord, but rather the blessedness of such thenceforward. "For," not "and,"
their works, etc. — But ought not the Revisers, in accordance with their prac-
tice elsewhere, as in Rev. 4:2, 4 (compared with 9, 10, and Rev. 13:1, 16,
Rev. 14:9, 11), to have said "upon,” not "on," the cloud? Cf 15, 16, in which
last no doubt the genitive is right, not the accusative nor the dative. Neither
ool nor gou is to be read in 15. — In 18 the Revisers boldly adopt 6 with A C,
"he that," etc. But whence did our authorised translators get 1fi¢ auméAou "of
the vine"? Not from Erasmus or Stephens, but from Beza who refers to
Arethas and the Complutensian edition, as well as two of his own copies and
the Vulgate — O si sic omnia. — "As far as" fairly represents a6 in 20.

5) Rev. 15, Rev. 16.

In Rev. 15:1 the Revisers give rightly "seven plagues, the last" (i.e., such
as are the last), not "the seven last plagues" as in the Authorised Version.
The reason is annexed why they were the last — because in them was fin-
ished the wrath of God. It is scarce necessary to add that "finished" is the
true rendering of €meAéaBn, not "filled up," which would answer rather to
EANPwOnN, the reading of no copy whatever. In 2 occurs again the error of
"glassy" in the Revised Version, — whereas the Authorised Version "of
glass" is correct, as pointed out in the remarks on Rev. 4:6. It is the symbolic
material in contrast with the sea of water in the temple: no longer the means
of cleansing, but the sign of fixed purity. The misrendering destroys the doc-
trine, as far as it goes, and insinuates either more sentiment or a false
thought in lieu of the truth intended. Unlike the vision of Rev. 4, this sea was
mingled with fire: those who reached it had passed through God's judicially
inflicted tribulation, as their enthroned predecessors had not (having been
caught up before it). "Them that come victorious from" is certainly more literal
and pregnant like the Greek than "them that had gotten the victory over." It is
the usual form of designating a class apart from time. But surely the marginal
"upon" or the Authorised Version "on" the glass sea is right, not the mere
"by" of the Revised Version. "On the shore" of the sea is a perversion, if the
sea refer to the temple; and it would be hard to bring in the Red Sea among
the allusions of Rev. 4. And if the Red Sea be excluded there, the beauty of
the same image here, with the characteristic difference of mingled with fire,
would be lost by including the Red Sea in it. To my mind the intention was to
show these later overcomers as distinct, not only from the twenty-four elders,
but also from the earlier martyrs of Rev. 6:9-11. If so, there is no reason from
the imagery of Rev. 4 in favour of "by" or "at" as against "on," any more than
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from Exodus 15. "Over his mark" in the Authorised Version is the Erasmian
misreading, with a few cursives, an addition opposed to all the best authorit-
ies. The Complutensian editors were right. "The" harps of gold seems to
have been the blunder of all the English versions from Wiclif to the Author-
ised Version. Certainly neither Erasmus nor the Complutensians, neither
Stephens nor yet Beza, receive the article, though given in B 2, 7, 8, 16, 29,
32, 35, 38, 39, 43, 47, 48, 50, 87, 94, 97, not to speak of Andreas and
Arethas. But there appears to be no doubt that it is an error, probably from
repeating the last syllable of the preceding word.

- It is hard to conceive why the Revisers preferred aiwvwv "ages," to
¢BvQv "nations," in the face of Jer. 10:7. No doubt the authorities are conflict-
ing; but the Old Testament allusion is evident, and the context confirms it in
the verse that follows. Probably the absurdly false reading which Erasmus
(not the Complutensians) gave against his own MS. 1, and without any
known Greek copy was due to confounding some abbreviation of seculorum
for sanctorum, as Tischendorf conjectures; as it is likely that the Revisers'
reading is due to 1 Tim. 1:17. No wonder then that Bengel, Griesbach, Hein-
rich, Scholz, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, T. S. Green, Alford,
Wordsworth, hold to éBvQv, if Westcott and Hort alone, or nearly so, prefer
aiwvwy. But should such a reading have found its way into the text of the
Revised New Testament? Surely what has been discredited by so many and
various critics of the highest eminence, on ample authority, ought not to be
brought by Cambridge influence into a work which seeks universal accept-
ance. — In 4 the pronoun is not found in the best witnesses, though in most
of the cursives etc., X 95 shifting its place. The Greek for "holy" differs in the
MSS., the best reading that which implies mercy in God (or piety in men),
and not what means separation to God. So also the Revisers rightly say "the"
nations; for they shall all come yet and pay homage before God, but this as
the fruit of the manifestation of His righteousnesses or righteous acts, not of
the gospel as now preached. The gospel of His grace calls and separates
the believer to Christ in heaven.

- It is hardly "I looked" as in the Authorised Version of 5, but "l saw," as
"behold" should vanish; for not even Erasmus' Codex Reuchlini has it and, of
course, not the Complutensian edition. — But in 6 we have the portentous
reading AiBov "a stone!" (A C 38, 39, 48, 90, 4) favoured by Lachmann and
Tregelles, as lately by the Cambridge professors, against all the other au-
thorities, though some support the plural form of linen. Ezek. 28 seems a
poor ground in the gorgeous description of Tyre's prince for the holy execut-
ors of God's last plagues. No doubt, in Rev. 19:14 the word used is (3. not A.
But this is as it should be; for angels are quite distinct from saints, however
much superstitious ignorance, never Scripture, tends to merge them to-
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gether. Here again, what were the Committee about to let the redoubtable
twain with their satellites persuade competent and independent minds into
such a vagary, or at least so questionable a word? In the editions of L., Tr.,
and of W. & H,, it is not so singular. A public work should have been better
safe-guarded. — It is "bowls" in 7 rather than "vials"; and so throughout Rev.
16, etc. — In 8 it is "finished" as in 1. It was not yet Christ coming to execute
judgment in person, and to reign righteously over the earth; but the ministers
of divine providence come out to complete the seven plagues of God's wrath
before the day of His appearing. It is no question of saints on earth drawing
near into the sanctuary (as now by the blood of Jesus in full assurance of
faith), but of none able to enter till the angels have finished their task of judg-
ment.

In Rev. 16:1 the Revisers give it literally "into," not "upon," and so in 2, 3,
4. The difference is maintained in the Greek, for it is strictly "upon" in the lat-
ter part of 2, 8, 10, 12, (of 4), 17. — In the Text Rec. of 2 it is wrongly €ig in
the latter part, but éi is unquestionable. — Near the end of 3 TG seems omit-
ted, as indeed N B P and most cursives support the commonly received text.
But A C, etc., give & which might easily be dropped. The sense is substan-
tially the same. — In 4 they say "it" became blood. — The change in 5 is
greater, and on excellent authority. "O Lord" is omitted, and "thou Holy One"
appears instead of "and shalt be." — In 6 "for" is dropped rightly. — In 7 it
should be "l heard the altar say" on first-rate authority; as no doubt "another
out of" is an interpolation due to the desire of softening so bold a figure. — In
8 "it" is probably right, rather than "him," as in the Authorised Version, which
is put in the margin. — In 9 why not "the" men? On the other hand they say
"the" God, etc. — In 10 as in 3, 4, 8, 10, 12, and 17 "angel" is excluded on
very good grounds. Of course "throne" should displace "seat."

- In 12 it is "from the sun-rising," not "of the east." The article in the Greek
is probably right. — In 16 the Revisers, like many, render "they," not "he."
Grammatically, it might be either. If "they," it is the evil spirits as instruments;
if "he," it is the One who employed them. — "Of heaven" in 17 is very doubt-
ful, though read by the later B and most cursives. — In 18 are some slight
corrections; and so there are in verses 19-21, but nothing calls for especial
mention. "A man" has ancient and excellent authority in both MSS. and Ver-
sions, "men" rather more in Greek copies; and the Revised Version gives
better the anarthrous form, as the Authorised Version would rather express
the Received Text oi @vO. with the mass of cursives. — In 30 the Greek
means, not "the mountains were not" as in the Authorised and Revised Ver-
sions, but "no mountains were," etc. It is the old feebleness, or worse, in re-
spect of the article.
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6) Rev. 17, 18.

In Rev. 17:1 por "to me" rests on the witness of a few cursives, etc. The
omission is assuredly right, and has all the higher authorities, and the mass
too. But there is conflict as to the articles in the last phrase; and Tischendorf
would not have decided against X A P, etc., which omit them, without very
good reason. C. is here defective. It seems doubtful. — But the Revisers
seem to give rightly a preterite or aoristic expression in 2 rather than a per-
fect. — In 3 it is "a," not "the," wilderness. — In 4 "precious stone." But why
in the Revision, "even the unclean things of her fornication"? No doubt the
Authorised Version renders loosely "and filthiness," etc., or rather follows the
Received Text, — which was probably only Erasmus' guess, as Codex Re-
uchlini reads T& dkdBapta with almost all witnesses, and so the Com-
plutensian editors and all the critics. — (6) "The" harlots, etc., say the Re-
visers rightly; and "of the" abominations also. This was a case, not of read-
ing, but of mistranslation in all the older English versions, save that of
Rheims. Besides, they had from Latin influence the "whoredom" or fornica-
tions of the Authorised Version margin as their text. In 6 why do the Revisers
here perpetuate the "martyrs" of the Authorised Version? They give "witness"
in Acts 22:20, and in Rev. 2:13, and of course everywhere, | believe, as in-
deed elsewhere "martyr" would be a ridiculous blunder; but why here? An
oversight it is presumed. "A" great wonder seems strange English.

- In 7 "wonder" is no doubt better retained than "marvel." The Authorised
Version erred in omitting "the" ten horns. — Erasmus too had no reason to
leave out the article at the beginning of 8, for his copy had it all right; and so
the Complutensian edition of course. But the translators rendered as if it
were there. It was a strange freak of Lachmann to edit éyéyparto on the slip
of A (éyéypatrtan), which clearly should have been yéypatral with all other
authorities, save perhaps a cursive or two. The "name" or "names" is a fair
question, as the witnesses are divided. But there is no doubt about the im-
portant correction at the end of the verse, Tmapéotar "shall come" or be
present, ¥ A B P, more than 40 cursives, etc., as in the Complutensian edi-
tion. Even Erasmus' copy had kai méapeoti as in X C W, and at least half a
dozen cursives besides; his kaimép £oTiv which crept into the Received Text,
and led to the Authorised Version, "and yet is" is simply baseless and ab-
surd. The Vulgate, like the AEthiopic, gives nothing here: so of course Wiclif
and the Rhemish, and also, strange to say, Tyndale and Cranmer. The
Geneva followed the Stephanic Text. Only some of the copies joined
TrapéoTal with Gde in 9, which last B omits and joins 1. with 6 voilc , and so
perhaps the Vulgate and the English Versions that followed it. — In 10 the
Revisers are justified, | think, in giving "they" for "there"; but are they right in
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"the" five, "the" one? They well drop the copulative after "five are fallen." —
11 is given rather better, "even he is an eighth," etc.

- So is 12 less equivocal in the Revised Version. — In 13 the Authorised
Version gave erroneously "strength" as the equivalent of é¢ouaia. It should
be "authority." — The ellipse in 14 is filled up cumbrously by the Revisers; |
doubt that any supply is needed in English, and the briefer the better, if intel-
ligible. — In 16 not "upon" but "and" the beast is the true reading and sense,
as in all known MSS., uncial and cursive, and in the ancient versions, etc.,
save a few Latin copies, and Arethas, some omitting it altogether. The truth
conveyed is of high moment; for thus it appears that the ten horns, instead of
supplanting the beast, as in the past, are in the future to join him (cf. ver. 12)
in destroying the harlot: a death-blow to the mere historicalist theory. The
empire once ruled in unity; the divided kingdoms have ruled since; never yet
has there been an imperial head guiding them all in vengeance on the harlot
of Rome, any more than the destruction of the Emperor and his satellite
kings under the Lamb and the glorified saints from heaven. (cf. Rev. 19.) If
history records the two first, prophecy bids us await the two last: to treat
these as past is trifling with scripture. It is for the beast at least a divinely ex-
ecuted and everlasting destruction, instead of being, as with the previous
empires, a providential overthrow only. Compare Dan. 7:11-12. Babylon falls
otherwise, as we have seen. — In 17 the reading of the Received Text is
found in no known manuscript 10 pn. TeAedBbn and is probably due to
Erasmus, even Andreas and Arethas refusing support. The true is oi A.
TeAeoBnoovral, but the version is unaffected substantially. — | think that the
peculiar sway of Rome is marked peculiarly in the Greek of 18, and not justly
reflected in the Authorised and Revised versions any more than in the other
older Protestant translations. Wiclif and the Rhemish cleaving to the Vulgate
are more literal, but as usual crude enough.

In Rev. 18:1 the copulative which introduces the chapter in the Received
Text and the Authorised Version is supported by some cursives and ancient
versions, and stands in the Complutensian edition as well as in those of
Erasmus; but the best authorities discard it. But GAAov, "another," omitted in
Codex Reuchlini and two or three more is read by all the uncials, the curs-
ives generally, the ancient versions, and the Greek and Latin commentators,
its it rightly appears not in the Received Text but in the Authorised Version.
— In 2 it should be "cried with a strong voice," not ioxui> @. p. as in the Re-
ceived Text without known authority, but ioxupa ¢. with the best and most. A
and many cursives and versions have émeoev "is fallen" twice, P has it thrice;
but N B, very many cursives and old versions and writers, read it but once.
There are various insertions and omissions in the copies which call for no
special notice here. "Hold"=¢. the prison where they are forcibly kept. "Foul"
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and "unclean" in the Authorised version represent dka8dptou. — In 3 occurs
a singular discrepancy among the copies. Should it be mémwkav or
mémTw(o)kav (or-aaiv)? "Drunk” or "fallen by"? Alford hesitated, Lachmann
gave the last in his lesser and the first in his larger edition, Tischendorf and
Wordsworth the first, Tregelles, Westcott and Hort the last, Bengel, Gries-
bach, and Scholz adhering to the same sense in Témwke of the Received
Text. Here again are sundry variations in the copies, omitting or inserting
strangely. "Luxury" or "wanton pride" seems better than "delicacies."

- In 4 are changes of order from that of the Received Text, but we may
leave this. — In 5 Received Text (with 33, 34, if we ftrust Alter) is
fkoAouBnoav "followed," instead of the unquestionable ékoAAnBnoav "were
joined, heaped up, clave." The Authorised and Revised Versions both give
"have reached" rather singularly. — In 6 "you" disappears for ample reason,
as does "unto her" though the Received Text has here better support. "The"
double is doubtful, even Lachmann omitting it with A B P and many cursives.
— The 61 omitted before "k." in the Received Text of 7 makes no substantial
difference in the version. — In 8 the best authorities (X*™ A B C P, about 35
cursives, good ancient versions, and ecclesiastical writers) concur in
"judged," rather than "judgeth," as in the Received Text, with several curs-
ives, etc. — In 9 "her" vanishes after "bewail" or "weep," though not without
authority; and €1’ autrv "over her" displaces ¢’ auth "for her," and again in
11. — In 12 the Revisers rightly leave out "the" merchandise (lit. lading or
cargo); they also say "stone," and correct like small blemishes in this verse
and the following 13, from which last fell out of many copies and the Re-
ceived Text kai Guwpov "and amomum," or spice, after cinnamon, no doubt
from similarity of ending. — In 14 "the splendid" instead of "goodly" are "per-
ished" rather than "departed," which is an inferior reading. — "And" should
not begin 16.

- In 17 is not kuPB. a "helmsman," or "pilot," rather than "shipmaster," as in
the Authorised and Revised Versions? NaukAnpog was rather the skipper or
shipmaster. But i TGv TTAoiov 6 6uihog "the company in ships" (Received
Text from Codex Reuchlini) is a wild departure from 6 eTi ToTTOV TTAéWV "that
saileth to a place," meaning every passenger for a place, rather than, with M.
Stuart, a coaster (i.e., one who does not go out to sea), as the last clause
embraces as many as ply the sea. — In 13 it is of course "the," not "this,"
great city. — In 19 "their" ships in the sea. The article is omitted in the Re-
ceived Text on slender ground. In 20 it should be "ye saints and" on excellent
and abundant authority, also "ye" apostles, and "ye" prophets, but certainly
not "thou" heaven, which is less correct than the Authorised "thou." But how
came the Revisers to render ékpivev "hath" judged, like the Authorised Ver-
sion? In 21 6p.= with a rush, or even "violence" as in the Authorised Version
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answers better to the usage of the Septuagint (Ex. 32:21, Deut. 28:49,
Hosea 5:10, Amos 1:11, Hab. 1:11, not to speak of the apocryphal 1 Macc.
4:8, 30; 6:33, 47), than the "mighty fall" of the Revisers. In the classical
writers it is used for "passionate feeling," or "indignation," never that | know

for a great fall. — In 22 p. is well given as "minstrels" or "singers," for it must
mean something more distinctive than "musicians." — In 23 "lamp," rather
than "candle," and assuredly "sorcery," not "sorceries." — In 24 that "have

been" slain or slaughtered. If the Hebraistic aiyata be right, rather than the
singular form, it is against the concurrence of the most ancient MSS., X A C
P, with some cursive support, etc. In Rev. 16:6 N 36. 39. support aipata but
A B C P and almost all the juniors read aipa.

7) Rev. 19.

"And" should disappear from the beginning according to the best and
fullest authority (X A B C P, thirty-five cursives, Vulgate, Memph. Syr. etc.,)
as against several cursives, Arm., Aeth., etc., followed by Erasmus, Com-
plutensian, Stephens, Beza, and Elzevir. But there is as good authority for in-
serting wg "as it were" after "I heard"; and here the Complutensian and
Elzevir differ from Erasmus, and Stephens whom the Authorised Version fol-
lowed. The ancient order too has been departed from, and the grammatical
form with perhaps not one copy by Erasmus, and so Stephens, Beza,
Elzevir, but not the Complutensian editors who adhered to the constr. ad
sens. of AeyovTiwv. kai ) iy "and honour" is an addition from preceding
ascription of praise, but not without some small support of inferior authorities
here. The Complutensian edition rightly left it out, but Erasmus followed his
Codex Reuchlini in its insertion. 100 6. Au. 6. "of our God" with the best, and
so the Complutensian, not "to" Tw as some copies and ancient versions, etc.,
still less kupiw 1. 6. AU. as in Codex Reuchlini, Erasmus, Stephens, Beza,
and Elzevir. — In 2 there is little to note, though the copies differ a good deal.
The Complutensian editors omit the article before x. as is done in the best
copies, but the Codex Reuchlini with others reads it and misled the other
early editors.

- In 3 there is yet less to say though the copies differ somewhat in form.
— The order of words in 4 also differs even in the better copies, as of forms
also. Tw Bp., | doubt not, is here more correct than 100 8p. as in the Re-
ceived Text. The Complutensian here is no better than Erasmus. The Por-
phyrian uncial has Tv Bp. — probably a mere lapse for Tw 8p. The other un-
cials give the dative, not the genitive. With the saints they have the accusat-
ive, as in chap. 4 and 20; with God or Christ, the accusative the first time as
in Rev. 4:2, and Rev. 20:11 (as in Rev. 14:14, and Rev. 19:11 also) the gen-
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itive or the dative afterwards, and not without a distinction. — The Sinaitic is
very wrong in reading the plural in 5 "voices" for "a voice"; as the common
text ék is superior to amo in A B C, five-and-twenty cursives, etc., some of
which add the further error of changing 6p. into oUpavod. Then Tw 6. is sup-
ported by the best copies against Tov 8. as in many cursives followed by
Erasmus, the Complutensian, etc. kai before oi ¢. wants the excellent au-
thority of X C P, but it has the very large support of A B, perhaps all the curs-
ives and ancient versions. "Both" should vanish before "small," as in the
Complutensian against Erasmus and those that went in his wake with Codex
Reuchlini, etc. Compare Rev. 11:18, which confirms the copulative in the first
case, not in the last.

- In 6 the Complutensian edition has w¢ "as it were," after fAk. not
Erasmus though his own copy has it corrected in red above. A Vienna curs-
ive (36) has it after ¢. The best copies give it, and of course before ¢.; and
so the Complutensian, Stephens, Beza, Elzevir. Singular to say, Lachmann
omitted the second "as" with A and a few cursives, contrary to all other au-
thority. Aey. is only a question of form — ovTag, — ovTeg, or — ovTwy, as in
the Complutensian, which last has the best authority, the others arising from
desired smoothness. The Revisers are here obliged to content themselves
like the Authorised Version, with "reigneth" for éBaciAeucev. In Rev. 11:17
they have "didst reign" for "hast reigned" of the Authorised Version. It is not
easy to convey in English its aoristic force; and such a case may have misled
our old translators into a lower view of its meaning than is just. To represent
it always in English as a simple preterite is a delusion. "Our" is lacking in the
last clause of the Received Text, and hence in the Authorised Version,
through Erasmus and the Codex Reuchlini, though not alone, for even A and
others omit it. But there is ample proof for it.

- In 7 there is little but difference of form to note, as in 8 change of order.
— In 9 copies strangely insert and omit, and shuffle; but such minute points
are not my present object. — In 10 there is little textual to remark. The chief
matter is that the best copies omit o0 before the first ‘I, where Erasmus is
right, not Stephens, Beza, or Elzevir; and so before the second where the
Complutensian joins them, with undoubtedly much cursive support, but not
the best authority. It may be here noticed that the meaning of the last clause
is to affirm that the Spirit of prophecy (not merely the Spirit in the apostolic
epistles, but in the Revelation also) is the witness of Jesus. This might, from
its Old Testament character, have been otherwise doubted. The prophecy
too is His testimony; it is very different from the gospel, but it is His witness
none the less. And further, it seems an assumption that it is a testimony to
Him; for this would be either the dative in Greek (as in English), or the genit-
ive after Trepi as a regular rule. It is the testimony Jesus is rendering in the
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book, whoever may receive or repeat it. Compare Rev. 1:2, Rev. 12:17.
Tischendorf says that Lachmann omits kaAoUuevog (11), but it is only so in
his earlier small edition (not in his later) with A etc. Indeed some of the best
Latin copies add "vocatur" to "vocabatur," as Tregelles edits the Vulgate; and
so it stands in Buttmann's contribution to the larger work.

- In 12 Lachmann agrees with the Received Text and Authorised Version
in reading wg "as" with A, many cursives, and versions. The Revisers rightly
discard this on ample grounds; and give "diadems" rather than "crowns."
Tischendorf in his latest edition rejected his own previous yielding to B, five
and twenty cursives, Septuagint, etc., in the addition of évéuara yeypapuéva
kai as in the Complutensian also. The Sinaitic is too careless here to weigh
much; the Alexandrian and Porphyrian preserve the true text; C here fails. —
In 13 the vesture dipped in or sprinkled with blood marks Him as coming in
vengeance, as in Isaiah 63, which it is utter unintelligence to apply to His
own blood. He is the holy Avenger, as once the spotless Lamb. The Hebrew
of Isaiah strengthens the value of "sprinkled"; but the Septuagint is little or no
help. The MSS. fluctuate painfully. XP™ has Trepipepappévov which Origen
and the Latins confirm; P 36 pepavtiouévov — The majority with A B support,
in the Received Text, Befau. So reads the Complutensian, and kaAegitai like
Erasmus; but the best have kékAntai (NP™ kekAnTo being a slip).

- In 14 the article repeated before év is omitted by X B and many curs-
ives, (to which the last syllable preceding probably contributed), as in
Erasmus, Stephens, and Beza; but it appears in A P and many cursives as in
the Complutensian and Elzevir, which the Revisers rightly prefer. "The
armies that are in heaven" are the same glorified saints who had been in
Rev. 17:14 described as oi per’ altod, not angelic but saintly, as is plain also
from what follows; they were clothed in Buooivov, fine linen, white, pure.
Compare Rev. 15 where angels are said to be arrayed in linen (Aivov), or if
we believe the Revisers with "stone" (AiBov) pure, bright; a still farther re-
move from the clothing of the saints. — In 15 the only notable change is the
exclusion of kai "and" before "wrath" which the Received Text had with most
from Erasmus' Codex Reuchlini, and a few others, Andr. in some copies,

contrary to all the rest and the Complutensian edition. — In 16 the article is
wrongly in T. R. from Erasmus downwards before "name"; but all English
have rightly "a" name, perhaps from the Complutensian. — In 17 the Re-

visers have rightly "birds" rather than "fowl," and "mid-heaven," for "the midst
of heaven." But the change of moment is "the great supper of God," on the
authority of X A B P, more than 35 cursives, and most ancient versions, etc.,
instead of "the supper of the great God" as in the Received Text from
Erasmus (not the Complutensian) following Codex Reuchlini and a few oth-
ers.
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- In 18 the Uncials exhibit all three possible forms after £mi, genitive B P
and most, dative N, accusative A and a few followed by Lachmann. Our Au-
thorised Version prints "both" in italics, following the Received Text, which
was due to Erasmus. But the Complutensian had t¢ rightly with the best and
most which warrant "both." But the e after pikpdv "small" is not read by the
more ancient, though in B and more than thirty juniors which the Com-
plutensian edition follows, not Erasmus or the Received Text. — In 19 Lach-
mann with A and a few cursives has the strange "his" for "their" armies. It
may be a mere slip from the end of the verse. The article should be heeded
before 1. "war," the or their war, though the Received Text after Erasmus
and the Complutensian is not without support (1. 6. etc.) and lately the Por-
phyrian uncial.

- In 20 the reading of Erasmus and so of the Received Text is peta .
which is not so good Greek as per’ aut. but makes no sensible difference in
English. It rests on 1. 49. etc., against all of value. Tischendorf in his eighth
edition abandons 6 pet’ aUT. as in B, many cursives, etc., for yet’ adt. 6 as in
N P, etc. The reading in A 41 Cop. is a blunder oi pyer’ adrt. 6. and still more
in 34. oi per’ auT. WeudoTrpoiiTal, "the false prophets with him." The article
should be expressed before "miracles" or rather "signs"; but it as in the Re-
ceived Text should disappear before 8. at the close, though the Codex Re-
uchlini was not alone in misleading Erasmus. Is it correct to say with the Re-
visers as well as the Authorised Version that "had" received etc.? His deceiv-
ing was not after, but before, they received the mark of the beast. B and
most correct the solecism of 8 A P, etc. v A. 100 . Tig K. which Lach-
mann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Alford adopt. — In 21 how strange too
that Erasmus in his first and second editions should not have 100 (right in his
MS.) before kaBnuévou. In his fifth edition it is corrected. The true reading is
¢¢eAd. (X A B P and almost if not all known authorities;) ékmrop. "goeth" or
"proceedeth" was Erasmus' guess, perhaps founded on the Vulgate, but con-
trary to his MS., Codex Reuchlini. The Complutensian is right, not Steph. nor
Beza.

8) Rev. 20.

The Revisers in 1 have rightly "coming," not "come," as in the Authorised
Version, and "abyss" as before for "bottomless pit," here and in verse 3. Eng-
lish idiom perhaps requires "in" his hand, rather than "upon" literally. The an-
gel was seen in vision with the chain hanging on his hand. — In 2 "the" old
serpent is more correct than the demonstrative "that," a not infrequent fault in
the Authorised Version. But would not "who" be better than "which" follow-
ing? "For" completes the sense before "a thousand years." — In 3 aUTtév
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"him" has such slender authority after €kA. that all critics feel bound to ex-
punge the word, and translators rightly supply "it" as after "sealed." The cop-
ulative rightly disappears before p. 1. which should be distinguished from the
singular form, as the Revisers do in Rev. 7:1, 9 (the only true case in the
book); elsewhere it is plural, but even so the Revisers might have held to uni-
formity with advantage save in that case.

- In 4. even here Wiclif, Tyndale, Cranmer, as well as the versions of
Geneva and Rheims, give "seats," instead of "thrones," most incongruously.
Would not a semicolon have been preferable to a comma after "the word of
God"? For the Seer has before him two classes of sufferers in the disembod-
ied state, and there the dividing line is marked by a change of construction.
The colon is all right after "unto them" in the earliest part of the verse; be-
cause these were already changed and had followed the Lord in glorified
bodies out of heaven, as seen in Rev. 19:14, and consequently were de-
scribed as seated upon thrones. The saints who were slain after the transla-
tion of those symbolised by the twenty-four elders might seem to have lost
all. They were too late for the rapture to heaven, and they do not survive till
the Lord appears in glory to introduce His kingdom over the earth. And a dis-
tinction answering to the two classes of martyrs described in our verse had
been laid down when the first of the two were seen at an early point of the
Apocalyptic visions, the souls of those that had been slain for the word of
God and for the testimony which they held. To their cry, "How long?" it was
said that they should rest yet for a time, until both their fellow-servants and
their brethren that were about to be killed as they should be fulfilled. Thus the
second class is anticipated in verse 11, where the first are seen to have
poured out their lives under the altar. In our verse they both are seen still to
be in the separate state, the earlier and the later martyrs of the Apocalyptic
period; "and they lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years." They
therefore lost nothing by being slain, whether those before the beast was
manifested or those after that apostate power persecuted to death in all vari-
ety of antagonism to God and His saints. They now lived and reigned with
Christ before the thousand years began, no less than the glorified assessors
with Christ who knew the resurrection of life before either suffered. The glori-
ous position of the Old and the New Testament saints in general appears in
those previously seated on thrones. It was unnecessary to say that they lived
and reigned, seeing that there they were long before risen, caught up to
heaven, and are now seated on thrones when the world-kingdom of our Lord
and His Christ was evidently come. The needed assurance is given in the
later clauses for those who only appeared and suffered after the rapture and
before Christ's reign on His own throne. Compare Rev. 3:21. These too had
His portion. As He died, lived, and will reign; so they too had been slain for
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His sake and now reign with Him, as do all saints from the beginning. And all
are brought in one way or another into this verse, which does contemplate
these special martyrs, but leaves room in its first clauses before the Revisers'
colon for all the saints who had gone before, martyrs or not.

May | add that one could hardly conceive, if one did not know, interpreters
so benighted as to suppose that "judgment was given to them" means that
these saints were judged? No believer comes into judgment, but in the risen
state all are destined to judge the world. How strange that orthodox men
should blot this out! To make it the same as Eph. 2:6, a present reign of the
saints, is to confound prophecy with doctrine and lose all the special truth of
the reign with Christ; as it is an utter mistake to take wuxag of bodies and ap-
ply tretr. to all sorts of martyrdom. Every word seems in my judgment to con-
vey the truth of what is abundantly set forth elsewhere — a resurrection not
merely of dead persons, but also "from among" the dead. All must rise, un-
just as well as just, but not all together, which is taught nowhere in Scripture,
but rather what denies it. Christ rose from out of dead persons: so will the
saints at His coming, leaving the rest of the dead undisturbed in their graves.
And such is the plain teaching of 5. They await the resurrection of judgment,
instead of rising from the dead a thousand years before to judge the world
according to the wonderful purpose of God for the earth, before the judgment
of the wicked dead and the eternal scene. What can be more emphatic than
the words, "This is the first resurrection"? It is not the vision, but the explana-
tion of it, not the riddle, but the solution. Indeed it is remarkable what plain
language the Spirit uses here, which men have wished to allegorise.

But | turn from exposition to the less genial task of criticism. The Revisers
like others have rightly omitted "But" at the beginning. — In 6 we have words
which correspond admirably with the apostle's earnest desire in Phil. 3:11,°
which would be unaccountable if there be only a general resurrection when
all rise simultaneously. "Blessed and holy is he that hath part" in it. There
seems no escape from this but the desperate expedient of explaining it to
mean some present Christian privilege, or a future state of Christendom, as
many divines have done. The former idea is perilously near those who taught
that the resurrection is past already; the latter is the unworthy dream of glory
on the earth for the church without Christ, instead of contentment in suffering
with Him and waiting to be glorified together. Almost all the witnesses read
"reign" in the future. The Alexandrian alone here commits the blunder of the

® The Bishop of Durham in loco (p. 151, Fourth edition) admits of course that the vulgar
reading is wrong, and that the true is the final [but why final?] resurrection of the righteous
to a new and glorified life. And then he speaks of "the general resurrection whether good
or bad," which is a mere tradition opposed to Scripture. 1 Cor. 15 speaks only of the
saints. There are two special resurrections, not one general.
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present tense, though it is really more inexcusable in Rev. 5:10, where it had
too many companions, which misled the Revisers. Here they rightly join the
Authorised Version. In 7 there is little or nothing to note. — In 8 the Revisers
say "to the war," rather than "to battle," the reading of auTtGv, omitted in the
Received Text, not affecting the version. — So in 9 "over" is more correct
than "on." There is no need to add "about" after "compass," or surround.
"From God" is questionable, and probably imported from elsewhere, though
many authorities insert the words as in the Received Text.

- In 10 "both" the beast, etc., should be there, though the Sinaitic omits.
— In, 11 the order in the Received Text is not the best, but the Authorised
Version has not suffered; nor in the reading auto0 for the better autodv, the
difference of which has been already before us. The insertion of 100 is right,
but so are all versions. — In 12 it should be "the great and the small," as in
the Complutensian edition and the Revised Version, though some good cop-
ies favour "the small and the great." It is curious that all the other early Greek
editions are wrong, all the early English versions right before the Authorised
Version, save in omitting the article. But the omission of the articles in the
phrase as in the Received Text has no support from any known manuscript.
More than a dozen cursives omit the entire phrase, among them Erasmus'
copy, Codex Reuchlini. Before "the throne" should supplant "God," which has
trifling authority. Forms and order slightly vary from the Received Text, but
do not affect the sense. — The critics from good copies improve the order
twice in 13, but there is nothing to show in the rendering. — The only remark-
able change in 14 is the addition at the end of "the lake of fire" on ancient
and ample evidence.

- In 15 there is no change of reading to note, but the Revised Version is
simpler than the Authorised Version. We may observe that here (11-15) it is
not a judgment of the quick, as far as the nations. are concerned, as in the
end of Matt. 25. Hence no question is raised how they treated the King's
messengers, His brethren, who are to go out yet, ere the close of this age,
and test the sheep and the goats according to the figure in the Gospel. Here
it is a judgment of the dead, "the rest of the dead" left by the resurrection of
the righteous, with the addition of the wicked devoured by divine judgment
after Satan's last muster of the unrenewed Gentiles (7-9). Not a trace of a
saint is seen in the dead before the great white throne. They had to answer
in judgment for their sins, and not one is said to have been found written in
the book of life; and no wonder, for it is the resurrection of judgment.
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9) Rev. 21:1-8.

It is well that in the Revised Version the first eight verses form a separate
section. Nowhere in the book is such a division more imperatively called for,
though probably even the Revisers themselves do not all appreciate the im-
portance of their own arrangement, which tends to guard the reader from
confounding the eternal state with the millennial to the loss of their marked
distinctiveness. For as Rev. 20 gave us the thousand years, during which on
the one hand Satan seduces no more and on the other the risen saints reign
with Christ, as the power and pride of man were put down at the beginning,
so the last uprising of the nations when Satan is loosed at the end will come
to nought, and heaven and earth depart, and God will judge the secrets of
men by Jesus Christ the Lord.

After this judgment of the dead a new heaven and a new earth are seen,
for the first were gone away, and the sea, it is said, exists no more: a most
weighty contrast with the world that now is, and also with the world as it is to
be during the thousand years. Vegetable and animal life could not be without
the sea, unless by a perpetual miracle which would be absurd. The sea is the
greatest of separating barriers for the nations, as it represents the restless
masses of mankind not subject to regular government. Then heaven and
earth is in everlasting order and harmony, all the wicked being consigned to
the lake of fire, and God all in all (1 Cor. 15:28). Hence in these verses we
have neither nations nor kings any longer; whereas we have both, and a
state of things, however new and blessed, suited to both, in the section that
begins with verse 9 down to Rev. 22:5. But this is really retrogressive; when
the Lamb is put forward prominently, and the governmental relation of the
Bride, the Lamb's wife (the holy and heavenly city having the glory of God),
to the nations and kings of the earth. In short, as we may see more when we
come to the later section, it is as clearly millennial, as the previous short sec-
tion now before us is post-millennial, when provisional dealings have no
more place, and all is fixed for ever.

Hence there is an absoluteness of blessing in 3, 4, and a universal extent,
strikingly distinct from the beautiful picture of the favoured complement out of
all nations on the earth looking to the reign of Christ in Rev. 7:15-17. Here it
is a question of "men," and God Himself with them, tabernacling with them
(not merely spreading His tabernacle over them), and they His people (or
peoples) and He with them, their God. Nor is it only every tear wiped by Him
from their eyes, but death no more and mourning and crying and pain no
more, the first things being gone away and all things made new, which is but
relatively true of the millennium. So all the wicked are seen to have their part
in the lake of fire, which cannot be till the thousand years are over. The dis-
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tinctive traits point therefore unmistakably here, not in the vision that follows,
to the eternal state, of which Scripture says little, but that little full of pregnant
instruction.

In 1 amijABov (or — av) is right, not TTapAABe as in the Compl. edition as
well as the Received Text following Codex Reuchlini and a few other curs-
ives. The true reading is more energetic. The last clause is singularly
tampered with in the Alexandrian uncial, "I saw the sea no more," which is
quite short of the truth conveyed. So Dusterdieck is all wrong in talking about
a new sea, for the text clearly distinguishes "the sea" from what is said of the
first heaven and the first earth. — In 2 is one of those unseemly additions for
which Erasmus appears to be responsible, following no known Greek copy
but the Clementine edition and inferior manuscripts of the Vulgate. For the
more ancient Latin copies (Am. Demid. Fuld. Tol. etc.) reject "I John" with N
ABP, more than forty cursives, and all or nearly all the ancient versions. And
so also for putting kaivrjv at the end, not the beginning, of the phrase, which
would perhaps admit of the marginal rendering of the Revised Version,
though the text seems to me correct as in the Authorised Version. "Out of
heaven from God" is the true order, though P 1.49. 79. and other cursives
support the Received Text and the Authorised Version. It was not earthly, but
"out of heaven;" it was not of human source, but divine, "from God;" and,
what is noticeable (though the marriage was recorded not here but in Rev.
19 more than a thousand years before), "made ready as a bride adorned for
her husband."

- In 3, consequent on the descent of the holy city, a great voice is heard
out of the "heaven" (or "throne"). It is hard to decide, and ought not to be
closed up, as in the Revised Version, without even a marginal note, that
some ancient authorities support the former, B P, almost all the cursives, and
the ancient versions (save the Vulgate and margin of the Armenian as)
against ¥ A 18. and the exceptions just stated. "The tabernacle of God [is]
with men," His presence in the church now glorified and come down for the
eternal state; and thus God will tabernacle (not "over" but) "with" them. On
general principles we can say that men are changed thus to have God dwell-
ing with them. "Peoples" is the reading of X A 1.79.92. and perhaps others;
but the mass, with B P and the old versions, supports, as in the Com-
plutensian edition, the singular, which Tischendorf thinks more probably an
emendation. It appears to me that attoi might rather influence a scribe in fa-
vour of the plural and thus bring in the various reading. Tischendorf also
omits with N B, more than thirty cursives and several ancient versions, etc.,
Be0¢ auTWy or auT. 0. and so the Complutensian edition, Tregelles, Westcott,
and Hort.
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- In 4 the Received Text, with A 1. etc., adds "God," but authority in gen-
eral omits, as well as amm’ alT@v in B and some fifteen cursives. Before 8av.
N and a few cursives etc. read no article, the effect of which would be to say
"there shall be no death more," not "death shall be no more," as with the art-
icle in A B P and most. It is strange that 6T should be left out of the last
clause, and that Tregelles should cite XP™ as omitting it, for there it is, but
not the previous £T1, by an obvious slip, with the strange blunder of Tpépara
for TpTa. Even Alford and Tregelles bracket 611, and Tischendorf accepts,
as Lachmann, and Westcott and Hort reject it. But this is a narrow line for the
Revised Version without a note to the reader that the mass of authority is op-
posed to A P, and some old Latin copies, though Am. and Fuld. may be
doubted. — In 5 &mi Tw O. is right and best supported against 100 6. as in the
Received Text. The dative best expresses proper and permanent relation-
ship. The variety is great as to k. 1. avra, as it should be. "To me" is ques-
tionable; though NP, most cursives and versions sustain it. "Faithful and
true" is best supported.

- In 6 discrepancy again abounds. "It is" (as in the Received Text), or
"they are" (A etc.), "done"; or "I am become," as in X B P, etc. Yet the best
supported reading which the Complutensian edition adopted is intrinsically
the worst. The first seems to be only formed by Erasmus according to the
Vulgate. The second appears to be right. The omission of €iui or insertion of
aUTw is scarce felt in translation. — In 7 "these" (not "all") things hardly can
be questioned: so good is the authority. It is rather God's everlasting glory in
Christ than the special glory of reigning with Christ, the Heir of all things, the
final unchanging blessedness of the redeemed, each overcomer having God
his God, and he His son, where the article is quite wrong. — In 8 the Re-
ceived Text fails to give the article, though in Codex Reuchlini Erasmus
ought to have seen it written above in red. The better authorities (X A P,
some cursives, and old versions, etc.) support Erasmus and the Received
Text (as against the Complutensian edition, Griesbach, Scholz, with B, very
many cursives, and other ancient versions, etc.) in omitting kai auapTwAoIg,
"and sinners." The emphatic form is right in the last clause, where Codex Re-
uchlini misled Erasmus, etc., and P has only "death." No; it is exactly not
death merely because of sin as in Eden at the beginning, nor destructive
judgments on the earth as in the past or the future; but now at the end "the
second death," because of grace and truth fully come yet rejected, despised,
or corrupted. God is not mocked. If life in Christ be refused, all ends in end-
less separation and wrath from God; their part is in the lake that burneth with
fire and brimstone.
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10) Rev. 21:9-27.

The words "unto me" in 9 are rightly struck out as having no known au-
thority in Greek MSS. Erasmus' Codex Reuchlini opposes the learned editor
himself who ventured to father them. The Complutensian editors (save in 1
John 5:7-8) adhered to their witnesses, such as they were; and of course
here the words do not appear. The Armenian Version has the words, and
also Lips.4 as the first of the three Latin versions of the Apocalypse in the
Univ. Library of Leipzig is designated. "Quibus ergo (says C. F. Matthaei, x.
303, ed. Rigae, 1785) Codicibus nititur Trpé¢ pue Responsio apud Wetstenium
in promptu est. Scilicet Codd. 1. 3. 5. 6. 13. 14. 15. Et qui semper Erasmo in-
terroganti respondent; 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 28. Ergo omnino XIII. Cujus ergo hi
recensionis sunt? Roterodamensis credo, aut Basileensis." It may be bitterly
ironical but is too true. Did Erasmus know of Armenian or Lips.4? If not, the
same root of imagination bore the same wild fruit. In the Complutensian edi-
tion ék 1. @y. is rightly given, omitted not without the support of a few cursives
by Erasmus, etc., down to the Received Text, but not affecting our versions.
One cannot be surprised that copyists softened the solecism of TQV
yopovtwy in 8P™ A P. 12. 19. etc. into TV yepouowv as in K™ and as this
was unsatisfactory into 1a¢ yepoUoag (as in 1. 7. etc.) or yey. without Tag, as
in B, and at least twenty-two cursives, etc., and so the Complutensian. B.
and many omit T@v before €mta. The copies greatly vary in the order of the
last words. But "the bride the wife of the Lamb" has the best authority, and
the substantial sense is the same.

- In 10 "the great" should disappear, though Codex Reuchlini misled
Erasmus, Complutensian editors, etc., not without six or more other cursives,
and all the copies of Andreas' Comm. The manuscripts differ slightly as to
the last words, but all the edd. are right, and so the versions, unless one ex-
cept Wiclif, who has "from heume of God." — In 11 there is no copulative be-
fore 6 @. save in a few cursives and versions, which misled Erasmus etc.,
and the Authorised Version. The best authorities have it not. But Erasmus
does give w¢ AiBw though wanting in Codex Reuchlini and other cursives,
etc. — In 12 one cannot be surprised that Erasmus did not follow Codex Re-
uchlini, in €xouoa Te. But critics generally adhere to the solecism without Te
as read in the best copies, and largely. Codex Sinaitic has the strange €xovTi
in the first place, and &€xovtag (corr. £€xoucaq) in the second, where the best
also give that correction as their text, and Erasmus again gave &xouaoav.
Lachmann alone of editors was bold enough to leave out "and at the gates
twelve angels," a mere omission through similar ending in the Alexandrian, a
few Latin copies, and the later Syriac. Some of the Latin commentators,
through a slip of copyists, were actually led to imagine "angles" for "angels."
And many and ancient copies support the addition of évéuata (with or
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without 1d) in the last clause, which misled Lachmann, Matthaei, Tregelles
(bracketed in his ed. N.T.), Alford (bracketed), and Tischendorf till his last or
eighth edition. The latest criticism returns to the reading of Erasmus and the
Complutensians, the common text in short, as represented in X P 1. 37. 39.
47.49. 51.79. 91. 96. etc., save that TGv should vanish before ui®v on good
and full authority as against 1. 7. etc., a few giving 100, and others omitting.

- In 13 Codex Reuchlini and Latin copies led Erasmus, etc., to omit kai
three times, but the Complutensian is right. — In 14 Erasmus departed from
Exwv in 1, which is also read in A B P and several cursives, for éxwv as in
most with K™ (8P™ omitting like the Aeth.) But it is doubtful if any MS. au-
thorises év auToic as in Erasmus, Stephens, Beza, (1. like 7. omitting kai &v
auToi¢ probably due to the Vulgate, but the margin of 1. adding in red kai £’
aut®v). The Received Text from Erasmus also omits dwdeka, "twelve, "be-
fore "names," though it stands in the margin of 1. The Complutensian is cor-
rect. — Erasmus followed 1. (which has other support) in dropping pétpov in
15, though there can be no doubt of its genuineness; and so all critics. — In
16 Codex Reuchlini is defective, for it has not kai 10 pfikog aluTiig doov TO
TAGTOG. Hence Erasmus seems to have translated from the Vulgate k. 1. p.
a. Tooo0ToV €aTiv 6oov kai 1. TTA. N displaces the first words. The Com-
plutensian edition has oTtadioug, and so A B and most, with Elzevir. But
Erasmus etc., gave otadiwyv, and so X P 1, etc. — In 17 there is nothing that
calls for our notice. — In 18 Av of the Received Text has large support, but is
left out by the best, though Codex Sinaitic.”™ omits f; and reads the substant-
ive verb. 6uoiov (Compl.) displaces opoia as in 1. etc., as it has by far the
best and most witnesses. — At the beginning of 19 kai stands in 1. 7. and
many more, and so in the Received Text, as well as the Complutensian, but
not in the best MSS., or even the oldest Latin.™

%1t may interest the reader to know that the most learned of modern or indeed ancient
writers, in the Natural History of Precious Stones, avows his wonder at the arrangement of
the twelve foundation courses of the New Jerusalem. Notoriously it differs wholly from that
of the High Priest's breast-plate, or Rationale as the Latins strangely render the Aoygiov or
mepioTBiov. "Instead of this St. John has most ingeniously disposed of them according to
their various shades of the same colour, as the following list will demonstrate, taking them
in order from the bottom upwards." ... "So minute an acquaintance with the nicest shades
of colour of the precious stones will more forcibly impress the reader, if he should attempt
to arrange from memory, and by his own casually acquired knowledge alone, twelve gems,
or even half that number, according to their proper tints. The 'sainted seer' alludes in other
passages ... in a very technical manner" [iv. xxi: 11] ... "Such allusions display that exact
knowledge of particulars only possessed by persons either dealing in precious stones or
from other circumstances obliged to have a practical acquaintance with their nature, which
could never have been found in a Galilean fisherman, unless we choose to cut the knot of
the difficulty with the ever ready sword of verbal inspiration." O the helplessness of unbe-
lief in a man, however able, when he surrenders the true secret of holy writ!
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-In 20 X A B P and about 25 cursives have capdiov for — og as in
Erasmus, the Complutensian etc., with many cursives. Other shades of dif-
ference may be left. — But in 21 how came Erasmus to give us diag@avig in-
stead of the true reading diauyng in 1. and forty more cursives, etc., as well
as the uncials X A B P? — Was it not odd of a scholar like Lachmann to edit
after A 6 before vaog auTiic in 22?7 The last clause proves that it could not be
correct Greek; and apart from this to make it not a predicate but reciprocal
has no just sense. — In 23 év is not in 1. and many other juniors, beside NP™
A B P, etc. Erasmus probably followed the Vulgate. But the Complutensian
has it, and several cursives, as well as X®™ Some have aU0trjv. — But in 24
there is the serious error in the Received Text of Tlv cwlopévwy in accord-
ance with the Codex Reuchlini. Probably it is due to some Greek comment
as in Cramer's (Cat. P. Gr. vi. 577, Oxon. 1840, though 1é& pév o0v cwlopeva
£€0vn does not justify the confusion of the received text. And such | see is the
opinion of Matthaei (x. 198) who cites a scholium of Andreas, which Tischen-
dorf borrows. év (1. omits) Tw @., as in the Received Text, should be dia 1, ¢.
on the amplest evidence; and kai TAv TPV, though edited by the Com-
plutensians as well as Erasmus, and not without more support than they
knew, should disappear on better testimony. No doubt the words were impor-
ted from verse 26, which furnishes itself no other occasion for remark, save
that Codex Reuchlini leaves it out altogether. — In 27 Erasmus found koivwyv
in his copy, which he changed into koivoOv without authority, and so it went
on to the Received Text. The Complutensian had the true reading koivov as
in X A B P, and the mass of cursives etc. TToio0v is in 1. etc., but — Qv is
fully justified.

11) Rev. 22:1-5.

In 1 "pure” is rightly expunged as an expletive added by several cursives
and other authorities, and, as adopted by Erasmus from the Reuchlin copy,
current in the received text, but not in the great uncials, X A B P (C being
here as often defective) as well as in some thirty juniors and most of the old
versions. — The first clause of 2 is connected singularly by the Revisers with
verse 1: "out of the throne of God and of the Lamb, in the midst of the street
thereof." Of course it is possible grammatically; and, if allowed, it would
strengthen De Wette's severance of Tol Trotapod from év y. and connection
of it only with évt. kai évt. But it seems a strange and poor conclusion to the
grand picture of the river of life proceeding out of the throne. That no version
is known to us generally as favourable to such a construction is serious,
when one considers the responsibility of a Revision intended for ordinary
use, and not merely what an individual or two might suggest to students. Is it
not going beyond the limits of what is fair, especially if it were the impression
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of a few men confident in their own judgment and ready in overthrowing the
pleas of others?

Let me suggest the spiritual propriety as in my opinion confirming here the
rendering hitherto and everywhere approved. The beautiful truth is laid down
in the opening verse that at the epoch intended the throne is now styled the
throne of God and the Lamb. It was not so before He came to reign; it will not
be so when He delivers up the kingdom to God even the Father, when God
(Father, Son, and Holy Ghost) shall be all in all. And out of what is now first
called the throne of God and the Lamb proceeds a river of life bright as crys-
tal, the full unhindered power of enjoying that life eternal which the believer
has here in utter weakness and with manifold hindrances. Such is its source,
character, and time.

Then follows in verse 3 the weighty and interesting communication, that in
the midst of the street or broadway of the heavenly city and of the river, on
this side and on that, was the tree of life according to the promise of Christ in
Rev. 2:7. The paradise of God coalesces with the now Jerusalem. Life's tree
producing twelve fruits, each month yielding its fruit, not merely on either side
of the river, but in the midst of the street, points to the accessibility as well as
full and varied supply of bounteous refreshment — this spiritually for the fa-
voured on high. The leaves of the tree are for the healing of the nations, here
again pointing to the administration of the fulness of the seasons, when God
will in Christ sum up all things, or put them all under His headship, the things
in the heavens and the things on the earth — in Him in whom also we ob-
tained inheritance. For the characteristic of that day will not be either the
earth alone, or the heavens alone, but both, the scene of blessing and glory,
and this in suited measure of character: the heavens supremely and abso-
lutely, evil thence expelled for ever and never more to recur; the earth filled
with glory in a form and measure adapted to a scene where not curse but
blessing reigns in righteousness, even if a final uprising of the nations be in
store at the end, when Satan is let loose once more to seduce, before the
white throne judgment of the wicked raised for their everlasting doom. But
under the reign of Christ the coexistence is plain of the heavens and the
earth with their suited inhabitants and in due order to the glory of God.
Hence, as we see, whatever be on high, the leaves of the tree for the healing
of the nations. Where weakness was still, remedial grace was not wanting.
The nations had the leaves, not a word for them about the fruits.

As an instance of the danger of speculation, through ignorance of the true
bearing of these scriptures, let me call attention to the late Dean Alford's note
on the end of 21 to which his comment on Rev. 22:2 refers us. "There may
be, — | say it with all diffidence, — those who have been saved by Christ
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without ever forming a part of his visible organised Church." Of course, if he
meant, when the church is glorified above, at Christ's appearing and king-
dom, the kings and nations of the earth form no part evidently of that higher
object of divine mercy; why he should speak with diffidence of this, if it be all
that is meant, is hardly intelligible. All that look with ordinary intelligence for
Christ's coming to introduce the kingdom of God over the earth, assert this
without hesitation; and as Alford so believed, it is scarce accountable that he
should adopt shyness so unusual. Can he by some confusion of mind have
meant that people have been saved by Christ without ever forming a part of
it, while the church has been on the earth? "And so perhaps some light may
be thrown on one of the darkest mysteries of redemption." | cannot compre-
hend such language in juxta-position, unless this last be his thought. If so, it
is groundless, false, and mischievous; and the whole connection unjustifi-
able. Not a word is said about the salvation of these nations (T@v cw(. in 24
being notoriously spurious and even absurd); and "the mysteries" of God, be-
ing now revealed by Christ, and since redemption especially, are in no wise
"dark." But the question raised is never in Scripture treated as a "mystery" at
all, but as a plain and solemn warning to conscience in contradiction of the
Dean's imaginary "light." "The darkest mysteries of redemption" are to a
scripturally instructed mind a monstrosity.

It reminds one of the no less unhappy language on 1 Peter 3:19-20,
which he applies, like the mass of men who do not understand the gospel, to
Christ's preaching in His disembodied state to the disembodied spirits that
refused God's voice at the flood! which, he says, "throws blessed light on
one of the darkest enigmas of divine justice, the cases where the final doom
seems infinitely out of proportion to the lapse which has incurred it." And then
he even goes on to limit that it would be presumption in us to limit its occur-
rence or its efficacy! If | had not spoken plainly of such perilous language
during the writer's life, | might scruple to denounce it now that he is gone.
The true inference to be drawn by every intelligent reader is that men of
learning are peculiarly liable, if not solidly built up in the truth of Christ, to be
carried away by appearances of erudition, especially if they plume them-
selves on superior honesty, which is often no more at bottom than a rash
confidence in themselves and contempt of others. The worst of all is ignor-
ance of redemption, and hence sacrificing foundation truth. If the reader de-
sires a full view of the passage on all sides, he may find it in the "Bible Treas-
ury," ix. pp. 11, 30, 46, 58, 89, 138, 169, 265, 278, 334. Could Dean Alford
have so much as realised his own words? The true stumbling-block for unbe-
lief is, not the flood coming on ante-diluvian violence and corruption, but the
unending doom of all who believe not. Now the passage speaks not of the
latter, which was really in Alford's mind, but of the former which is independ-
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ent of "the darkest enigma," as it certainly throws not a ray of what he calls
"blessed light" on it. For what is implied in the inspired words is that those
disobedient to the preaching of Christ's Spirit not only suffered a great tem-
poral punishment, but are now kept like unbelievers generally for the final
judgment. The entire comment is as illogical as heterodox; and the philology
is no better. Truth in all naturally goes together. Archbishop Leighton had the
soundest reasons to treat the notion of Christ's descent into hell as a dream;
and that this passage if duly weighed proves no way suitable, and cannot by
the strongest wresting be drawn to fit such a purpose. Heartily, and after the
most careful scrutiny do | agree with that able, learned, and pious prelate
against a baseless if superficially plausible assumption.

Singular to say, Erasmus in 3 rightly deserted the Codex Reuchlini, where
it, 7. 30., and some fifteen more, etc., read ékei "there," for which the Rotter-
dam scholar conjectured, it is to be presumed in accordance with the Vul-
gate, € "more," or "longer": a dangerous device, though here in fact the
great mass of the best authorities, unknown to him, were found afterwards to
justify the word. The Complutensian edition gives the erroneous reading ékel.
There was no reason for the Authorised Version to say "but," which the Re-
visers have replaced with "and." Absence of curse in the New Jerusalem is
accompanied by the throne of God and the Lamb; and if we have their dis-
tinctness thus preserved, the next words involve or rather convey their one-
ness: "and His (God and the Lamb's) servants shall serve Him." So it is ha-
bitually with St. John. — In 4 the Revisers rightly say "on," (not "in") their
foreheads." — So in 5 they as properly explode the vulgar "there" (ékei)
which Erasmus introduced from his copy, perhaps assimilated to 21:25,
though not unsupported and they follow the true €1 "more," as in N A P, etc.
There is yet another variety without either in the Basilian Vatican (2066) with
considerable assent of other witnesses. The copies vary also in other partic-
ulars of no great moment, as "shall" give them light, in the best copies and
even the Codex Reuchlini instead of the present as in Erasmus, and the Re-
ceived Text, and the Authorised Version; and "upon" them, as in X A etc.
"Lamp" is better than "candle."

12) Rev. 22:6-21.

In 6 the first 0 is doubtful, though given in X A 35. 92. The usual formula
is K. 6 8. as in B P and the cursives generally, as well as the Greek com-
mentators. Rev. 21:22 may be judged favourable to the repeated article. But
there need be no hesitation in adopting Tveupdrwyv TV "spirits of the" (in-
stead of the vulgar "holy, ayiwv 1. 79. etc.) with the Complutensian on the
most ancient and ample authority, all the uncials, etc. The Sinaitic is not quite
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alone in the addition of ye after "sent." — 7 begins rightly with the copulative,
as in the Complutensian, though Erasmus' Codex Reuchlini is sustained by
many MSS., Versions, etc. — The Revisers in 8 correctly say "am he that
heard and saw," not saw and heard. It is a characteristic fact apart from time.
The best authorities also read 71. at the end of the clause. There are other dif-
ferences of form not worth recording here. — In 9 the ya&p. "for" has no
known authority in a Greek MS., and is probably due to Latin influence. It is
not in the Codex Reuchlini. Of course the Complutensian edition is right.
Tischendorf mentions the omission of kai by the Codex Reuchlini before "thy
crown," but not again before "of them which keep." Erasmus supplied them
rightly, though not from his copy. — In 10 however the Complutensian
agrees with Erasmus on the authority of a few copies (1. 49. 91. etc.) in read-
ing 0TI O K. instead of 6 k. yap with the best. Some manuscripts, as 4. 16. 27.
39. 48. 68. omit yap or 61I. — In 11 putt@v of the commonly received text is
Erasmus' conjecture, his copy being defective from 6 p to dik. £1i. The word
should be putrwpodg as in all the well known Greek copies; but puTTwodTtw is
likewise a similar guess, though the manuscripts divide between pumaverTw
as in ¥ 18. 32. and pumrapwOnTw as in B and more than 30 cursives. The Al-
exandrian omits the clause, Cod. Eph. Resc. is defective,

There need be no doubt that dikaiwbATW as in the Received Text from
Erasmus, etc., must give place to the Complutensian reading dikaiocuvnv
Troinoartw, which of course the Revisers follow, with the sense "do" or "prac-
tise" righteousness, not be justified or "be righteous" as in the Authorised
Version. They are right also in rendering ay. "be made holy," or sanctified. —
Again, at the beginning of 12 the copulative has no real place, though
Erasmus found it in his copy and did not conjecture it; but it is excluded by
the mass of versions, and cursives. And the true reading is represented by
"is," not "shall be," though B and more than 20 cursives favour the future
form. — "Am" in 13 is all right in sense, but implied rather than expressed in
the best copies. Without dwelling on lesser points, the chief difference is in
the presence or absence of the article before Tp. first and oy last, as well as
before ap. "beginning," and 7. "end," which by the best authorities close the
sentence. — The most extraordinary variant is in 14 where "that wash their
robes," oi TTAUVOVTG TG 0TOAGG auT@v (N A 7. 38. Vulg. Aeth., etc.) seems to
be the true text. But it got changed into oi TroloTvTeg Tag évioAdg auTol "that
do his commandments" in the common texts, Erasmus and the Com-
plutensian, Stephens, Beza, and Elzevir. One could understand, as in Rom.
2, the unchanging character of God as reflected in His children, if the com-
mon reading were assuredly right; as it is, the critical text gives prominence
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to that washing' by grace which supposes not more the shedding of Christ's
blood than the guilt that demanded it if expiation were to be righteously. Such
are they who have title to the tree of life and go in by the gates into the city.
— Verse 15 points out who are "without," the dogs and the sorcerers, and
the fornicators, and the murderers, and the idolators, and every one that
loves and makes a lie. There is no evil so desperate as refusing or giving up
the truth when the full revelation of grace is come. There is no ascertained
authority in any Greek copy for &¢, even the Codex Reuchlini giving no war-
rant to Erasmus, who transmitted it to our ordinary text. The article is rightly
excluded from the last phrase. Tischendorf inverts the making and loving
with N and half-a-dozen cursives, and a few ancient citations.

In 16 there is the variety of reading émi, év, and neither before 7. ékk. re-
spectively, in ¥ B, most cursives, Syr., in A 18. 21. 38. 79. Vulgate, and in 1.
4. 11. 12. 31. 47. 48. Arm., etc. "in" or "for" the churches. The reading kai
0pBpIvég is doubtless Erasmus' coinage from the Vulgate, for 6 mp. "the
morning." — Why in 17 the Sinaitic omits the articles so requisite before Trv.
and v. it is hard to say, but so it is. Erasmus knew better without a copy; for
the Codex Reuchlini is defective from "David" in 16. But he wrongly intro-
duced éAB¢ and éABETw where the Holy Spirit has €pxou and épxéaBw. Nor
should the copulative precede 6 6. though at least two cursives and many
ancient versions etc. favour it. For AauB. 10 03. the copies give AaB. 05. —
There is a threefold error in the common text at the beginning of 18:
ouppapTupolpal for yapTup®, and yap, which answers to nothing, as well as
the suppression of éyw, the guess-work of Erasmus from following the Latin
copies. So also the omission of Tw (though some copies omit it), Tiig, 10U,
and the form émmOn instead of €mBA, and for ém’ autd, Tpdg TalTa, and o6 6.
before instead of after €’ aUTOV.

The omission of Tw before B. is due to the same Latinizing source. Aldus,
in his reprint of Erasmus' New Testament for his Greek Bible of 1518, did
venture on the supply of 100, but not, strange to say, of 1fig, nor of Tw (bis),
though of course the principle is the same. So in 19 &@aipn is an evidently
faulty effort to express the guilt of taking from the words of this inspired book,
for which every manuscript has agéAn, as BiBAiou is the correct form rather
than BiBAou. Again agaiprioel is not the right expression but dgeAel. The next
error goes beyond the form; for, as the Revisers agree with all critics, it is a
question of "the tree," not of the "book" of life here, an error due to Latin influ-
ence, though even then the form would be incorrect as before. Erasmus mis-
takenly added ka1 before 1. y. and omitted Tw in the last clause. All these

" Yet the Vulgate was not warranted in adding "in sanguine Agni" which the oldest Latin
copies omit. But Beza was quite wrong in supposing that the rest of the Vulgate text was
unfaithful to the best Greek copies.
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points are of course rectified in the Revision. The Complutensian edition is
right, save in agéhol though this is not without good support of MSS. In 20
Erasmus, the Complutensian, as well as Stephens with many cursives, read
vai after Aunv, for which Beza substituted kai "pro o0v." But even this was
less daring than his notable proposal, founded on wholly unfounded
premisses, to dislocate verses 12 and 13 from their place and foist them in,
the latter before the former, between that which is printed as verse 16 and
verse 17, to the utter destruction of the context, and particularly of the vital tie
which binds 17 to 16, one of the loveliest touches in a book abounding with
beauty in this kind. — In 21 N A 26. omit xpioTo0, a rather slender ground for
excluding "Christ." Still less (A and the Amiatine Latin) has Tischendorf for
ending with p. 1. Even the Sinaitic says "with the saints,"” as B. and the mass
of cursives and versions say "with all the saints." With "you" all is a guess of
Erasmus, as far as Greek copies are concerned, though here again he was
influenced by some of the Latins. It is not to be supposed that he knew of
AUV (30. etc.) for "our" Lord in the earlier part of the verse, but there too
was misled by the Vulgate, etc. It is curious how the earliest, as well as the
great multitude of copies, and versions etc., add aurjv, which nevertheless
the critics generally drop.
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American Corrections
(Bible Treasury, vols. 14,15 [15 sections].)
There need be little hesitation in allowing

- | that "S." for saint is a remnant of tradition, at issue with the general
sense of the term, which is ill applied for special honour to the inspired
writers of the Gospels.

- Il. But it is less easy to see why "the apostle" should be struck out from
the title of the Pauline Epistles, or of "Paul the apostle" from the title of the
epistle to the Hebrews. "General" is most unsuitable to the title of the
Epistles of James and Peter. John and Jude have a "general" character,
whether it be so said or not in the titles. The older MSS. say "The Revelation
of John," which may be regarded as a compendium of Rev. 1:1.

- [Il. Holy "Spirit" might well supersede Holy "Ghost."

- IV. If, "worship" be retained uniformly for mpook., a note explaining its
general sense is requisite.

- V. "Through" rather than "by" = &i& with the genitive, in general, as well
as when it relates to prophecy.

- V1. Are not all, or almost all the instances referred to causes of entice-
ment to what is wrong, when therefore "tempt" is right enough? Such a verse
as Rev. 3:10 would seem more appropriate for "try" and "trial," like 1 Peter
1:6.

- VII. The archaic "which" might well yield to "who" or "that," "be" to "are"
in the pr. ind.; "wot" and "wist" to "know" and "knew," "hale" to "drag."

- VIII. "Demon" should displace "devil" for daipwv or daiydviov, and so
possessed with a "demon" or "demons."

- IX. "With" should hardly move to the margin to let "in" there after "bap-
tize."

- X. But "covenant" should every where take the place of "testament" ex-
ceptin Heb. 9:15-17.

- XI. It is not merely in Luke 8:15, 2 Cor. 1:6, Heb. 12:1, and James 5:11,
that "stedfastness" would not suit as an alternate in the margin for "patience";
"patient endurance" seems better.

- Xll. The approximate rendering of dood@piov as a penny, and dnvapiov
as a shilling is preferable to the more distant "farthing" and "penny."
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- Xlll. "God and the Father" is the revived marginal rendering of the Five
Clergymen, and worse rather than better than the Authorised Version, "God
even the Father," as in the Revised Version of 1 Cor. 15:24, the real sense
being "to Him that is God and Father." In this way "our" or "His" may not ne-
cessarily go beyond "Father."

- XIV. To confine "fulfil" to "accomplish," and the like, might be well.

MATTHEW.

Matt. 1:7, the marginal "for baptism" is fair; 10 (Luke 3:9) "lieth at" hardly
gives the moral force. — Matt. 6:11 (Luke 11:3) is neither "daily" nor "coming
day," but "sufficient"; 27, "a cubit to the measure of his life" would be strange
phraseology. "Stature" is the clear sense of Luke 14:3, and so here, and in
Luke 12:29. — Matt. 8:4, and elsewhere, "go" might suffice without "thy" or
"your" way. — Matt. 9:6, the truth is that the usage does imply "power" (8) as
well as "authority." It is a nice point, sometimes, to say which predominates.
Compare Rev. 9:3, 10, 19; Rev. 11:6, Rev. 20:6, — Matt. 10:39, and often in
the Gospels elsewhere, "life" is right, not "soul." — Matt. 12:23 seems a
needless, even if lawful, change; though the Revisers expose themselves to
it in John 4:29; 31, slender indeed is the authority for the awkward marginal
"unto you men." — Matt. 19:14 seems no less uncalled for. — Matt. 20:1,
"that was" or "is" is alike uncalled for. Are we to say in Luke 2:15 "the men
the shepherds"? In Matt. 13:23, 45 52, Matt. 18:23, it is simply an enemy, a
merchant, a householder, the shepherds. In fact, it was not emphatically a
man that was hostile, but the devil, and a King who in truth was not a mere
man. So in Matt. 21:33, which may have led the Trans-Atlantics to "that was."
— Matt. 22:23, they are right in correcting the oversight of the Revisers; for it
is a question between divided authorities, and not of mere Greek rendering;
some deprecating "which say," others "saying" only. — Matt. 23:9, "he who is
in the heavens," if we adopt the more generally adopted reading; 23 is not
"justice" but "judgment," as in the Authorised and Revised Versions. So Luke
11:42, Matt. 26:29. (Matt. 14:25, Luke 22:16, 18) is "will," not "shall." — Matt.
27:27, the praetorium, or governor's palace: so elsewhere.

MARK

Mark 2:4, 9, 11, 12, no doubt a "pallet bed" or "couch", as elsewhere. —
Mark 7:4, "dip" is more literal than "bathe" or "wash." — In Mark 10:13 if we
say "were bringing" we should also say "were rebuking," a cumbrous form in-
deed, were it uniformly carried out. 32 is a question of reading, and the marg.
uncalled for. In 45 "also" suffices. — Mark 11:24, "have received" scarcely
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accords with the aorist, and is not idiomatic. — 14 is so obscure that "pure,”
"liquid," "spike," — may be contended for with nearly equal force.

LUKE.

Luke 1:35 recurs substantially to the Authorised Version, save "is begot-
ten" for "shall be born"; "of thee" being generally given up here. The Revised
Version is awkward and improbable. 70 "of old" is weak. — Luke 2:37, as
there is an article in the Greek, cannot claim it in idiomatic English for one
more than the other. 37, "for" or "unto" is a slender question. Important
points, as in 2, 14, 22, 38, are passed by in silence. — Luke 3:14 seems as
little happy in the American suggestion as in the Revised Version. "Harass
none, nor accuse falsely" leaves the sense less restrained than either. In 20
the question of "to" or "above" is not much. But it seems strange that both
the English Committee and the Americans have failed to observe that the
true arrangement in 23 is to treat not as Wieseler wc¢ év. 1.1, but the two pre-
ceding words wu wag also, as parenthetical and not part of the genealogy
but a collateral remark before it begins. In the proper genealogical line "son"
is not expressed; here it is, with the qualification in the strictest accordance
with truth. The Lord was legally Joseph's son, and only so; He was really of
Mary, whom even the Talmud attests as daughter of Heli. Luke therefore
gives the natural line, which exactly suits his general scope, but would not
prove Jesus to be the Messiah; whereas Matthew traces down from Absalom
and David to Joseph, which was the Solomon branch with full legal title to
Messiahship for the Jews, and this equally in its true place. The words would
thus run: "And Jesus himself was at his outset about thirty years old (being,
as was supposed, the son of Joseph), of Heli, of Matthat, of Levi," etc. It is
not Joseph, who is here traced from Heli, but our Lord — of course through
His mother. Matthew had already explicitly declared that Jacob, not Heli,
begat Joseph; Heli not being of Solomon but of Nathan, and therefore unable
to give the true succession to the throne of David according to Jehovah's
oath. The Lord's title was complete legally, because Mary was espoused to
Joseph, who was in the true Solomonic line. Jesus was the Son of God su-
premely, Mary's son really, and Joseph's legally; all of which must unite in
the true Messiah exclusively. For according to scripture He must be God and
Son of God, He must be man born of a virgin as none other ever was, and
Son of David not merely from Nathan but from Solomon; and this text, rightly
divided and understood, helps to clear the truth in an important way.

- Luke 4:1 is not "in" simply, but "by" from connection with "led." — Luke
6:1 shows strange indifference to the omitted "second-first" of the Revision.
— In 16 "became a" is literal, as in Mr. Green's Twofold New Testament. But
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here again no notice of the Revisers' text and margin of ver. 35, while they
strain out "Chuza," instead of the more proper "Chuzas" (see Smith's Diction-
ary), and "commanded" for "was commanding" or "charging (see Green). —
In 33 they prefer the more figurative "drowned" to the more literal "choked."
So in 9 they like "provisions" (12) rather than "victuals," "apart" (18) rather
than "alone," and "was" for "should be" in 16: small points verily, even if cor-
rect, which may well be doubted. — In 11 the only point is "bathed himself"
for "washed" in 38, as in Mark 7:6. — In Luke 12:49 the suggested text is
strange, still more the margin. — Luke 13:32, margin, is substantially Green's
rendering. — In Luke 15:16 can one doubt that the reading of X B D L R,
some cursives and very ancient versions, is a softening of the phrase which
is certainly not found in the Authorised Version or its American revival? — In
Luke 17:6 the authority is preponderant for "have" rather than "had"; as
"would have" is also right. — In 11 Dean Alford pointed out that the phrase
may mean on the frontiers of both.

- In Luke 18:5 the suggestion for the margin is at least not so odd as
Meyer's rendering, offered in all gravity, "lest at last she — in desperation —
should come and strike me in the face"! But the Authorised and Revised Ver-
sions seem more accurate in construing ¢ig 1. with €px "continually coming."
The query "and is he slow" etc., seems untenable, no less than "and yet." It
may be well to read uniformly "Olivet" as in Acts 1:12, rather than "the mount
of Olives," as in Luke 19:29, Luke 21:37. In 42 | should be disposed to go
farther, and keep "thy" day and "thy" peace in the text. The Americans may
well speak of "some ancient authorities" reading the pronoun twice, for the
omission of which one may easily account, not so for its insertion. — Luke
20:20 "ruling power" says Green. — In Luke 22:24 perhaps "should be," or is
more idiomatic here than "is" or "was." 70, Mr. Green again. — Luke 23:2
right; 15 right again. The Revisers were not entitled to ignore so many and
good ancient authorities for "I remitted you to him." In 23, "urgent" is less am-
biguous than "instant." In 46 the remark is well-founded. — In Luke 24:30
perhaps the imperfect at the close should be marked. In 38 "thoughts" might
suffice, rather than "debatings" or "questionings."

JOHN.

John 1 The Americans prefer "through" to "by" in 3, 10, 17; and perhaps it
might be well thus to discriminate di1G from év which is often better rendered
"by" than "in." — John 2:17 as in Green. — John 3:20 (as in John 5:29) "evil"
for "ill" is not much; nor "made full" for "fulfilled" — In John 5:27 "a" son of
man would be wrong, especially in the text. Read not "the," but simply "Son"
of man. — John 7:8 right; 21, 22, questionable; 23 right, but trivial; 38
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strongly euphemistic, in contrast with their preference in Luke 15:16. — John
8:24-25 right. 25 is rather a timid dealing with the wild mis-rendering of the
Revisers, both text and margin. What the Americans would substitute for the
present margin should go into the text; and those who demand positive con-
nection of Tv dpxrnyv, instead of one merely negative as commonly, can con-
sult Dio Cass. Fragm. Peirese, ci. 61 pai v dpxnv EmmKaAécal TI AUTOIG
eTOAPNOav, K.T.A. (Sturz' ed. i. 96; also ii. 342; iii. 688; iv. 52). This may sat-
isfy the most imperious that the only rendering otherwise grammatical and
suitable to the context is to give v apxnv its idiomatic sense of "absolutely"
or "altogether." 26 needs no ridiculous margin of Gr. into. Every one knows
that the word means "to" or "unto," just as well as "into." The Revisers' mar-
gin implies that "into" is alone correct, which is itself incorrect. — 44. | agree
that "stood" is untenable, and to give the margin is unintelligible, as it is a
question of rendering, not of reading according to these or those authorities.
— 52, 53: so Green, etc. — 58 "was born" is fuller and more precise, but
lacks the dignity of the Authorised Version "was."

- John 10:8 shows the remarkable omission of "before me" in many emin-
ent authorities. Tischendorf, in his 8th edition, has the unenviable singularity
of forming his text accordingly: it might be worth mentioning in the margin. —
John 12:43 gives no just ground for "that is" before "of men" and "of God,"
nor is "from" needed for "of." Nor is there sufficient reason to prefer the Re-
visers' marginal to their text, if the margin is at all justifiable. 14 right, as
against "we" in the Revision, notwithstanding many old authorities, which
might be stated in the margin. — John 16:25, 29: if "dark sayings," so also in
John 10:7. — John 17:24 right. — John 18:37; so McClellan. — John 21:7
needs explanation rather than a marginal note.

ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

Acts 2:47 is better in the Authorised Version than in the Revision, whether
of British or of Americans; but of the two latter the American version, "those
that were saved," is not strictly grammatical. The British amendment, "those
that were being saved," might be correct but for other considerations. Every
scholar knows that the present tense, including its participle, need not be
temporal, but may be what is called ethical. Hence the general truth and the
particular context must often come in to decide the real force intended. In it-
self the words ToUg cwdlouévoug might quite well mean "those that were be-
ing saved" if the present participle were only used relatively. But there is an
absolute usage which drops all thought of actual time, and simply expresses
a person (as O épxduevoc he that should come), or a class (as oi
aylalopevol) characterised according to the word employed. And so the Re-
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visers correctly take it in Luke 13. — "Are they few that be saved?" Are those
to be saved few? "The saved" is true; but is not quite the thought. Compare 1
Cor. 1:18, 2 Cor. 2:15 (Rev. 21:24 being no genuine occurrence). In Eph. 2:5
is quite a different form, which does mean "ye are," or have been "saved." It
seems impossible to admit the strict relative present with Peter's ow8nrte just
before in verse 40; for the aorist and the relative present cannot apply to-
gether. It must be therefore the absolute present, with no definite notion of
time, which it is difficult in English to express justly. If the Americans meant
this, they were right in their aim. But a full view of the Scripture use of the
various forms appears to exclude the Revisers' version of the phrase. A
Christian could not be said to be cw8¢ig or cecwopévog, if he is only in pro-
cess of being saved. If cw{opevog be applied, as it is, to such an one, it must
be apart from time, referring to no particular moment when the action takes
place. — In Acts 3:21 as in Acts 15:18 "from of old" is well enough. — But it
is hard to see why we should go back to "it" in Acts 8:16 from the "he" of both
Authorised and Revised Versions. They are, however, in my opinion quite
right in adopting the critical reading é1po¢., instead of the received érporr.
which seems a mere though early blunder of X B and most others, but not of
A CP-™M E, some good cursives and all the ancient versions save the Vulgate.
It is pleasant therefore to find Alford, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles,
Wordsworth, supporting Griesbach, Mill, etc. Bengel in his Gnomon labours
elaborately to show that, though the orthography differs, the notion is the
same. It is painful to see the error, which Deut. 1 refutes, perpetuated in the
Revision. This was due probably to Drs. W. and H. — The marginal of Acts
14:8 had better be omitted. — In Acts 15:23 the weight of testimony is
against the insertion of kai oi before 3., but the American rendering is harsh
indeed, however well meant, as compared with the more natural one in the
Received Text. — In Acts 17:22 "very religious" seems nearer the mark than
"rather superstitious." — In 19:31, "Asiarchs" with a marginal explanation is
suggested; but if so should there not be "Praetors" or Duumvirs in Acts
16:20, 38, and "Politarchs" in Acts 18:6? — With Acts 20:38 we cannot
agree. It is a question of Scripture and spiritual judgment amidst the collision
of witnesses. — For "many," in Acts 21:10 and Acts 24:17 they would give in
the text the Revisers' marginal "some." "More" than might have been expec-
ted is the source of the phrase. — The question raised in Acts 23:30 is
between é€auTtiic which the Revisers prefer on the excellent authority of B H
L P, most cursives, Syr. Pesh., Sah., Memph., Theb., etc., and £¢¢ alTQv N A
E, a few cursives and Versions. Alford, Green, Westcott and Hort adopt the
former, as Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Tregelles the latter. — The Revisers
are, | doubt not, right; though it might be well, with the Americans, to add the
other in the margin. — In Acts 25:3, if we will be exact, it is rather laying "an
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ambush" than "a plot" or "wait." — | doubt that either Revisers or Americans
have hit the mark in Acts 26:28-29. "In a little thou art persuading" etc. "Both
in a little and in a great," [degree] etc. — In Acts 27:37 the omission of 200 in
the Vatican MS., and the Sahidic version is not, as is suggested, worth notice
in the Revisers' margin.

ROMANS.

Rom. 1:17 "from" faith is here objectionable, as loading the reader natur-
ally to the error of conceiving from one degree of faith to another, from less
to more. This is not at all the thought any more than "by" in the Revised Ver-
sion, which makes no just sense with "is being revealed." Hence the Re-
visers separated it from arr., its true connection, to "righteousness," which al-
ters the truth and mars it. In the gospel God's righteousness is revealed by
faith unto faith in the gospel. — Still worse in 18 is the rendering of the Re-
visers "hold down," or of the Americans "hinder." Either is to lose the point,
which is to mark God's wrath against not only every sort of ungodliness, but
unrighteousness of men that hold the truth in unrighteousness. Firm ortho-
doxy may go with practical disregard of righteousness. Holding truth down is
scarcely sense; hindering it adds no worthy idea to the phrase. Holding the
truth is a solemn caution for professing Christians now, as once for Jews.

Rom. 2:12 is a curious instance of the Revisers' neglect of their own claim
laid to superior accuracy in the aorist. Why should not the "have" be omitted
twice in the text without any marginal Greek? — In 13 the Americans are as
wrong in saying "the" law twice, as the Revisers with their "a" twice. It means
the law-hearers, the law-doers. Bishop Middleton was mistaken in laying
down absolutely, that, if the governing noun has the article, the governed
must also. But this does not justify Dean Alford in overlooking the proper
force of the anarthrous construction, which gives law a general character in-
stead of specifying only that of Moses. — In 14 they are quite wrong in mis-
translating ur v. after the Revisers had corrected the similar error of the Au-
thorised Version. So "having no" is correct, instead of "not having the." —
Again it is not 14, 15 only but 13 also which constitute the parenthesis. The
connection of "in a day when," etc., is with "shall be judged," at the end of
verse 12. — In 15 they seem right, and also 18, and 22.

In Rom. 3:9 it is pleasant to say we are agreed; and 21. — As to 23, com-
pare Rom. 2:12. — In 25 right; "set forth a mercy-seat (or, propitiatory)
through faith in his blood," omitting marginal 9, 10 and 11. — To make a
paragraph of 31 seems needless. It well closes the verses from 21.
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Rom. 4:1 it appears to me, according to the best testimony (NACDEF
G, some cursives, and ancient versions, etc.) connects our forefathers (or
fathers) according to flesh, "not hath found according to the flesh" (K & P,
most cursives, etc.) as the Americans would prefer for the text, relegating the
former to the margin. Westcott and Hort follow B, 47P-™ and Chrysostom's
comment in cutting the knot by the omission of "hath found" altogether. In
Rom. 5:1, 2, 3 they are quite right in preferring "we" to "let us" as the Re-
visers say. The change of o to w is one of the most frequent errors in the old-
est copies; and this accounts for the subjunctive displacing the indicative to
the grievous detriment of the sense, whatever ingenious pleaders may argue
to the contrary. As to 7 agreed.

In Rom. 6:5 is it not a marvel that a considerable number of sensible men
should not have been struck by the oddity of "united with him by the likeness
of his death, we shall be also by the likeness of his resurrection"? It is really
identified with the likeness in each case respectively. One would not impute
a dogmatic aim or effect; but united with Christ by the likeness of His death
or of His resurrection is strange doctrine, if indeed it have any proper sense.
— And why change "serve sin" in 6 into "be in bondage to sin" which is sadly
ambiguous at best? — Yet worse is the rendering of 10 on which the Americ-
ans are still silent; the Authorised Version gives the only true sense. — In 7
we may of course explain in the margin &¢d. as released, cleared, dis-
charged, "hath his quittance," etc. But it is of moment to hold "is justified" in
the text, though it is singular to see the Revisers departing from their own
canons of exactness as to the aorist and the perfect in this short verse.
"Freed" as in the Authorised Version is equivocal, and might be confounded
with that "liberty" which the Spirit of the Lord produces. From the structure of
the word we see that the justification here meant is expressed not as an act
but as a state. It is hard to see what is gained by the suggestion on Rom.
7:25, which is not very smooth English, without being closer to the Greek.

In Rom. 8:3 it is simply for the text a return to the Authorised Version with
the R. V. rendering in the margin. | believe it should be "Spirit" (not "spirit," as
if it was ours only) in 4, as well as 5, 6, and in 10 as well as 9, 13. The
anarthrous construction does not deny the Holy Spirit to be in question, but
presents it as character, rather than as the person objectively viewed; which
might be no less true of Father and Son: only it is, from the nature of the
case, more frequently so predicated of the Spirit. This is a great blemish in
the Revised Version, as it was even worse in the Authorised Version, being
uniformly a small "s"; which Dr. Scrivener throughout has rectified in the ex-
cellent Cambridge Paragraph Bible of 1873. — As to 13, agreed; though it is
a small question; and so 24, if not 26 (as before). In 34 it is a question of an
accent, and so of a tense present or future. The future | presume to be due
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to Drs. Westcott and Hort after Lachmann (Tyndale, the Geneva, and the
Rhemish giving it of old); and perhaps one may add the Hebrew of Isaiah 1.
In the Septuagint also we find the future, but quite another phrase. It seems
to us with Dean Alford that 6 dikai@v naturally leads to the present 6
kaTtakpivwv and that the balance and the emphasis might be preserved bet-
ter throughout by a colon before "who," not only between verses 34 and 35,
but also between 35 and 36.

The marginal alternatives presented as to Rom. 9:5 are unworthy efforts
of unbelief to enfeeble the plain testimony of the text to the Divine glory of
the Lord Jesus, and the American note sins against the usus loquendi like
others. — 22 is a marginal that weakens the sense.

They are right in preferring to begin the paragraph of Rom. 11 with verse
11 rather than 13. — How strange that the Americans fail to notice the error
in the misrendering of 317 For it really opposes and upsets the very doctrine
the apostle is teaching in the chapter, insinuating a notion flattering to Gentile
conceit, and at issue with all the prophetic word?

But "spiritual," if strange in the Revisers' margin is worse for the text of
Rom. 12:1 as the rendering of Aoyik6g, which may mean of the mind, intelli-
gent, or again according to the word, but should not be confounded with trv.,
however truly they may coalesce. In verse 6 the question is whether "faith" is
not better than "the" or "our" faith. Abstraction gives the article in Greek in
contrast with English; which the Revisers have often overlooked, as e.g., in
verses 2, 3, where "our" is erroneously introduced from inattention to the
principle. The Americans seem even less at home if possible here, as we
may see by their suggestion on Verse 19 and other places.

There is an important error to notice in the Authorised Version at Rom.
16:26 perpetuated by the Revisers which the Americans have overlooked.
"The scriptures of the prophets" is a misleading sense. The apostle uses
quite a different phrase for what is promised through God's prophets in holy
scriptures. Here he carefully defines the mystery or secret kept in silence in
times of old, but now manifested and by prophetic scriptures (such as he and
the other inspired men of the New Testament were writing) according to
command of the everlasting God made known for obedience of faith unto all
the nations. Prophetic scriptures here mean emphatically and distinctively
the New Testament epistles in which God was pleased to reveal the mystery
of Christ and the church, in pointed contrast with the law and the prophets
when the mystery was hid and He had covenant dealings with His ancient
people separated from all the nations.
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1 CORINTHIANS.

1 Cor. 1. 18. The reader is referred to the remarks on Acts 2:47 for a solu-
tion of the difficulty in the right construing of the absolute usage of the
present participle here and elsewhere. The Revisers by keeping to its tem-
poral force introduce confusion into the truth by setting one scripture against
another; the Americans do not sufficiently guard themselves against confu-
sion of the tenses, though their version may be justified and explained. But
what is already said may suffice. Those who affect greater precision than the
Authorised Version here have slipped into error through narrow views of the
Greek, in aid of unsound doctrine. — | do not see why "discernment" (19)
etc., should displace "prudence" or "understanding." — "There are" (26) has
been suggested as a simpler alternative in the margin than "have part
therein," which is cumbrous.

1 Cor. 2:6. It is hard to see how the Revised Version could have done
better than to give "perfect” in their text, and "full-grown" in the margin. — 8,
"knoweth" say the Revisers, and the Americans "hath known:" "hath come to
know" is more the idea, | suppose. — "Of" seems to have a delicacy in 12,
rather than "from" God, though this of course is true also; but "were" is better
than "are." As to the end of 13 the note on the Revision applies no less to the
American suggestion. "Comparing" or "combining," though possible render-
ings of the word in itself like "expounding" also, are unsuited to and excluded
by the scope of the verse and clause, which bears on the communication of
what was revealed, or spiritual things, in spiritual [words]. It is a description of
the intermediate process between God's revelation, and the believer's recep-
tion, of the truth, in all three the Holy Spirit having His own blessed part. He
is the power of all, as the chapter teaches. — "Natural" means "soulish," not
necessarily "sensual," as wrongly given in James and Jude. It is man as he
is without the teaching of the Spirit through the word revealing Christ. Nor is
there need to say "the" but "a" natural man. Neither the Revisers nor the
Americans show adequate care as to the presence or absence of the article,
though it was well known that the Authorised Version needed much over-
hauling.

1 Cor. 4:8. Why not "reigned"? No doubt, "have" reigned reflects the per-
fect rather than the aorist. Nor is any notice taken of the Revisers' "hath" set
forth in 9, any more than | "have" transferred in 6, or "hadst" in 7. — They
seem right in 9, but questionable in 21.

1 Cor. 5:9, 11. Having already commented on the Revised Version here, |
need not repeat what was then advanced. The suggestion only makes bad
worse, both here and in 10.
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1 Cor. 7:6. "Concession" may be less equivocal than "permission," which
might mean on the Lord's part. — | think the Americans beyond just doubt
wrong in their preference of the margin to the text of both Authorised and Re-
vised Versions. — "Faithful" is the right word in 25, and "present" in 26 as al-
ways. And what is gained by "that is upon us?" Is it not then "present"? — As
to 31 we agree. But they pass by greater mistakes, as pointed out in Novem-
ber, 1881.

1 Cor. 8:3, may be, though "of" idiomatically means the same thing in this
connection. — 8 might be well.

1 Cor. 9:10 . in the New Test. means "altogether," "quite," not "as-
suredly." — In 27 there is no more reason to bring into the margin "have
been a herald" than the analogous form in 1 Cor. 1:23 and elsewhere.

— 1 Cor. 11:10 seems trivial. — 19 "heresies" is a word that misleads; the
sense is "factions" or "sects. "In 27 "unworthily" means "in an unworthy man-
ner," and is less prolix.

1 Cor. 12:31 seems to me better in the Authorised and Revised Versions
than in the American suggestion as in Alford and others.

1 Cor. 13:10, last clause, is in the American preference as in Dr. S. David-
son, etc. — In 13 it is the greater "of," not "than," these; and hence our
"greatest."

1 Cor. 14:3. Perhaps "encouragement” in the true derivative sense here.
— 33, 34 the order of the Authorised and Revised Versions seems far better
than in Lachmann, Tischendorf, Meyer, etc., whom the Americans follow.

1 Cor. 15:2 right. — 8 seems awkward, though the article should be ex-
pressed. — 19 is better in the Authorised and Revised Versions than in the
proposal of the Americans. — 33 in both the Revised Version and the Amer-
ican correction is inferior to the Authorised Version. — 34 is more faithfully
given in the Revised Version. — 44, 46 should be compared with 1 Cor. 2:14
- 51, as in the American suggestion after Meyer, would interpret the apostle
as saying what is untrue, i.e., that no Christian should die. The Authorised
and Revised Versions are right. Alford, Green, Davidson, the Five Clergy-
men, all reject the change.

2 CORINTHIANS.

2 Cor. 1:9 is a reasonable suggestion. — 15 is slight enough. — 24 Au-
thorised and Revised Versions right, the margin of the latter is not the
thought.
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2 Cor. 2:14 would be weakened by the separation from the preceding
verses. — 15 may be compared with 1 Cor. 18[?] and Acts 2:47.

2 Cor. 3:9 affords probably an instance of an early correction in the dative
for the nominative; but the older copies have it, Lachmann, Tischendorf, and
Tregelles adopt it, and the Americans translate accordingly, putting the ordin-
ary text and version in the margin. — 18, k. does not here mean "reflecting"
but "beholding," as in Philo's Legis Alleg. iii. 33, ed. Richter p. 154. The ety-
mological notion of a mirror is merged and only hinders the sense in this de-
rived application. The Americans are partially right; as they are quite in dis-

charging the strange marg.®
2 Cor. 4:3 may be compared with 1 Cor. 1:18 and in particular Acts 2:47.

2 Cor. 7:8-9 is Rinck's, Lachmann's, Tischendorf's, and Green's punctu-
ation, which the Americans prefer. It seems even harsher in the Greek than
in English, as | cannot but agree with Alford.

2 Cor. 12:7 is certainly of doubtful acceptance as it stands in the Revised
Version and their Greek text where 816 seems an unmeaning appendage.
Lachmann makes some sense by closing with T@v amok. and beginning
afresh with 810 iva un UTr. and so Westcott and Hort. Tregelles punctuates in
the wildest way, sticking to his oldest copies right or wrong. No wonder that
the Americans cannot approve of the text and suggest as they do.

GALATIANS.

Gal. 1:7. The Americans would like Winer's view in the margin. It seems
poor. — 10 has nothing about "seeking" in the first clause, nor "striving" in
the second. Acts 12:20 illustrates 1. which means in this connection "to gain
over" or "make a friend of."

Gal. 3:1 seems too vague in margin 4. It was after that lapse of time. —
16. The margin (2) is better than the text or the softer American view. — 20
stands cumbrously if even correctly in the Revised Version. It would be better
if only a comma displaced; "and yet;" which applies to the Americans as well.
— 22 is one of the very many cases where the Revisers forsake their judg-
ment as to the aorist without reason. — In 23 is an instance that they forgot
that personification gives the article in Greek, but not in English. The Americ-
ans have noticed the inconsistency but correct yéyovev in 24 from "hath
been" to "is become." It is clearly more than the simple fact, éyéveto. — The
Americans do not notice the strange punctuation of 26, due, | presume, less
or more to the Bishop of Durham's influence. | do not admit that the context
points to any such severance between "faith" and "Christ Jesus."
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Gal. 4:12 "Become" is well for "be" and "am become," for "am"; but the
great oversight in the Revised Version is in the last word; for if we are to sup-
ply, it should be "were," not "are." They had been Gentiles without law; and
Paul maintains freedom from law by Christ dead and risen as the normal
condition of the Christian, not getting under law after faith in Christ like the
Galatians actually. No supply might be best. — 16 is well enough. — In 18,
19, a dash would be better after "you," and before "my children;" for the Re-
visers have put, not a comma, but a period between the verses.

Gal. 5:1 is a perplexing question of text. If n be read, the Authorised Ver-
sion is substantially right; if omitted by the Revisers, and the olv read after
ot., their version is (I think) correct, rather than marginal 4. — The sugges-
tion on 12 is too vague for the text, even if the sense. — 20 should be com-
pared with 1 Cor. 11:29.

Gal. 6:1 does not mean surprised "by," but taken or detected "in." — Nor
does "since" suit 10 like "as." In 11 it is the epistolary aorist, which in our
idiom means "l write." The Revisers are right in saying "With how large let-
ters," ypdupaoiv. Had Paul meant to say "how long, or large, a letter," as in
the Authorised Version, etc., the proper Greek would be ypauuara. And Tr.
well expresses the length of the letters, not of the letter, which is by no
means long.

EPHESIANS.

Eph. 1. 16 See the note in the "Bible Treasury" for December, 1881, page
378. The suggestion is right.

Eph. 2:2. It is really "authority" rather than "power"; and "powers" would
appear to be erroneous.

Eph. 3:13. The American suggestion, which we find in the Syriac and
elsewhere, seems as unworthy of the truth and general context as unsuppor-
ted by the surrounding words.

Eph. 6:9 is literally "the Master of both them and you." To warrant the sug-
gestion, the Greek might have been 6 kai auT. kai UY. K.

PHILIPPIANS.

Phil. 1:16-17. The suggestions seem uncalled for, as already implied in
the text. — 22 seems to me as ill rendered by the Americans as by the Re-
visers. Living and dying were before the apostle — to live, Christ; and to die,
gain. But if to live in the flesh [were his], this, he says, is to me worth while,
or fruit of work to reap; and what | shall choose, | know not [or cannot tell, for
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yv. may mean either]. The "if" of the Revisers and correctors seems quite out
of place from not separating the last clause, whether we omit marginal 5 or
not. To regard kai as introducing the apodosis appears only to embarrass.
The Bishop of Durham confesses how doubtful that construction is here, and
how awkwardly the sentence runs even if admissible.

Phil. 2:1 is a questionable change, though on the surface "exhortation"
may seem close. — 6. Is not "subsisting" a more suitable word than the sug-
gested "existing"? The verse runs better in the Revised Version, "a thing to
be grasped" not fitting in well. — 14 diaA. is used for "questionings" as well
as "reasonings," and "disputes," and may be so used here. — 15 "become,"
instead of "be," is suggested (I presume) the better to mark yévnoBe rather
than Ate (A D E F G etc.) which Lachmann preferred.

Phil. 3:8. "Refuse," as in the margin, is a wider and well supported sense
rather than "dung," though this too the word okUBaAa meant. — 9 "of" God to
my mind keeps up the idea of intrinsic and immediate source rather than an
external removal, and at any rate a more remote starting-point like "from." —
12, "lay" and "laid" hold on are all well for apprehend and apprehended; but
the better point in the margin of the Revisers over their text is in taking £’ w
in the usual sense of the condition, or occasion, which gives character to
what is spoken of, for that," "seeing that." — 13 is the same thing.

Phil. 4:4. Assuredly "farewell" does not deserve a place in the margin
here. Indeed the Americans should have objected to it in the margin of Phil.
3:1. Here it is monstrous: for what is the meaning of "Farewell in the Lord al-
way?" and why not, if it be so, say in 1 Thess. 5:16, Farewell "alway"? There
indeed they omit their marginal note properly; but they should not have given
it here. — In 19 "fulfil" is one of the singular aberrations of the Revision Com-
mittee, without even a marginal alternative. The sense is "supply" as in the
Authorised Version.

COLOSSIANS

Col. 1:36 is their first suggestion, and the very strange one of &mo "for,"
rather than "from," as of course it means. Perhaps Alford misled them w'o
says it is "temporal," and not "hidden from," which is exactly what it says and
is. What do the Americans mean by "for the ages and for the generations"? It
is hard to see why the Revisers were not content with the Authorised Ver-
sion. "All" seems a loose way of representing the doubled preposition and
article. — No notice is taken of the real mistakes in the Revision of 16 and
19, and of the unhappy severance of 24, etc., from the previous verses; by
which the double ministry of Paul is cut through, whereas the connection
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adds much to the force. Also the word "fulfil" in 25 should be "complete."
There was a blank page of revelation which Paul was called to fill up. "Fulfil"
is another and her erroneous idea.

Col. 2:15. The Americans are right in preferring in substance the Author-
ised Version to the Revised Version, though they would put their text in the
margin.

Col. 3:5. "Put to death" is best, and marginal 12 uncalled for. — In 16, not
improbably the Americans are right in thus following Alford, Bengel, etc.

1 THESSALONIANS.

1 Thess. 2:6, "burdensome" fails to express the claims of weight, charge,
or authority here meant.

1 Thess. 4:12 is more "honourably" or "reputably" than "honestly," or "be-
comingly," as suggested.

1 Thess. 5:22 is "form," not "appearance."

2 THESSALONIANS.

2 Thess. 2:2. The Americans are here thoroughly wrong in all Greek, pro-
fane as well as sacred; for évéor. means "is present," and not "is just at
hand" or "impending." — 10. See Acts 2:47, etc.

2 Thess. 3:2 agreed.

1 TIMOTHY.

The Americans have little to suggest on the R. V. of this Pastoral Epistle,
and that little but of dubious value. They have nothing to say about the best
way of dealing with the anacoluthon or absence of the ordinary consequent
clause after 1 Tim. 1:3-4. Nor do they notice the feebleness of "a" dispensa-
tion of God in the latter of these verses. They are right of course in accepting
with the Revisers "charge," as against the "commandment" of the A.V. which
confounds the thing meant, either with the "commandment” in ver. 1, or still
more fatally with the law treated of in ver. 7-10; as did the late Dean Alford in
the amazing error of talking about "the law of God in the gospel!" as the true
force of 1. . in 5 even contradicting the true connection with 11. in 3, taken
up again in 18. There is no effort to express better than the A. and R. Vv., the
anarthrous construction in 9; and surely the margin2 of the R. V. ("smiter")
might have well displaced the text ("murderers"). It can scarcely have been
forgotten by classical students that Demosthenes uses the term in the
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broader application of ill-usage, and that Plato in a dialogue so well known as
the Phaedo expressly distinguishes man-beaters and man-slayers. The more
comprehensive force seems therefore decidedly preferable. — Again, they
have nothing to say to the strange insertion of the English article because the
Greek one is requisite in the Uy.d. in 10, a not infrequent fault in the R.V. Nor
do they remark on the R.V., worse than the A.V. in unduly defining the gen-
eral expression with which ver. 12 concludes. Undoubtedly it was to His ser-
vice that our Lord appointed Paul, but what is said is appointing me to min-
istry (or service), though | was beforetime a blasphemer, etc. Instead of
these, which have importance more or less, they say on 16 for "hereafter"
read "thereafter," where in truth neither is called for, 1. Y. "those that should."
And in 18 they would substitute the margin8 for the A. and R. Vv. which
seem both wrong in directly connecting Trpoay. instead of Trpo@. with &t o€.
The sense is "the foregoing or preceding prophecies as to thee."

On 1 Tim. 2:4 they observe "Read who would have all men to be saved,"
instead of the Revised "who willeth that all men should be saved." It is the
expression of desire, not of counsel. — In the rest of the chapter they only
refer to 15, and would have margin to exchange place with the text. Here
again both Revisers and correctors seem at fault, and the A.V. is more ac-
curate; for though the thing child-bearing is well rendered "in childbearing,"
without "her" which is not intended, still less tenable is "the" as if pointing to
the virgin Mary's, which is wholly foreign to the passage, pace Ellicott after
Hammond.

Not a word have they on the weighty 1 Tim. 4. In 1 Tim. 5 they only sug-
gest as to 12 to read "pledge" (with margin Gr. faith) for "faith," a question-
able rendering indeed. In 1 Tim. 6:2 they would read "are minded" for "de-
sire."

2 TIMOTHY.

They would reverse the Revised "incorruption" and restore A.V. "immor-
tality" as the rendering of agpBapaiav. Very probably they were misled by Drs.
Alford and Ellicott, or by others who misdirected them. For it is an error that
the body is not in question here. Life refers to the soul, as incorruptibility to
the body, both brought to light by Christ through the gospel. His resurrection
was victory over death, which annulled its power; as the gospel brings us
even now by faith into that which will be finally displayed in full at His appear-
ing in glory. "Immortality" is a fatal step backward.

The only other American suggestion is as to the last verse of 2 Tim. 2.
They, as in the A.V., prefer it all to refer to Satan, "having been taken captive
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by him unto his will," with the margin lightly modified. The manifest objection
to the A.V. lies in the reference of the two different pronouns to God. Hence
Beza led the way in taking aUt. of the devil, ék. of God. Bengel's notion of
spiritual captive by the Lord's servant, adopted by the committee, appears
highly unnatural. G. Wakefield has the extraordinary turn "after being res-
cued alive," and so far differs from the Revisers; but this was to forget the
perfect and give an aoristic sense rather to the participles, besides the ety-
mological force. To wake up to God's will after having been captive to Satan
is simple enough.

TITUS

affords scope for three notes: Titus 1:2, the strangely loose "long ages
ago" for margin to "before times eternal," the singular rendering of the Re-
visers. But it is easier to disapprove than to do well. The meaning is before
the ages of time, though it seems not very satisfactory as a version.

In Titus 2:13 they would make the text and the margin of the Revision ex-
change places. Either way the person of Christ shines in glory. The context
seems here to favour the text as better than the margin.

As to Titus 3:10, "factious" is certainly less equivocal than "heretical,"
which is apt to be taken as heterodox; whereas a leader of a sect or party
outside is meant, in contra-distinction from a schismatic within. The true
meaning is of moment, as in other ways, so in utterly overthrowing De
Wette's unbelieving effort to deny the apostolic and inspired claim of the
Epistle by assuming the later ecclesiastical usage for this word. In reality it
rather proves the contrary; and thus its true Pauline sense here confirms the
fact that he who wrote 1 Cor. and Gal. wrote this letter to Titus also. 2 Peter
2 allows of debate as to the precise shade of meaning, but in the Epistles of
St. Paul there can be no just doubt of the same sense; and it is not the later
or ecclesiastical usage.

HEBREWS.

The opening of this great epistle suggests grave questions in abundance,
which the American committee slip in silence. They say nothing of the Re-
visers' departure from their rule as to the rendering of the aorist in Heb. 1:2,
or the remarkable expression év uiw, where "in His Son" gives the idea inad-
equately, though it is difficult to represent it well in our tongue. For "as Son"
is too vague, and "in the person of the Son," or "in the Son," would answer to
év Tw Uiw, as in the contrasted phrase év 1oig Tp., the meaning is that God
spoke to us in One so nearly related to Him as Son. Very poor is Chryso-

153



stom's comment, 'IdoU TTGAv 70 év Uiw 1 T00 Uiol @naol, TTPOG ToUg AéyovTag
Tw TNEUPaT To0TO APPOlelv. ‘Opag OTI Kai 10, £v, dia £€oTl; (Interpr. Epp. Paul.
vii. 9. Field, Oxon. 1862.) So among the Latins Primasius, followed by a
crowd down to our day, though not without a numerous and weighty protest.
Again, in the dynamic sense of personal agency in . is unnoticed, if the
reading of the three oldest copies prevail against the mass in the omission of
"by Himself." It is curious to see how Ebrard over and over discusses 1. as if
it were active, and the Vulgate renders it as a present, instead of a past and
completed act. Nor is there a word on the questionable place of "again" in 6;
but their first counsel is to omit marginal ("spirits"), which seem to be on just
ground; for why "make" angels "spirits," seeing that they are all assumed so
to be in 14? The parallelism also points to "winds" here. The notion of mak-
ing the winds His angels, and a flame of fire His servants, is ungrammatical
and inadmissible in both Hebrew and Greek. The Lord really causes His an-
gels to assume the shapes He sees fit. — In 9 they would add to the first
"God" marg. "or, O God." Certainly many have so supposed, though Ps. 50:7
proves the analogy to the A.V. and the context (to my mind) is consistent
with this alone. It is as man, not as God, that the Lord could be said with any
propriety to be anointed. Compare Acts 10 and the very title of Messiah
everywhere. In the aspect of divine glory we should not hear of "Thy fellows."
The Authorised and Revised Versions, were right as they are.

In Heb. 2 we have no remark till 16, where they propose for the text, "doth
he give help to," instead of "take hold," which they would relegate to the mar-
gin. It comes really to the same sense, the one being the literal meaning, the
other derivative. It is not angels that Christ takes up, but Abraham's seed.
The assumption of humanity was taught previously in 14, and is in no way al-
luded to here, though no doubt His interest in the seed of promise is a con-
sequence. The Authorised Version was a huge blunder — physically, gram-
matically, contextually, and dogmatically. Christ was Himself the woman's
Seed; but to take on Him as a nature Abraham's seed is unintelligible. Be-
sides, the present tense was therefore changed into the past to give it an ap-
pearance, but in vain. There is no contrast with the nature of angels; and if
there were, the seed of Abraham would be a strange opposition. So that
Chrysostom who made a similar mistake had to desert the text, and puts it as
the nature not of angels but of men that He took up; just as King James'
translators got farther away from the truth than the versions which preceded
theirs.

It will be observed that they do not comment on the concatenation of 9,
where the Revisers join some of the moderns against the ancients, nor on its
close where an interesting question arises, excluded by all the English Ver-
sions; though it is well-known that the Greek fathers take it as neuter, which
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enlarges the scope and is in keeping with what has gone before, whereas we
hear of "many sons" in what follows, not of all mankind.

Their only other reference is to 17, where they with Alford, Green, the
Rhemish, etc. prefer "become" to "be" a merciful etc. Those who adhere to
"be" as in the Authorised and Revised Version, do not differ in sense, believ-
ing that our Lord only entered on His proper priestly functions when He as-
cended on high. If He were on earth, He would not even be a priest, there
being those who offered the gifts according to the law. His is a heavenly
priesthood.

In Heb. 3 the points noticed are of the slightest, "where" for "wherewith"
(9) as in margin,15 and the "so" of the Authorised Version (as an alternative
in the margin), in 11 where the Revisers have "as" — in Heb. 4:3 also. It is
curious that all the older English Versions were right and had "where" till the
Authorised Version. — Had they remarked on the too common dilution of the
Revisers which re-appears in 6, there would have been true ground of ex-
ception; for surely "as Son" is the sense, not "as a son." — They might have
well pointed out also the loss of connection in 14 with Heb. 1:9, which all the
old English Versions fail to keep up; not to speak of marking in the best way
the links of the closing verses.

In Heb. 4:2'% they are right about the singular text of the critics, adopted
indeed on most ample diplomatic authority but with the strangest resulting
sense, in the face of the great corroboration of the common text lent by the
Sinaitic copy to the three known cursives, backed by the Vulgate and other
Latin MSS., the Pesch. Syr. etc. — But they do not object to the unfounded
emphasis given to "that" rest in 3, nor to the enfeebling of 10, by withholding
"own" at the end. They only would read in 7, "To day, saying in David, so
long a time afterward (even as hath been said before), Today if ye," etc. —
Not even the serious error of "yet" in 15, imported from the Authorised Ver-
sion into the Revised, draws out a word of remonstrance. "But yet" in
Tyndale was a slight guard; the Rhemish is the best, for it has no supple-
ment, as none is needed, and any such as is here insinuates the heterodoxy
of its merely meaning that He did not sin. The statement however goes
farther incalculably, and teaches that He was tempted, or tried, in all things in
like manner, or according to our similitude, sin excepted — not sinning
merely but "sin" excepted. In Him was no sin: it is that not only He did not
sin, but there was nothing of the kind in Him. He knew no sin. — They are si-
lent as to the last verse where "to help us in time of need" is freer even than

2 No wonder that they would have the text and margin5 change places, reading in margin,
"many ancient authorities," etc.
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the Authorised Version which omits the "us:" "for seasonable help" is surely
better than Alford's "for help in time." To limit it to "today" is not warranted.

On Heb. 5 they have nothing to offer. Yet we have again in 8 the worse
than needless "a" Son after the quotation in 5, and "first principles" instead of
simply "beginning." We may and ought to go on to full growth or "perfection,"
but should never leave first principles.

Hence in Heb. 6:1 they fail to put the case in its full force, though quite
justified in rejecting the strange paraphrase of the Revised text. The margin7
is preferable; and "full growth," or margin8 should have displaced "perfec-
tion" in what follows, for it is equivocal if not misleading, and 5:14 should
have prevailed with the Revisers as to our verse. But was it not worth their
notice that, it is "land," not "the" land? — They are warranted (9) in some-

what more than marg.1 "near to" and preferring "belong to" perhaps.

On Heb. 7 not a word, not even on the interesting difference of ei¢ 10
dinvekég, here and in Heb. 10:1 rendered "continually," in Heb. 10:12, "for
ever," as compared with €i¢ Tov aiwva, "for ever," Heb. 5:6, Heb. 6:20, Heb.
7:17, 21, 28. It means without interruption or break, continuously, or in per-
petuity whether relative or absolute; a precision of the utmost moment both
as to Christ and as to the Christian, as may appear farther on. The difficulty
raised by Commentators as to eternity has no real ground in the phrase.

Heb. 8:8 has little to recommend it; for among the ancients it was ex-
pressly noticed that the apostle spoke of blaming, not it, but them; and it
seems the natural construction to take autoig with p. rather than A. — But
was there reason to say more in 1 than "a" chief point? So in 8 "days" are
coming. — Nor is there an effort even to express the different words for
"knowing" in 11.

On Heb. 9 they have more to say, and first would have the margin6 of 4
change place with the text; that is, they would read in the text "altar of in-
cense," and in the margin censer. The ancient Versions, including the Mem-
phitic of Wilkins, save the Latin of the Clermont MS. (avrevm habens al-
tarem) and the Aethiopic which is here nil in its vagueness, are decidedly in
favour of the Revised text, not of the margin. The word as in Philo and
Josephus might express either; but the connection of the censer with the
high priest's action on the Day of Atonement obviously strengthens its case
against the golden altar. It is plain that in 2 Chron. 26:19 Bupiatipiov
"censer" in the king's hand is distinguished from BuciacTipiov TV 6. "the al-
tar of incense." Compare also Ezek. 13:11 in the LXX with Luke 1:11; Rev.
8:3; Rev. 9:13, which seem conclusive against the identification, and sustain
the Authorised Version against Smith's Dict. of the Bible, i. 58, 288. For "par-
able" in 9 they would render 1. "figure” and so in Heb. 11:19, as in the Au-
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thorised Version for both. This seems no great matter, and rather a question
of linguistic taste than of substantial exactitude. It is agreed that "now"
present is needless, as "then" in Authorised Version is erroneous. Much
more important is di1& in 12, which the Authorised Version renders "by," the
Revised Version "through," probably in the same sense. It is a total mistake,
to limit the preposition even with a genitive to the instrument or means, for it
also expresses time or state; as here how Christ entered heaven, not
whereby. "With," as in Rom. 2:27, is the more correct, intelligent, and rever-
ent sense, as there the Revisers properly say in contrast with the Authorised
Version which has no just meaning, in Heb. 9:12 a possibly improper one. It
was the way of atoning efficacy in which He entered, not the medium. Com-
pare 1 Tim. 2:15 for another shade of thought, "through" or "in," not "by." —
In 14 they would add as a margin "Or, his et. sp.," | presume, to exclude the
Holy Ghost from this offering, or at least to predicate it of His own spirit, as
Alford etc. understand without "his." But this is to miss the great truth on
which christians even from the most ancient times fell so soon away to their
great loss; they failed to see His perfection as man in thus ever acting in the
Spirit even to the closing and crowning fact that by the Spirit He offered Him-
self spotless to God. And if called here "eternal," it is in exact keeping with
the character of this Epistle where the christian Hebrews are taught to view
all their blessings thus, in contrast with the temporal standing, privileges and
hopes of the earthly people in its best estate, salvation, redemption, inherit-
ance, and covenant. — Their last point is merely to substitute the categorical
for the interrogative form in 17 by substituting margin5 for the text. It is pos-
sible, though unnecessary: the sense amounts to the same.

In Heb. 10:1 it is a pleasure to agree heartily with the Americans in refus-
ing "they" can (X A B D corr P and some 30 or more cursives) against the
rest of the uncials and cursives, confirmed by the ancient versions, which
connect "can" with the law. "They" cannot be said to be in analogy with the
Epistle: if defensible, it must be by making it in sense impersonal. And then
follows the Lachmannic oddity of a period after mpayuétwv, and beginning a
new sentence "They can never by the same sacrifice," etc. Therefore it is
here proposed to read margin9 "many ancient authorities read they can." —
But not a syllable of protest do they utter against the error of the Authorised
Version repeated in the Revised Version which takes vr. 12 €i¢ 16 8., continu-
ously, with Christ's having offered one sacrifice for sins, whereas its true con-
nection is with His session at God's right hand. Wiclif alone exhibits the same
mistake, not Tyndale nor Cranmer nor the Geneva V. nor the Rhemish,
strange to say. If it were indeed a participle present, it might go to prove the
theory of the mass as a continual offering from the cross for the sins of living,
and dead. But the aorist falls in naturally with the contextual argument on the
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unity of the sacrifice because of its perfect efficacy; and the "continuously"
goes with the utmost propriety and characterizes Christ's seat on high,
though only stated as a fact. There He took His seat, not precisely "for ever,"
but "uninterruptedly” in witness of His completed and accepted sacrifice, in-
stead of standing day by day to renew the same ineffectual offerings, — not
"for ever" but henceforth expecting till His enemies be set a footstool of His
feet. It may be of interest to note that the same phrase is used just after, in
14: by one offering Christ has perfected uninterruptedly the sanctified. His
saints have been perfected without a break to disturb their acceptance, as
freed from their sins by His blood. Their communion may be interrupted and
is by every sin allowed: their clearance from guilt is as perfect as His work
can effect. Out of communion we are powerless and fail to enjoy; and His ad-
vocacy restores our souls by the washing of water by the word which gives
self-judgment. But the standing of the believer is in Christ and according to
the value of a work which has so purged the worshipper that they have, as
Heb. 10:2 says, no more conscience of sins. The conscience is so purged as
to know that all one's sins are gone before God.

In 22, 23 the Americans prefer margin7 to the Revised text, but without
sound reason, it seems to me; for the three verbs of call in the three verses
are connected in due order, the approach being as simply strengthened by
the two perfect participles which follow, as the holding fast the confession of
our hope is sustained by the faithful promise of God, and the considering one
another to provoke to love and good works, carried out especially in this ha-
bitual gathering together and by exhortation in view of the day approaching.
Why sever "our body washed with pure "water" from the foregoing? and why
connect it particularly with what follows? Each of the subjunctives introduces
a new scope, and has its own supports adjoining, and in no case, preceding.
— The superiority of "our own assembling together" is not obvious. — As to
34 it is a question between "ye yourselves have" A H, some cursives, ancient
Vv., etc.), — or "ye have for yourselves" (D E K L, the mass of cursives,
etc.). Margin1 seems to me to be a mere blunder; and | could not say that
any ancient authority countenances it, or if so, what matter? There are fool-
ish enough things beyond doubt in the fathers.

The suggestion on Heb. 11:1 is unobjectionable. Here is the sense: —
"Now faith is confidence (Heb. 3:14) in [things] hoped for, conviction of things
not seen." The rendering proposed for the text in 5 seems a mere twist
without adequate ground. If no more than this could be questioned, the Re-
visers had small reason to fear criticism.

In Heb. 12 they draw attention to the strange want of judgment in the Re-
vised text of 3. There are a few ancient and excellent authorities which read
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the plural in one form or another; but the singular "himself" or "him" is the
reading of Alford and Lachmann, of Tischendorf and Tregelles, none of
whom lacked boldness in acting on a few old copies. The learned editors of
Cambridge adopt it in their Gr. N.T. and were probably the chief influence in
bearing down the opposition of others in the Committee. In 17 it is important
to observe that what Esau sought diligently to obtain with tears was the
coveted blessing. To have sought repentance with tears yields no good
sense. This may show that an intervening parenthesis is desirable to help the
unintelligent reader. It was not however a change of his father's mind but of
his own for which he found no place. There was no real looking to God about
his sins.

It is to be regretted that the Americans seem as far as the Revisers from
correcting the vicious arrangement in 22, 23, where they all failed to see that
Kai defines each new clause after the first in the sentence from 22-24. Mount
Zion is the first; then comes the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerus-
alem; next myriads of angels, the general assembly; after that the church of
the first-born, enrolled as they are in heaven; then God Judge of all; next
spirits of just men made perfect; then Jesus mediator of a fresh (v. not k.)
covenant; and lastly blood of sprinkling speaking better than Abel. It is confu-
sion to mix up the church of first-born ones or heirs with the yavny. which
really is in apposition with pup. ayy. "To the general assembly and church"
etc. is a muddle, the first term of which should end the previous object enu-
merated; the second begins a new one with the conjunction prefixed.

In Heb. 13:18 "honourably" or "rightly" is better than "honestly" as now
limited in English. — But in 20 "an" eternal is very much to be doubted. They
did not suggest "an" eternal Spirit in Heb. 9. Our tongue does not always ad-
mit of the characterizing power of the anarthrous Greek construction, as may
be seen in almost every salutation of the Epistles and often elsewhere.
Hence we are forced sometimes to use our definite article where Greek has
none. More noteworthy far than any of these three is the true bearing of év in
20, where the Revisers do not improve on the Authorised Version rendering
of "through" by theirs of "with," for which they add the margin, "or, by Gr. in."
It is to be feared that our American friends with the Committee at home hold
Calvin's strange idea, which Bleek of late defends though one hardly likes to
put it on paper, of Christ's taking the blood with Him to heaven. It is really
and simply in virtue, or in the power, of His blood. — In 24 it seems needless
to add the margin, "or, the brethren from." It was implied, though Wiclif and
the Rhemish have supplied it, following the Vulgate as usual slavishly.
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JAMES.

It seems surprising that the Americans, less bound as they are by tradi-
tional bias than most in the old world, should heed the title given in the Au-
thorised Version where it is clearly opposed to truth like this of our Epistle.
Had "General" been applied only to the First of John and to that of Jude,
every thoughtful person would have seen it to be true in fact. For the title is
no part of the original text and differs in the ancient copies. The
dwdekaguiov, or whole nationality, of Israel was before the inspired writer's
mind, not the church at large as the term Catholic or General supposes. If
any were disposed to the notion of a spiritual Israel, "that are in the disper-
sion" ought to dispel it. One has only to examine or think of the extra-Pauline
Epistles to see how absurdly they are designated the Seven Catholic
Epistles, though they were from a date early enough to satisfy those who
prefer post-apostolic antiquity to scripture.

The Americans are not wrong in preferring "proving" to "proof" in James
1:3, as Dean Alford also felt. — They do not question the arrangement of 6-
8; but is it not simpler and truer to take verse 7 as parenthetical, and 8 as a
description of the doubter figuratively set forth in 6, rather than in apposition
with "that man" in 7? — Did they not feel the importance of the plural form re-
legated from the text of 13 to margin? God tries faith and patience, He never
tempts to lusts, which are from within. — So 17 has no notice beyond a re-
turn from the Revised Version "boon" to the Authorised Version "gift." Now
we all know that the first of the two words, though properly expressive of the
act of giving may be and often is used for a gift or present; but is it conceiv-
able that we should have the two terms without a distinction other than
brought together and differently qualified? Ought we not to allow that "every
good giving" is here distinguished from "every perfect gift?" The character of
the act good, the result in the thing given perfect, the Father of lights is the
source, in contrast with evil in act and result flowing from self. — We need
not repeat other remarks on the Revised Version made in April 1882, which
do not appear to have presented themselves to our friends.

On James 2 we have nothing suggested. It is agreed that they rightly
cleave to the Authorised and Revised Versions of 1, and reject the unsatis-
factory alternative of Bengel, Calvin, Gataker, or others. So, also, the bring-
ing in of "synagogue" for the more general "assembly" as in the Authorised
Version is a sound correction for reasons which may not have occurred to
the Committee on either side of the Atlantic. — One can understand also the
text and margin of 4, though it be questionable if either side be the best ren-
dering of the word 6. — But ought they to have passed by the needless intro-
duction of the English indefinite in 12? — Nor is "hath" called for in 13. — It is
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more surprising they should consent to "that" faith of the Revisers in 14.
Even Dean Alford would regard the Greek article as only that of previous
mention. Its emphatic force is quite unnecessary. — In 18 the literal sense
seen in the Revised margin seems better than their text and as in the Author-
ised Version, which is substantially Tyndale's. It appears to me that "the" is
more forcible than "thy" with "works" and "faith" at the close: "Show me thy
faith apart from the works [i.e., produced by it], and | will show thee by [or
from] my works, the faith" [i.e. which produces them], neither carrying the
English article without some such paraphrase. See the Revisers' own render-
ing in 26. The article here means the works proper to faith, the works one
has a right to expect from faith. It seems extraordinary that the English Ver-
sions at 19 should have deserted the text before their various translators and
given what answers only to the Cambridge Greek Test of 1881, as well as
the Revisers' margin, no doubt greatly due to the learned Editors' influence.
For though the uncials and cursives in general differ greatly in the order of
the words, the sense is the same as is represented in the Revised text; and
so the mass of ancient versions. The margin has only the Vatican, backed up
by Scrivener's a ¢ | m and Theophyl. All other critics justly insert the article,
which makes the textual rendering imperative. — Very likely dpyn "barren” in
20 has a claim of superiority over vekpé dead (which may well have slipped
in from the context); but was it not incautious to support the Revised Version
in ignoring even in the margin what cannot be denied to have the great pre-
ponderance of ancient evidence? — In 23 "friend" of God is much more ex-
pressive, as well as more strictly correct, than "the friend." — Again in 24
why be parties to severing p. "only" from "faith?" The connection with sub-
stantives is common and well-known. — And why "the" Spirit, when our
idiom here admits of close adherence to the Greek? The last clause illus-
trates on the other hand that in Greek the article may be with "faith" if not
with "works," where the Revisers properly enough have it not in English. In-
deed with "works" the witnesses very generally insert it, save two great un-
cials and two cursives. Origen can scarcely be reckoned in; for he makes
both "faith" and "works" here to be anarthrous.

James 3:1. appears to be encumbered rather than helped by the pro-
posed supply "many of you," as G. Wakefield had suggested long ago; it is
sufficiently implied in the phrase itself. This is the sole suggestion from the
west. — Yet there are delicate questions, especially in 6, while there is little
doubt of the critical readings in 3, 6, and 9. — Elsewhere the cumbrous ren-
dering of the Committee in 15 has been noticed, which we do not repeat; and
it is a grave question whether "in peace" should not be connected with "fruit
of righteousness" rather than with "sown" as in the Authorised and Revised
Versions. G. Wakefield made it qualify "fruit," as if equivalent to Heb. 12:11.
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In James 4:4 there is but a marginal explanation suggested of "adul-
teresses," "That is, who break your marriage vow to God," without a word on
James 5. There is no sufficient reason to doubt the soundness of the critical
change, which all accept save that Tischendorf strangely connects the word
u. with the sentence before (3), not with 4. But the feminine only and fully ex-
presses the corruption of all who tamper with the world, instead of keeping
themselves unspotted from it. — In 5 the Americans rightly endorse the
double query that divides the verse; but is it by any means sure that the Re-
visers are right in adopting the transitive form of the verb accordingto X A B
101. 104. in the latter half? It is precisely a case where the most ancient
MSS. are least reliable; for they often interchange n with 1, o with w, when
the self-same thing is really meant. Of course the resulting difference of
sense amounts to little; for according to the great mass of copies, versions,
and early citations, it attributes to the Spirit Himself His dwelling in us; ac-
cording to the favourites of the critics, it means God's causing Him so to
dwell, which certainly agrees well with the words that follow. — It is of in-
terest to notice the aorists in 7-10, as compared with the presents in 2-6 (ex-
cepting of course God's gift of the Spirit), though difficult to express in Eng-
lish. — Then in 11 we return to the present, where continuance is meant to
be laid down, rather than the urgency of having it done, duration being
merged. — Strange it seems that the Americans had not a word of question
on the omission of the first yap "for" in 14. Even Tregelles only brackets the
word. On rather less evidence Lachmann omits the second, the presence of

which, | presume, led the copyists of XP™ B etc. to omit the former. B omits
the article before . also, as well as (with P its companion) in the second
clause. — In 14 the readings from itacism are confusing enough. — Never-
theless, in spite of B P etc. BeAfjon "shall have willed" is better than 6¢An or -
&1, and if we are to read o (not w), the balance inclines to taking kai ¢. k. .
together. — In 16 "every" rather than "all." — In 17 is there to be no differ-
ence caused by the anarthrous form? "To one therefore knowing how to do
right, and doing [it] not, to him it is sin."

James 5:1 gives the aorist with the present participle, so as to combine in-
stant weeping with habitual howling, because of their sins and the Lord's
speedy judgment. But nobody is blamed for what is so hard to express suit-
ably. — Why, however, is the last clause of 3 "have" laid up? "Ye laid up"
etc. seems more concentrated and graphic. The Americans might have re-
called the British Committee to their own rule; but it is hard to rid the mind of
habit and prejudice; and the true form sounds somewhat harsh to an English
ear. The perfects are used with such propriety in 2, 3, and 4, that it is idle to
suppose the aorist is used in vain between them. So in 5 it should be "Luxuri-
ously, ye lived on the earth and indulged yourselves; ye nourished ... con-
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demned ... killed," etc. All is summed up conclusively in the view of the
writer; who nevertheless guards against possible misuse by his transition to
the present in the closing words, "he doth not resist you." (Compare also ver.
7-10). — Bentley's conjecture (Phil. Lips I. 34) of o k¢, or 6 Kupiog, for ouk
was as unworthy as needless. — In 16 "A righteous man's supplication" is
sufficient and exact. — In 20 it seems arbitrary to omit in the margin a notice
of "his" soul, supported as it is by ¥ A P more than half a dozen cursives,
and all the ancient versions save Sah. Arm. of Zohrab, and adopted by, and
two such editors as Lachmann, and Tischendorf in his last and eighth edition.
Neither Erasmus nor Alford nor Compl., neither Stephens nor Beza nor the
Elzevirs read the pronoun, but Colinaeus does.

1 PETER.

As regards this fervent Epistle of Peter so full of that which is calculated to
"strengthen his brethren," the western Committee appear to be well pleased
with the work of the British Revisers. At any rate they themselves have noth-
ing but two at best questionable remarks to offer, which we shall examine in
their places, one on 1 Peter 2:2, the other on 1 Peter 5:2.

1 Peter 1:1-2, in the Revised Version, may be given in a form that suits
English readers; but the strict force is, "Peter, apostle of Jesus Christ, to pil-
grims (or sojourners) of dispersion, of (or in) Pontus etc. elect according to
foreknowledge of God [the] Father, by sanctification of [the] Spirit, unto obed-
ience and blood-sprinkling of Jesus Christ." The absence of the article is in-
tended, though no doubt our tongue does not admit of the omission so uni-
formly as the Greek. These are the Israel of God, not Gentiles (to correct a
frequently perverted scripture), however truly the latter may partake in the
same blessing; but Gentiles are not addressed in the greeting, only the chris-
tian remnant of Jews in the designated quarter of Asia Minor. Farther év as-
suredly does not mean "through;" but "by" may sometimes represent it better
than "in," which of course is the common equivalent in English. To assume
that it should always be "in" is ignorance of or inattention to the usage: see 5
for the difference of "by" and "through." Some, again, would limit "of Jesus
Christ" at the close to the blood-sprinkling; but this is unfounded and ob-
scures the great truth that the christian is set apart to Christ's obedience as
truly as to the application of His blood. The anarthrous form quite falls in with
this: had the article been there, it would have pointed to Him personally; as it
is, we have Him giving character to obedience and blood-sprinkling, in con-
trast with law-obedience and blood of victims which confirmed the old coven-
ant as a penal sanction. The idea is neither obedience of faith (or believing
with the heart the gospel), nor obeying what our Lord enjoined; but as He
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obeyed in the dependence and loving confidence of sonship, so we now
practically as under grace and possession of eternal life in Him. The strange
mis-translation through misunderstanding of the latter words is even more
striking among some of the Reformed than in older translations or com-
ments; but it need not occupy us now, as it has been already dealt within this
review.

- 6 "in" here also is very doubtful in the "manifold temptations" or "trials,"
though quite right at the beginning of the verse. év in such cases expresses
way and character, which "by" suits English; not the instrument identified with
the agent like the simple dative, still less the means distinct from that agent
like &14. | do not see how talking about "the element and material" helps intel-
ligence. — In 7, as in 13, the Revisers rightly translate, like the Authorised
Version, év "at" the revelation. What is the use of following the foreign fash-
ion, and saying "in" the element, in time, in which it shall be manifested? It is
to lose English in a childish literality of Greek. — But is 8 in the Revised Ver-
sion as accurate as in the Authorised Version? The Americans have not ob-
served, more than the British Revisers, that theirs would answer to ur, not to
oUK. It should be "having not seen." In the same verse the Revisers rightly
correct "in" to "on," for the connection of €ig Ov is not with ay. but with one or
both participles; but, if with both, the Revised Version fails by supplying an
object to the first and so connecting the words with 1. only. Translate there-
fore, "on whom though now not looking but believing ye exult" etc. Were the
connection with the verb as in the Authorised Version, év w would be the
construction required. The ancient versions appear to be for the most part
singularly loose and unsatisfactory, as the Pesh. Syriac and Vulgate, which
omit and add wildly. The Philoxenian Syriac is correct. The older English are
inexact, Wiclif and Rhemish being the worst.

-In 9 Mr. T. S. Green rightly adheres to "salvation of souls,” or in a gen-
eral form soul-salvation. — In 11 it is hard to convey some little intimation of
the phrase, which marginal® (Gr. unto) scarcely meets, "the sufferings [that
came] unto Christ," or "of Christ" as in the Authorised and Revised Versions.
— Whether év be or be not read in 12, the right version is "by" (hardly "with"
as in the Authorised Version alone of English versions), the Rhemish treating
the dative as a genitive absolute! in collision with all grammar, doubtless in
subserviency to the Vulgate. | am disposed to take év on full external evid-
ence backed up by the usus loquendi already explained, notwithstanding A B
and three cursives, meaning "in virtue of [the] Holy Spirit," who is looked at,
not as a distinct personal object as in 11, but as a characteristic power for
preaching the gospel. Only ignorance of the truth would therefore deny His
presence personally in those who thus preached. The anarthrous form is the
only correct one for expressing character, as here intended. — But why pass
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over the mistaken text of the Revisers, following the Authorised Version in
15? The marginal* is more right, “Ay. being not a predicate but the virtual
substantive of the phrase, "after the pattern of," or according to, "the Holy
one that called you." — It seems peculiar that 20 should have passed muster
with its uncalled for, not to say incorrect, "who was," as if the article were
there. The force is rather, if we must supply anything for English ears, "fore-
known as He was," and omitting "was" before "manifested."

In 1 Peter 2:1 is not "malice" (marg.8) better than the Revised text
"wickedness"? It is allowed that the latter more general term may be well in
such texts as Acts 8:22. — What has been said before in re-viewing the Re-
vision need not be repeated now; but it seems to me that Aoy. is one of those
words which the christian revelation wanted and modified for its own pur-

pose, elevating it from "reasonable" as in margin9 or "belonging to the
reason," as the Americans suggest, to "of the word." Compare Rom. 12:1. —
In 5 is it not loose to render the text, "ye also ... are built," as in Authorised
and Revised Versions? Read "yourselves also ... are being built" etc. — In 7
why not say, "A stone which the builders rejected, this was made head
corner-stone"? — In 9 it ought to be more general, "a people for a posses-
sion," though doubtless God's possession is meant. — In 10 "God's people"
suffices: and at the end "obtained" without "have," the fact now simply, in
contrast with the previous state of Lo-ruhamah. — In 13 "to king" is best. —
In 16 "having freedom," — the thing freedom as a cover of the thing malice.
Even the Revisers do not say "your" wickedness; nor should they with free-
dom. The article is with both in Greek, not as a possessive, but because con-
trast makes the two objects, or in a measure personifies them. — The differ-
ence of aor. and pres. in 17 it is difficult to convey tersely in English. — The
Americans rightly reject the supply of "them" (with Alford) or "things" (with
Huther, etc.), and adhere with the Revisers to the Authorised Version with
Wiclif and Rhemish. Tyndale gave here "the cause" (Pesh. Syr.), Cranmer
"the vengeance," Geneva "the punishment."

1 Peter 3:1 shows a rendering similar to 1 Peter 2:18, and slightly differ-
ent from 1 Peter 2:13, where it is the aorist, expressive of once-for-all action,
as the need presented itself; here it is the present as expressing continuance
or habit. — In 2 it is remarkable that those who contend for "in" almost to
nausea abandon it here, where it might be, for the freer version of "coupled
with fear," which has descended and prevailed since Tyndale. — In 3, 4,
complication might be avoided by "On whose part let there be, not the out-
ward ornament of" etc ... "of the meek" etc. — In 12 it is "Jehovah's eyes,"
and "Jehovah's face." — It is not in 15 "Lord Christ," but Christ as Lord as in
the Revised Version. — In 17 "to suffer doing well than doing ill," i.e. for the
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one rather than the other. — Is it not strange, first, that the Revisers should
have perpetuated the error of the Authorised Version in 20, "Which ... were,"
as if the Greek had been T0ig, and next, that the Americans should be in-
sensible to the mistake? The absence of the article proves the participle to
be part of the predicate and assigns the reason of their present imprison-
ment, "disobedient as heretofore they were when" etc. — In 21, "not putting
away of filth of flesh, but demand" etc.

1 Peter 4:1-2, the anarthrous construction is little heeded here by the Re-

visers or the Americans; see also 5, 6. — Nor is the plural unintentional
which has been relegated to the margin.'® — In 11 there is need of little, if
any, supply: "Let it be" would make the sense plain to the dullest. — In 12

"count not as strange the burning [i.e. of persecution] taking place among us
for trial, as though" etc. It is not "has taken place" nor "which is to." The Re-
vised Version is fairly good.

1 Peter 5:1. As the Revisers adopt olv "therefore," they have no right to
"the" elders. It would be general in that case. — In 2 the weight of authorities
is rather equally divided for and against the words "according to God," in the
Revised Version but not in the Authorised Version. The Rhemish has the
phrase following the Vulgate, and so Wiclif ("bi God") and Cranmer "(after a
Godly sorte)" in a parenthesis of italics. The Complutensian editors have it
not, any more than the Vatican MS. and others; the Sin., Alex., and Porph.
uncials give it. But there need be no hesitation in rejecting the American pref-
erence of the error of the Authorised Version in Rom. 8:27, which our trans-
lators never ventured to repeat as to the same phrase in 2 Cor. 7:9-10, 11,
Eph. 4:24, or 1 Peter 4:6, which is in contrast with kat’” dvBpwtrov and really
is a far different idea from and far larger than kata 10 8éAnua 100 Bg0l with
which they would identify it. Beza influenced the Authorised Version, and
Wetstein sought vainly to defend it; but the heathen, who are so unwisely
quoted in that defence, could hardly be expected to understand "after a di-
vine sort" or "character," in contrast with what suits a man. It is nature and
mind rather than "will." — Other points may be left at present.

2 PETER.

On the Second Epistle the American Committee have a little more to say,
but not much. In 2 Peter 1:1, they prefer marg.* to the text, and therefore
would have them exchange places. Is not this a singular choice? Even G.
Wakefield, heterodox as he was, translated as the Revisers. No scholar who
has adequately weighed the construction contests that the omission of the
second article admits of two persons strictly united in joint agency, where the
phrase does not describe a single person. Contextual scope must decide
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which is intended; but even where it is a unity of two before the mind rather
than one person, which is expressed by the one common article, the phrase
seems impossible unless both stood on precisely the same platform of
nature or position. Now | am disposed to believe that in the Epistles of Peter,
as in that to the Hebrews, the inspired writer meant to strengthen those ad-
dressed in the great truth that Jesus was the Jehovah of Israel, the true God,
no less than the Father. The righteousness in question was His faithfulness
to promise in bestowing faith on them; for it could be said to the Jews, bey-
ond any other people under heaven, "To you is the promise and to your chil-
dren, and to all that are afar off, as many as the Lord our God shall call to
Him." Of them only, since Abram, is there at all times a remnant according to
the election of grace.

Again no notice is taken of that common fault in the Revisers, the need-
less enfeebling indefinite article of ours twice over. Our tongue does not re-
quire "a" before "servant" or "bondman"; yet it seems harsh to omit in English
"the" before "righteousness," though Mr. Green does so. "In" the righteous-
ness might mislead, because here it would tend to convey the idea of right-
eousness as the object of faith," according to a favourite dream of Calvinistic
theology, which is in no way meant, as even the Puritan Dr. John Owen can-
didly acknowledges. God was righteous in giving them faith no less precious
than the apostles' according to His promise to the fathers. "By" in the Geneva
V. is legitimate or even "through," though this last might be taken the mere
means (014); whereas it is their God and Saviour's fidelity to His word, in vir-
tue of which He secured their believing. If "in" were thus understood, it would
be all right, as in ver. 2, where the form of the phrase is not quite the same
as in 1 and is correctly given in almost all versions. — The reading in 3 is not
altogether sure, B K L and the great majority sustaining the common text,
Erasmus and the Compl. edd., Stephens, Beza, Elzevirs; etc. whilst X A C P,
a decent little corps of cursives (at least 12), and a very weighty portion of
Vv. support idia ("by His own"). The difference in result is however much less
than it might seem at first; for what after all is the dogmatic distinction
between "through glory and virtue," and "by His own glory and virtue?" Little
or nothing beyond emphatic appropriation of glory to God, in order to en-
hance its bearing on the believer's call by it.

But how came the Authorised Translators to make so stupendous a blun-
der as to render &ia 6. "to" glory? They were misled by the Geneva V., as it
was by Beza, who knew the reading approved of by most modern critics, yet
rejected not it only but the unequivocal meaning of his own text in deference
to his theological idol. Hence he sets Rom. 9:23; Rom. 15:7; 1 Cor. 2:7; 1

¥ So it is in the misreading of the Sinaitic MS. ci¢ 8. and in some Latin copies, contrary to
the unquestionable stream of testimony.
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Thess. 2:12, etc. against d1& here in its regular sense, and will have it used
for €ig! as in Rom. 6:4! — both, it need scarce be added, baseless and very
reprehensible blunders, to the ruin of the truth conveyed by the Holy Spirit.
But he is right in taking &p. of man (as in 5), and not of God, the plural in 1
Peter 2:9 having quite a different force, whatever Dean Alford may have
urged. We are not like Adam who had to abide in his first estate, but sinned.
Neither are we like Israel under the government of the law given by Moses to
control and condemn. We are called out of our evil and ruin by God's own
glory in hope, which demands meanwhile virtue, i.e. energy in refusing our
own will or ease. Bengel did not understand the passage.

- The "your" is uncalled for six times in 5-7, while the small point is noticed
of changing "love of the brethren" into "brotherly kindness" as in the Author-
ised Version, and the former is relegated to the margin. — Of still less signi-
ficance seem the suggestions as to 17, 18, of "was borne" and "borne" for
"came" and "come," though of course the literal meaning, with the omission
of the marg.12 13_ Without doubt the Authorised Version is less accurate than
all its predecessors in 18. This voice we (emphatically) heard come, "borne,"
"uttered,” from heaven, not "which came" merely. It is better it should be, as
the Americans suggest, "by the Majestic glory"; so Winer had long ago re-
marked (Moulton's ed. 462), "all other explanations being arbitrary." Luke
1:26 means "by" or "of" God, not "from," if the reading were certainly 01é. —
In 20 no remark is made on the vagueness of interpretation, any more than
on the dubious text of 21.

In 2 Peter 2:13 they would for "love-feasts" read "deceivings" and say in

marg.12 "Some ancient authorities read love-feasts." Assuredly it is strong, in
a New Testament that aspires to universal use (dislodging the Authorised
Version) to adopt a reading on the very slender testimony of A B and a
cursive, with perhaps the Vulgate and some versions, vague enough in all
conscience, as all other authority, and hence only by Lachmann, Tregelles,
and the recent Cambridge editors. — There seems in fact little to detain in
this. But one might have expected that the anarthrous form of the Greek in
the last verse might have had a notice, "A dog" returned, etc. and "A sow"
when washed etc.

On 2 Peter 3 they are wholly silent. Yet the first verse seems to invite cor-
rection. "This [is] now, beloved, a second letter | am writing to you." As the
first was written to the christian Jews in Asia Minor, so was the second for
the same parties: a fact which has no small bearing on ver. 15 and the au-
thorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews. God would give the simple a divinely
formed conviction without going beyond the bounds of scripture. Paul's
epistles too, including that written to the christian Jews, were scripture.
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1 JOHN.

Our friends have yet less to remark on the profoundly interesting and mo-
mentous Epistle before us. The Revisers have indeed corrected serious er-
rors in the Authorised Version, and in general done well. But was there noth-
ing to notice till near the end of 1 John 37 Why "declare" in 1 John 1:2 and
again in 3?7 The Revisers had already given like the Authorised Version "de-
clared" to é¢ny. in John 1:18. They are quite right in discriminating &mayy —
from d&yy. But why not adhere to its strict sense "report"? They correctly
cleave to "message" for the uncompounded substantive in 5.

- "Report" for amayy. in 2, 3 is just as suitable as in its ordinary usage.
The Revisers have shown undue deference to the Authorised Version in con-
tenting themselves from the beginning of the New Testament with "tell" or
"show" "bring word" or "report" being better in the first occurrence (Matt. 2:8).
There are cases where the context makes "report" harsh; but here, so far is
this from being so, that no word appears so appropriate to my mind. It admir-
ably suits the peculiar relation of the apostle to Christ on the one hand and to
the saints addressed on the other. It imports the authority that sent the mes-
sage, or at least the source whence it was brought. Again, is it not peculiar to
give here only "the life, the eternal life?" — Though the precisely same struc-
ture occurs in 1 John 2:25 they are content with "the life eternal." One need
not adduce other phrases to show how little it was called for. — In 4 it is well
known what conflict there is in the readings and the editions, and this in a
twofold question. Should it be fueic or Uuiv? and again AU&Y or UPGV? If ap-
parent difficulty will have weight, as goes the familiar maxim of all textual the
first person must be allowed to be the less obvious; a corrector's hand would
probably bring in the second. Even Stephens and Elzevir do not agree as to
the last pair, the Compl. edition joining the former, as did Beza in his first edi-
tion, but not in those subsequent. So Tischendorf wavered in both clauses,
his eighth edition adopting the first personal pronoun. Both MSS. and Vv. of
the highest character have additions unmeaning or worse.

- In 5, as has been already stated, the true word is ayyeAia "message,"
which all critics endorse, though excellent authority sustains the unquestion-
able error of émayy. imported here from 1 John 2:25 where it is certainly
right. That this is so finds confirmation in 1 John 3:11, where émayy. occurs
again in some first-rate authorities, though it really is nonsense. This is one
of the cases where Colinaeus alone presents the true reading. Did the Au-
thorised translators know this? It is curious that they should give the true
sense from the false text of all the other old editions. — In 6 we see as else-
where, "the" darkness. Perhaps the abstract use of the article was forgotten.
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It is a question of specific darkness in contrast with "the" light, which would
give the article.

- In 7 "Christ" has not only many suffrages but some authorities of weight;
yet there can be little doubt that the Revisers have rightly dropt it. In the
same verse it is surely open to question at least whether "every" sin be not
more exact than "all." To this may be opposed "all" unrighteousness in 9; but
there is meant "every" kind of act, though it be less easy to say so in English
of these moral ideas where "all" is on the whole best. To the repentant be-
lievers God is faithful and just, not only in remitting their sins as a whole but
in cleansing them from every shade of unrighteousness. It is the principle in
all its absoluteness, as John loves to speak. See again the force of the
present in 7, not mere historic actuality, but the abstract truth, which from the
first abides true for the believer. Even in 10 the aorist is avoided, as being
the tense of narrative; it is the question of our being no sinners, the denial of
our being in that position, which gives God the lie. This is a bolder evil and
more flatly opposes His word than saying we have no sin, bad as this self-
deception is. The perfect presents the general truth of a continuous state res-
ulting from past acts.

In 1 John 2:1 the Americans should have observed the need of discrimin-
ating Tekvia from Traidia in this Epistle. The former term beyond doubt in-
cludes the family of God as a whole, the latter designates only the youngest
portion. Hence, if we adopt "little children" for the one, "babes" might well ex-
press the other; if for 1. we are content with "children," we might add "little"
children for 1. in 13, 18 where alone it occurs here. It is confusing and mis-
leads to express no difference as in the Authorised and Revised Vv. Again,
none would gather that "righteous" at the end is anarthrous. Bp. Middleton
need not excuse the writer; who means to draw attention especially to that
quality "as righteous." The general sense, however, of 1, 2, is accurately
given in the Revised Version where the Authorised translation had greatly
failed. — So it is in 8, where the Authorised Version exaggerates while it is
also feeble. The darkness is not "past,” but passing away. — Why the Re-
visers say "hath" blinded in 11 does not appear. The fact was enough for the
Spirit of God. — In 12 there is no doubt that the weight of external evidence
is greatly in favour of £ypawa, but there is sufficient testimony in support of
ypaow. This, in my judgment, is demanded by internal considerations, easily
mistaken by superficial scribes who in all probability changed the form of the
verb to suit their perversion through ignorance. The complications of com-
mentators are as helpless as those of the critics. Hence Dr. Wordsworth joins
with those whom he often opposes. The truth intended is perfectly clear,
though ancients and moderns agree in missing it. There is first the ypagw, "I
write," to the little children or entire family; the apostle writes to all because
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their sins are forgiven them for His name's sake. Then follows to each sec-
tion, fathers, young men, and babes, thrice ypaow, "I write." But next is
thrice repeated the form €ypawa, "I wrote," which goes over the ground
again, with increasing enlargement to the "young men" (14-17) and to the
"babes" (18-27), after which the comprehensive 1. "little children" is resumed
in the Epistle, as it had preceded. | presume that the scribes did not observe
this, and imagined the threefold connection lay in the end of 13 with 14, and
so assimilated the form of the verb. They ought to have seen the threefold
exhortation of 13, taken up again and expanded in 14-27. — The version in
19 is literally correct (not marginz); but is it a good idiomatic rendering? It is
not the universality that is denied, but its predicate: "none are of us;" or "all
are not of us." The Authorised version or the margin2 is not sense. Compare
the end of ver. 21 and the points may be left.

On the whole the Revised Version of 1 John 3 is good; so that criticism is
justly disarmed. Important, errors in the Authorised Version are corrected in
1, 2, 3, and 4. It is in 19, 20 that the Americans would read and punctuate
"him: because if our heart condemn us, God" etc. (with the present text in the
margin). It appears to me that neither is right, and that God being greater
than our heart, and knowing all things, is brought in, not for consolation
where our heart condemns but to deepen self-judgment. It is state, not stand-
ing, that is in question. The construction is peculiar from the double 6,
which is not without example in the New Testament without construing it as
"because," but referring to the opening words.

1 John 4 does not furnish matter for the correction of the American Com-
mittee. Yet they might have noticed failure in reflecting the force of the text of
2, 3, which, it appears to me, would not prove a barrier insuperable to an evil
spirit animating a false prophet. Nay, some of these insist with great force on
the Lord's coming in flesh, as Irvingites, etc. Wherein then lies the ground? It
is the confession of the person, not, of the bare fact. It should be therefore:
"every spirit which confesseth Jesus Christ come in flesh is of God; and
every spirit which confesseth not Jesus is not of God." It is the divine One
come in flesh that is confessed or not. The evil spirit might urge that He
came in flesh, to deny His deity or to insinuate the fallen character of His hu-
manity, which last in effect denies His Godhead and makes the atonement
impossible. Indeed this is the great root-lie of Satan against the truth among
nominal christians. — Passing hence to 9, "in us" of the text is liable to mis-
understanding, margin' being far better; so in 16 also. — In 17 is an import-
ant correction, we may say by the way.

So, as all know, in 1 John 7, 8, not to speak of 6, as in 13, the true text is
correctly represented in the Revised Version. — There remains in 18 the
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American preference of margin? himself (for "him" in the text on the slender
witness of AP™ B 105. as opposed to all other authority). Dean Alford went
so far indeed as to translate "it keepeth him" i.e. the divine birth pointed at in
the aor. part. yevvnbeig, "he that was begotten." Mere theory, it seems to me,
would deny the reflexive pronoun here.

2 JOHN.

All the notice taken of the Revisers' work is to say "1 (and 5) "lady" add
marg. Or, Cyria." Either the British Committee have been remarkably suc-
cessful or the American company have not been clearsighted, or some one
else is disposed to be fastidious, which in any unfair sense | abhor. For there
seem to be graver questions than of Cyria for "lady," though so understood
from Athanasius (not to speak of Syrr.) down to Bengel, Griesbach, De
Wette, Lachmann and Tischendorf. Wetstein, Grotius, Bp. Middleton, like R.
Stephens in his third edition of 1550 (not in those of 1546 and 1549), decided
for Electa as the proper name. This however seems disproved by the last
verse of the Epistle, where it would be equally harsh to consider that her sis-
ter bore the same name, or that the epithet should be used so equivocally, if
it be a proper name in the first verse. There remains the more generally ac-
cepted sense given in the Authorised and Revised Versions and all the older
English, save the Rhemish; whereas the Vulg. and Aethiopp. (if not the Sah.
and Memph., which seem ambiguous) support "elect lady," which Jerome
took as symbolic of the catholic church, an alternative meaning in Cramer's
Cat. Pat. Gr. viii. 146, as it was held by other ancients. It was an error no
doubt, as was the application to Corinth, Philadelphia, Jerusalem; no less
than the tradition which gave it to Drusia, Martha, or the Virgin Mary, each of
whom has had a defender. But one sees not why in this case the anarthrous
construction in 1 should be unheeded, "to an elect lady" etc. Where the
sense requires the article as in 13, it is duly inserted. Some for another pur-
pose have reasoned on the greeting, not of the elect sister, but only of her
children, forgetting that she might be deceased or absent from the place
whence John wrote, and in either case could not be included in the salutation
sent. But the entire phrase, as it forbids the symbolical interpretation, general
or particular, corroborates most simply the ordinary view, only with our indef-
inite article; which phrase may have been employed to veil the name of the
lady, while the fact and duty are carefully recorded. — In 3 no notice is taken
of John's peculiar phrase Trapd, "on the part of God," not &6, "from God" as
in the Pauline Epistles. It is more intimate (cf. 4). That Cod. Sin.P™ and more
than ten cursives here read the more distant preposition amé cannot shake
the ordinary text, either here or, in some of them, the omission of the second
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mapd. It is a much more doubtful question whether kupiou "Lord" should be
inserted in the same verse. High authorities plead for and against. It would
be the solitary case, if genuine, of so designating Christ in John's Epistles;
but then it is the solitary case of a full and solemn salutation. Still | cannot but
regard it as no less questionable than other assimilations to the style of the
apostle Paul. — But had our American friends no compunction at the intro-
duction into the version of the epistolary aorist or English present in 4,
without even an intimation in the margin? In 3 John 3 they on the contrary
give the proper aoristic to the text but the epistolary in the marg.! which in-
volves the rest of the verse rather harshly in the same form. The perfect €Up.
"l have found" does not prove it even in this Second Epistle. He only intim-
ates the permanence of the discovery, while he does not go beyond the ex-
pression of a definite time of joy. — On the question of €ixauev or €ixopev in
5 we need not enter now, nor the true connection of iva. — The Revisers did
well in abandoning the Text. Rec. and Authorised Version in 7; for "entered"
(eiofiABov), though supported by K L P and many cursives, etc. has no just
sense, but £€iABov "went," or are gone, "forth." Compare 1 John 4:1, where
there is no various reading in the corresponding word. On the other hand the
same objection applies here as in 1 John 4:2-3. It is not the bare fact that Je-
sus was to come in flesh, but His person as so coming, which the deceivers
do not confess. The participle, it will be noticed, is abstract or, as Alford says,
altogether timeless. And very energetic is the statement, that "the" deceiver
and "the" antichrist meet in him who thus dishonours the incarnate Son of
God, though there is one full and final person according to prophecy to sum
up and close the dismal category in his own time, whom the Lord Jesus will
destroy in person. — In 8 reigns great confusion of copyists, who did not like
the first person here, as being unusual and tampered with more or less from
early times, The common text appears to be right. — But the Text. Rec. of 9
is utterly wrong in TrapaBaivwv "transgressing," which flowed from prevalent
feeling and ignorance, instead of mpoaywv, going forward or taking the lead,
the contrast of abiding in the teaching or doctrine of Christ — the truth of His
person. "Going before [you]," as Alford suggests, like John 10:4, is ridicu-
lously poor and wrong. It is rather development, — a characteristic of the
school of tradition which deifies the church, or the yet more irrelevant inven-
tion of heresiarchs impatient to advance beyond the limits of revelation.
Neither prizes the truth and nothing but the truth, both go outside the truth to
its destruction, utterly ignorant of the whole truth, which Christ is at least as
much as what He taught. The repetition of 1. x. "of Christ," in the latter half of
the verse is superfluous. The oldest and best authorities not only omit this,
but adhere to the order of "the Father and the Son," contrary to A and Latin
copies. — In 10 "your" is uncalled for. Had more definiteness been intended
it was open to the writer to have said TAv or even to have added the pronoun:
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€ig oikiav is intentionally characteristic, or as we say "at home," and all the
more forcible in certain cases. The antichristian teacher, coming to set forth
Christ, was neither to be received, nor even greeted. It is the most extreme
case, because it is no question of intelligence or privilege like church mat-
ters, nor merely discipline, but of foundations: the Christ of God was at stake;
and woe be to the man who betrays Him! To confound this with other things,
grave indeed in their measure, as some do who boast, is dense ignorance,
and shows a lie in the right hand, which will work ruin. Here uncompromising
rejection is but due to the injured Son of God. Even to greet is spurious sym-
pathy and real sin. — In 12 our "l was not minded" fairly meets oUk épB. (bet-
ter than AB.) — It is surprising that Audv "our" should not be preferred to
UuGv, "your." If A B, a good many cursives, and most ancient Vv. sustain the
latter, X K L P, many cursives, and ancient Vv. support the former, as the
critics are rather evenly divided, Griesbach, Scholz, Tischendorf, and
Wordsworth for j. as Alford, Lachmann, Tregelles, and the Cambridge Edit-
ors for U. But the first person couples the apostle with those he is writing to, a
weighty element in the joy of those concerned, which the second person
leaves out, in my judgment to the weakening of the truth here conveyed.

3 JOHN.

The American Committee would blot out marg.2 to 4 and in 8 give "for"
(like the Authorised Version "to") rather than "with" as in the Revised Ver-
sion. On both a word may be said in each place.

In 1 (and 3) the exclusion of the article is exact and not without its import-
ance in this as in the previous Epistle, character, and not objectiveness, be-
ing intended. Compare this with the end of 4 where in "the" truth is right,
though the article is omitted by C®™ K L P. There is no loving or walking in
truth, if we have not "the" truth to walk in. — In 2 the poetic sense of Trepi .
is quite untenable here, though adopted by Beza and in the Geneva Bible
before the Authorised Version. It is contrary to all sound doctrine that John
prayed "in primis" or "above all things" for Gaius' prosperity. As to, about, or
in all things he prays that he may prosper and be in health, even as his soul
prospers — this last the hinge on which he could pray that he might fare well
in circumstances and bodily health. To make either or both his especial
prayer is not unscriptural only but unreasonable, and below a Jew if not a
heathen. Is it not startling that so flagrant a fault should have got in, and
since the Reformation too? Certainly Wiclif is loose ("of all things | make
preier that thou enter and fare wilfulli?" etc.), is he overlooked apparently the
first "prospere” of the Vulgate, to speak of no other flaw.
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Tyndale, though right in his version of 1. ., strangely deals with uy. as
"faredest well" which would answer better to €00d., and so the Rhemish.
Erasmus, though right where Beza led the way in error, extinguished all the
touching grace of the verse by his impersonal vagueness, "de omnibus opto,
ut prospere agant et recte valeant, sicut" etc. — Had our Trans-atlantic
friends nothing to say of the marg.1 to 3?7 To take it as present was in no way
due to the participles following the verse; and less, if possible, to the pur-
posely general statement in 4. — In 4 the marg.2 seems extravagantly
wrong, even though B 7.35. Vulg. in its best copies (save Tol. etc.) Memph.
favour it. Wiclif ("I have not more grace of these things than that" etc.) and
the Rhemish ("Greater thanks have | not of them than that" etc.). help to ex-
pose its hopeless unsoundness. The error for a scribe was easy, but hard for
a sober and intelligent believer. Some have a morbid partiality for a singular
variation; but none as yet had the hardihood to adopt it save the learned edit-
ors of Cambridge in their recent work. — Is not the rendering of the Revised
Version in 5 likely to support Lachmann's reading £pyadn rather than the un-
questionable épyaan, not to speak of failing to distinguish épy. and ol.?
Otherwise there is good service rendered in most that follows, where the Au-
thorised Version has serious mistakes or shortcomings.

- In 6 let me say that, though we cannot well express the anarthrous év.
¢kkA. as here meant, Winer has no better reason than elsewhere to account
for the omission by any peculiar property in the word or any license in its us-
age. Such explanations spring from mere defect of analysis. Nor is the sense
before "a" church, as translates Mr. T. S. Green; though grammatically pos-
sible, the sense is unsuitable. The absence of the article is to express char-
acter; they witnessed of Gaius's love before (the) assembly, not man nor yet
God only, but ecclesiastically as such. Compare Acts 9:15; Acts 19:19; Acts
28; Rom. 12:17; 2 Cor. 8:21; 1 Tim. 5:20; 1 Tim. 6:12. It is rigidly accurate,
though English does not appear capable of well expressing the nice shade.
— In 7 one might say "for on behalf of the Name, they went forth," rather
than "because that for the sake of" etc. Utrép 1. dv. here hardly imports the
same as 01 10 6v. auTod in 1 John 2:12."Welcome" in 8 is a reading differing
from the Received Text and should be noted. The word means to "take up"
or "sustain" and should be distinguished from "receive" in 9, 10, the first use
of which seems not recognising the apostle's authority in what he wrote, or
rejecting him virtually, the second not admitting, to fellowship rather than
hospitality, the visiting brethren, but casting out of the church those, who
would do so. "For" was Dean Alford's notion, but "with" as in the Revised
Version and others seems more forcible.

- In 9 there is a short but weighty omission in the common text in which
the Revisers reinstate 11 "somewhat" on the strong authority of X AB C 7.68.
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Sah. Memph. et Arm. K¢ with more than ten cursives etc. join K L P and
most cursives in omitting the indef-pronoun, but the former add &v which
gives to the verb the force of "l should have written to" etc. And this appears
to be the ground of the Vulgate's extraordinary "forsitan," the "peradventure"
of Wiclif, and the "perhaps" of the Rhemish; which any christians should
have felt and known to be out of harmony with divine truth, and simply im-
possible: | mean, not the reading dv, but the Latin rendering followed by its
English reproducers. It would seem from the context in 10, that the subject,
matter communicated was the apostle's commendation of the evangelizing
brethren, dear to him, but offensive in the eyes of Diotrephes. He stood on
assumed authority and resisted the apostle, the highest authority then on
earth, who stood for the truth and loved those who walked in it and preached
it on behalf of Christ's name.

JUDE.

The Americans in 1 would (like the Geneva, Rhemish, and Authorised
Versions) read "Jude" for "Judas," adding in marg. Gr. Judas: a remarkable
note, especially from those who do not value current customs like the old
world. Yet they adopt "Judas," not Jude, in Matt. 10:4, etc. passim Matt.
13:55; Mark 6:3; Acts 5:37; Acts 9:11; Acts 15:22, etc. In Matt. 1: etc. they do
not object to "Judah" for the same word. Such variety in English seems un-
desirable. The Revisers, with Wiclif, Tyndale, and Cranmer, seem to me fully
justified in giving "Judas," save in citations from the Old Testament where
they perpetuate the Hebrew form. As usual we have no notice of the Re-
visers' failure to deal with anarthrous description, which they have represen-
ted aright in the second member, not in the first. Was it not as easy to have
said, "servant of Jesus Christ," as "brother of James"? "A" was uncalled for in
either case. It has also been remarked (in B. T. Aug. 1882, p. 127) that T0Iig
KA. should not be confounded with T. kekA. as the Revisers do, whereas the
Holy Spirit pointedly employs the perf. part. in the two included words of pre-
dication, but the verbal adj. with the more direct address.

There need be no hesitation in dismissing "sanctified" for "beloved" on the
authority of the best MSS. and almost all the ancient versions as well as dis-
tinct citation in early times. But it is questionable whether "for" is right with
"kept." That the saints are and were both beloved and kept has great force in
so solemn a sketch of imminent apostacy as is here portrayed. But the mis-
chief was by these destroyers getting in, not by erring men going out in out-
ward separation, as is generally and unintelligently assumed. It would have
been a great mercy, if they had gone out as in 1 John 2. Ver. 19 is no real
difficulty for this view; for the rest of the Epistle proves they were within, in-
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tent on their evil purpose or blinded instruments of a worse; and therefore
their divisive way was within, not without, so far like the Pharisees among the
Jews. — In 4 the Americans would have "written of beforehand," and put "set
forth" into the poy. They overlook also the old inaccuracy of taking kpiya as
"condemnation" which is rather katakp. In effect, it becomes this; but we
ought always to translate correctly.

- In 5 they have allowed to pass the feeble rendering of the Authorised
and Revised Versions, "afterward;" whereas its force seems to be to mark
"the second time" of divine action: first, He saved a people out of Egypt; in
the second place, He destroyed them. Still wider of the mark were Tyndale
and Cranmer who connected 10 &. with "those that believed not." The
Rhemish follows the Vulgate in the true sense; and if some wonder at "Je-
sus" there, let them remember that excellent authority supports this word,
though kUpiog, Jehovah, (or 6 k. "the Lord," in the Text. Rec.) has perhaps
stronger claims on our acceptance. — In 6 they do not notice the scarcely
English phrase "hath kept ... unto," though one may shrink from G. Wake-
field's "keepeth" as hardly a right rendering of the perf. But "hath in keeping"
might suffice. — And why in 7 should not "the" have been avoided with ik as
well as "a"? — So in 8 too. It is not spiritual defilement, but fleshly. "The"
makes it too concrete, as in all the old English versions. — And had they no
question about the rendering of ¢a ut Trol1. in 12, even if ag. be severed from
the preceding and connected with the following, as the Revisers prefer, with
the Authorised Translation after Erasmus and Beza? "Shepherds that ...
feed" is a fertile if legitimate rendering of mol., if "deluding"” is a wild sugges-
tion of Wakefield, though he sends us for confirmation to a lengthy note on
Luke 17:7-8, in his Silva Crit. ii. 85-90. — Elsewhere has been a full com-
ment in these pages on the odd rendering of 14 "to" these, so that there is
the less need to enlarge now. "For," "of," "as to," are legitimate renderings
here. But "themselves" as in the Elzevirian text of 19 is an addition to that
which is attested by the most reliable witnesses, and looks as if meant to
clench the ecclesiastical meaning given to &mod. which means separatism,
but of a definite kind within rather than without. To treat it as schism, or
rather "heresy" in its scriptural force of a party gone outside, is quite at issue
with the intimations of this Epistle. — On 22 the Americans would add a not
very important marg. Note.
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THE REVELATION.

1) REV. 1-7.

Having discussed the details of the Revised New Testament in this clos-
ing book with comparative minuteness, | may be allowed to notice more rap-
idly what little the American Committee have to say.

They merely propose the omission of two marg. notes, in 8 of marg.8, and
in 13 of marg.!" There are insertions of less account than the former; and
few of greater moment than the latter. For though the text ("a son of man")
seems literally faithful, John 5:27 ought to have made not only the Revisers
hesitate as to their text but our Transatlantic friends still more doubt the wis-
dom of their rejecting the marg. note. The Greek, like the Chaldee of Dan. 7,
has not the article as is notorious, because the aim is to describe the human
character of the glorious person that was seen, rather than to point to Him as
a known object. Our language fails to reflect this characterising force of the
anarthrous phrase; for if we say "the," it makes the person as such more
prominent than the original warrants; if we say "a," it excludes Him who was
well understood to be seen in the character of Son of man, which we can ex-
press better in the Gospel than here. The Father gave Him authority to ex-
ecute judgment, because He is Son of man, though He is also Son of God
and as such gives life to every one that believes. Here, in John's great proph-
ecy, it is more difficult to set it out adequately in English, and one can hardly
avoid saying "the" Son of man, though in Italics or brackets or some such ex-
pedient, to show that it is not in Greek but due to the exigencies of our
tongue. But as "a son of man" in the Revised text falls short of the truth, so
the omission of the marg."" in 13 by the Americans is a bolder departure still
as giving up a truer alternative. The insertion of the article in Greek would
have spoiled the real bearing of both passages. How to give the best pos-
sible English equivalent may be questionable; but "a son of man" is not the
sense meant either in Dan. 7 or in Rev. 1 any more than in John 5

In Rev. 3:2 they for the Revisers, "fulfilled" read "perfected." But is not the
true version "complete” rather than either? "Perfected" is appropriated by the
Revisers, and without objection on the part of the Americans, to another
word and for another thought, as in the Epistle to the Hebrews.

In Rev. 4:6 what they mean by "of the throne' add marg. Or, before"
seems unintelligible. | can only conjecture that they propose "before" as an
alternative for "in the midst of." If so, it is plainly untenable; for in the same
verse, and distinguished from évwTriov 1. Bp., is év péow 1. Bp. which can
only be rendered "in the midst of the throne," an idea quite different from "be-
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fore." The proposal is still more mystified by referring us to the comparison of
Rev. 5:6, and Rev. 7:17, where we have the Lamb, not "before," but "in the
midst of the throne."

So in Rev. 5:6 their marg. addition seems quite unfounded and apparently
due to Dean Alford's strange note, probably misled by the Germans, one of
whom is so ignorant of the elements of Apocalyptic imagery as to conceive
the Lamb on the sea of glass! Perhaps the American Committee may have
slipped into this notion. Certainly that sea was "before" the throne. How dan-
gerous is this guess work!

To Rev. 6:6 they would append an explanatory note in the margin, in-
stead of the more vague words of the Revisers. — In 11 "completed" ap-
pears once more to be best; or, "complete" their course, if the active form is
to prevail as in many, and some ancient, authorities.

Of Rev. 7:17 it is unnecessary to say more.

2) REV. 8-22.

Not a word have the Americans to say of Rev. 8:3, though they might
have seen the technical force of 6. admitted in the Authorised Version of
Rev. 11:3, which the Revisers have now blotted out everywhere in the book
— i.e. give power, or render effectual. All the previous versions differ, and all
are as wrong, it appears to me.

In Rev. 10:6 they rightly prefer the marg. alternative "delay" to the textual
"time," as in the Authorised and Revised Versions. "Time" in fact only mis-
leads; as, according to the book itself, more than a thousand years elapse
from the seventh angel's beginning to sound, before eternity is come;
whereas every one would infer from these versions that eternity must at once
follow the sounding of that trumpet. But xpdvog in the Apocalypse as else-
where is regularly used for "a while or space," a "lapse of time that inter-
venes" i.e. a delay:" see Rev. 2:21, Rev. 6:11, Rev. 20:3. So it is for ex-
ample in Acts 14:3, 28, 15:23, 18:20, 23, 19:22, etc. There is really no ex-
cuse for the mistake of the Revisers. It is a mere perpetuation of traditional

' So far Vitringa is quite right (Anacrisis Apoc. 577): "non sunt accipienda absolute, acsi
sensus eorum esseti cum clangore Tubicinii Septimi omnia terminatum ira Secula, quae
Deus Ecclesiae suae in his terris destinaverat, expectandam gloriosam £migaveiav, quae
finem impositura sit verum sublunarium motibus et afflictionibus Ecclesiae; quomodo bene
multi Interpretes haec verba explicarunt; sed restricte secundum ipsius loannis
interpretationem, eo quem dedimus sensu: Moram nullam temporis esse intercessuram
inter clangorem Septimae tubae et oraculorum propheticorum implementum," etc. Every
scholar knows that this sense is classical as well as Hellenistic. It is the only one that waits
the context and falls in with the truth in general.
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ignorance. Indeed it would be hard for any one to produce a single instance
in the New Testament of the abstract force of "time," in contrast with "etern-
ity," which is so arbitrarily conceived to occur here. Mr. E. B. Elliott's addition
of it "prolonged" or "extended" is quite uncalled for.

In Rev. 12:4 there is no doubt that the Americans are justified in giving a
present force to the principal verb ("standeth"), and hence to the correction
that follows. The truth is that here as in the Old Testament prophecy the Seer
was expressly inspired to intermingle the past with the present and future. All
was thus felt the more vividly to be before God who made His word known.
This has led to a little swerving from a literal rendering.

In Rev. 13:1 (or end of Rev. 12) the Americans rightly contend for at least
a marg. addition to "he stood" thus: — "Some ancient authorities read / stood
etc., connecting the clause with what follows." Why, it is the reading of B P,
all the known cursives save two, more than one ancient version and the
Greek commentators Andreas and Arethas. Tischendorf retains it, notwith-
standing, in his eighth or last edition. Was this beneath a marginal notice? —
In my opinion they are no less right in suggesting that marg.5 and the text,
ver. 8 should exchange places. (Comp. Rev. 17:8.)

In Rev. 14:6 they would for "an eternal gospel" read "eternal good tid-
ings." Would not "everlasting" be more correct? There is a shade of differ-
ence in our tongue. | do not find that the Americans contend for "good" or
"glad tidings" elsewhere: why here only? — But é¢npaven in 15 does not
mean "ripe" but perhaps "over-ripe" or simply and literally "dried up." Why
should this be departed from?

Rev. 15:2 seems to be in the Revised Version as strongly rendered as the
Greek can fairly bear.

Rev. 16:9 does not stand happily in the Revised Version though express-
ing the Greek article in English — at least so it seems to the Americans and
to me. It is another case with 11, as all agree. — The margin might have
been added in 16.

In Rev. 19:15 there is no good reason why those who said "God, the
Almighty" (or some equivalent) in Rev. 1:8, Rev. 4:8, Rev. 11:17, Rev. 15:3,
Rev. 16:7, 14, Rev. 19:6, should say, "Almighty God" without the English def.
article in this verse.

In Rev. 22:3 is a needless departure from the almost invariable rendering
of the Revised Version no less than of the Authorised Version in "do service"
for the simpler "serve." The only approach to it elsewhere is in their version
of Heb. 12:28 where they have "offer service"; but they might plead
evapéoTwg as modifying the sentence and inducing them to prefer "offer ser-
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vice well-pleasing to God," instead of the dignified simplicity of our old "serve
God acceptably." However this be, in the Apocalypse it is hard to imagine
why they should depart from their own well-nigh uniform practice, to give us
a more cumbrous form in accordance with none of their predecessors.

FRAGMENT. — The absence of elders in Corinth necessarily made the
charge to the assembly direct. How blessed for a day when they cannot be
regularly! And how unworthy to complain of their absence now and to neglect
the word that was given to direct in such circumstances!
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