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PREFACE.

To hear some people talk, one really would think
wisdom and knowledge had come with them into
the world ; until, whether from conceit on their
part or from their “scientific” discoveries, we
shall soon have nothing left either of the old
world or of our old faith. Once, indeed, even
heathens, éx Awe ebxovro, claimed their descent
from Heaven— for, said they, ro¥ ydp xal yévoc
topév, we are his kin; though Christians now
derive it from brutes; while language, which of
old was, in theory, said to be mpegopicdc Adyec,
¢ outspoken reason,’ in token of its divine origin,
is now discovered practically to be nothing but
the development of the two mighty roots Bau-
‘Wau, which in time overspread the earth. Such
profound lore cannot, of course, be gainsaid; but
everything, from the creation of the world and
of man, to the laws of etymolegy and the rules of
syntax, is now settled accordingly.
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No wonder, then, if, under such circumstances,
both the Received Greek Text and the Authorised
English Version of the New Testament—monu-
ments of learning of the past— should lately have
bad a hard life of it. The Greek Text especially ;
because, being read by comparatively few, any
one who takes into his head “to construct” a
text, may try his hand at it with a certain
degree of impunity ; so that, as things are at pre-
sent, we have almost as many texts as there are
critics; to the great hindrance and confusion of
us all. Perhaps is it that “to construct a text,”
after the manner of some men, is on the whole
easier than to study and explain the one already
existing, which, for the last two or three hun-
dred years, has been i¢6diov &v wavri xpdvy riic
{wiig,* the provision by the way and trusty guide
of thousands on their life-long journey to hea-
ven.

The handling of the Authorised Version, how-
ever, is not so readily done as “ the construction”
of a Greek text. Written as the English Bible
is, in a style especially chaste and vigorous, that
blends Saxon manliness with cadence and melody,

! 8. Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. v.
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in greater harmony, perhaps, than any other
English book written before or since—it first
formed the language of the nation, and then
struck root so deep in the affections of those who
love truth and know the sterling worth of their
mother-tongue, that alterations in it, by whomso-
ever made, will not so soon be borne.

Not that it is perfect. It only is the best of
modern versions and inferior to none of the old
ones; so that the few blemishes it has, no more
hurt its worth and usefulness, than do the spots
on the sun the heat and light thereof; they
trouble no one but those who make them an ex-
cuse for a change. Yet, let those few blemishes
remain rather than accept the ready services of
eager Revisers, who, under the pretext of new
discoveries—which, after all, amount to very, very
little of any real utility—fain would, if they
could, introduce a new Bible of their own; that
by so doing they might cut asunder one of the
few remaining links of fellowship between men of
the same nation, who yet are estranged one from
another on all points but that of using the same
Bible, and thus occasionally listening together to
the same words.

-
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It is, no doubt, easy to talk of revising the
Authorised Version. But, besides that in this
case, a8 in most others, it is best to let well alone,
the simple truth is that there are not now in
England enough men able either to revise the
English Bible without making mere patchwork
of it, or to translate afresh and equally well from
the originals. Revisers or translators, first, need
be masters of Hebrew. But where are now-a-
days in England the Hebrew scholars of the six-
teenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries?
Their works then written in Latin enlightened
Europe, took the lead in European scholarship,
and still are the treasure-house of knowledge to
which all must come. But who would dream of
looking here for aught of the kind, now that
silks, lace, and embroidery, begin to take the
place of Greek and Hebrew; and that even
the veteran scholar who represents Hyde, Po-
cocke, and Lowth, is reduced to write in Roman
characters the Hebrew of his learned Commen-
tary, lest haply the sight of “strange alphabets,”
as the “ Literary Churchman” calls anything but
Latin and Greek, should offend the eyes of his
readers P
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Next, Revisers of the English Bible should be
imbued with solid Biblical lore; with a few of
the marvellous attainments in learning of some
of their ancestors, in days, “when,” to quote
even the * Saturday Review,” “ England had
scholars.” 'Whereas, are not Biblical criticism
and scholarship, confessedly at the lowest ebb at
present, in this country, and, so far as they go,
not much else than German teaching at second
hand? Only compare what now passes for
learning and scholarship — the Bible story-book
about Abraham, king of Damascus, inventor of
monotheism, being tempted of the Devil to offer
up his son in sacrifice, &c., prepared by one Dean
for the special use of the Clergy, with the kin-
dred works of Selden, Spencer, and Stillingfleet,
Marsham, Lardner, and Warburton; or the
mighty labours of Walton, Castell, Lightfoot,
Mill, and others, on the Old and New Testa-
ments, with the aimless criticisms on the same
subject and borrowed learning of another Dean ;
and then say whether, with all the boasting of
to-day, the scholarship of yore was not more true,
though with smaller means; the research deeper
and more honest, though with fewer resources;
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and the lore altogether more solid and better
worth having, than what is now offered under the
same name ?

Then, thirdly, ought Revisers of the Autho-
rised Version to know grammar — “the Dean’s
English” will not do— and, assuredly, to have
studied, not the English dialect of to-day, but
the English language of old ; the peerless tongue
of Shakspeare, Hooker, Milton, and of other ori-
ginal sons of the soil.

Since, however, none of these requirements
are at present available, let the Old Bible by all
means remain as it is. Let the old garment be,
which, if a little faded perhaps, after having
stood in the light of two centuries and a half, is
yet as good and as warm as when first woven;
for the warp of it is as taut, and the woof as
tight, the nap as soft .and thick as when cut off
the weaver’s thrums two hundred and fifty
years ago. Let it then abide as it is, rather
than pieced with patches of newer weft put on
by modern Revisers; lest in the end, the rent
be made worse, and all their labour in darning
be lost.

But, says the Dean of Canterbury, in one of
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his late articles on the subject,! the English Bible
must be revised, in spite of all that is said to the
contrary ; and the day for it is not far distant.
If so, then by whom? Will the Dean himself
undertake the Hebrew of the Old Testament, or
even the Greek or the English of the New?
He must know something about it, and he has a
right to speak ; for he has done more to it, as the
saying is, than any living Englishman ; since he
first “ constructed” a Greek Text, and then re-
vised thereon the English version; with what
feelings, however, may best be seen from his
“ New Testament for English Readers;’” while
he leaves us no doubt of his utter contempt for
the Received Text, when saying that—

¢ Lachmann's great merit and the real service he
rendered to the cause of sacred criticism has been the
bold and uncompromising demolition of that unworthy
and pedantic reverence for the Received Text, which
stood in the way of all chance of discovering the
genuine Word of God.”?

Such frothy writing says, of course, very little;
for, had we then no “genuine Word of God,”

! Contemp. Review for July.
2 Proleg. to the fifth ed. of the Greek Test. p. 76.
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until Drs. Alford and Lachmann arose to dis-
cover it ? Yet is such language offensive enough
towards those who, with a reverence neither * pe-
dantic” nor “ unworthy,” have all along trusted
the Received Text, and loved the English Bible,
to justify them in examining Dr. Alford’s quali-
fications as critic, and in questioning his right to
give so rash and so sweeping a judgment. What,
if many of his criticisms and his knowledge of
Greek and of English grammar proved such as
to shake all confidence in him as a guide; while
his quotations from the Old Versions lead one to
doubt his acquaintance with any of them P

As one, therefore, of the numerous class of
Clergy for whom Dr. Alford kindly undertook
“to construct” a new Text, and in behalf of them,
— of men, who, hard at work in their country
parishes, never see a library, and study as best
they may, their two main-stays, the Received
Text and the Authorised Version — must I ven-
ture to make a few remarks on certain points of
his teaching, both Greek and English, which are
not quite clear to me. They will serve as a
sample of what his whole work probably is ; and
may thus tend to re-assure many who, too busy
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perhaps, or unable to study the matter for them-
selves, might, on the Dean’s authority, and, at
the sight of the fearful array of ciphers and
symbols of his “digest,” take for granted that
the Received Text they trust, and to which they
have been accustomed, is utterly worthless; and
that the English Bible they love and venerate is
not much better. And thus, by losing confidence
in both, unsettle their minds and shake their
faith. All of which, God, in His mercy, forbid.

S. C. MaraN.

Torquay, Nov. 26, 1868. -



ERRATA.

At page 47, line 8, for “ be his,” read “ to be his.”
» 08, 4 2, for“he may,” read * maybe.”
,» 84, ,, 20, for “ makes,” read * make,”



REMARKS

ON THE

FIRST FOUR CHAPTERS OF DR. ALFORD’S GOSPEL
ACCORDING TO ST. MATTHEW, IN GREEK.

CHAPTER 1.

PassiNg over a few trifling matters in the first
seventeen verses of this chapter, we come to Dr.
Alford’s reading of v. 18.

Tov 82 "Ingod 7 yéveaic obrwe v, on which he
says, in his digest, that

“ yéyynouc of the Received Text, whick is a probable
correction from the verb so often used before, occurs in
L. and the rest.” »

He then gives us his authorities for the change: —

“BCPSZA, 1syr. Ath. Eus. Dial-trin. ex-
pressly ;” :

and adds in his notes that —

¢ wéveorc must be understood in a wide sense, as
nearly identical in meaping with yévwynocc ; as=*origo,
B
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not merely ¢ birth,’” Mey. It probably is chosen by the
Holy Spirit to mark a slight distinction [!] between

the yévwnoic of our Lord and that of ordinary men.
See Schol. in digest.”

I. Before examining Dr. Alford’s authorities,
let me say one word on the relative meaning of
vévvmowc and yéveorg, which are not seldom con-
fused by careless Greek writers: Doubtless, ac-
cording to the scholiast quoted by the Dean, both
terms are said &v 6audryre el Xpiordy, somewhat
as “birth,” “origin,” and ‘ pedigree,” may be
said of the same person; though assuredly not in
the same sense. Yet, inasmuch as these terms
are not applicable to Christ in the same way as
they are to every one of us, the fact that Origen,
who is supposed to be that scholiast, uses almost
exclusively one of those terms, is assuredly not
an absolute authority in favour of it; for, in
many things, he is not a very safe guide. Let us,
then, look at these terms, yévesic and yévwnauc,
and judge of them on their own merits.

(1) As yévvnorc comes from yevvédw, and
yevvg aviip maida,! it is said of the actual procre-
ation of children, as being (1) begotten by the
father (yevviirwp, yevvirne 6 marfip?), and (2)
borne and brought forth by the mother (augoré-
pwv yevvnodvrwv’) ; in which sense yévvnouc is
used by Plato, when he speaks of ai rav maidwv

! Thom. Mag. 8. v. p. 78. 2 Ib. p. 308.
3 Arist. aegl {. 9o, 1. 17, 4, ed. Oxf,
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yevvioae kat Tpogal.! 'When, however, he speaks
of riic yevviicewe kal Tov Tékov,? he limits yévvnaie
to the father; for rikreww xupfwe #ml yuvaika, 70
& yevvgv i avdpd ;3 wherefore waplévoc rikre -
—réEerar 70 dv adrh yevvnlBév.* Likewise Aristotle,
o &'ﬁﬁav piv evar 70 vaipwov Yyevvgy eic Fre-
pov—ro 8t Biidv 76 elc avrd.’ So that albeit yevvgy
be sometimes used for the actual * bringing
forth ” ('ysvvqw oboac Onkelac — 8oa yap [qua] &
avTov yevvg fﬁketa # ga i ga),b yet the primary
idea of 'yswgv, vévynouc, belongs to the father;
and these terms are never said of the mother,
except as implying the part taken by the father
in the reproduction of her offspring.” Whereas—

(2.) Téveorc, from (inus. yévw) ylvopas, is a
generic term, kafoAwn AéEic,® §) awAdc Aéyerar?
which is said absolutely of production or origin
of any kind ; as yév. moraudv, kdopov, &e. It is
said by 8. Clement Al. to be twofold, dirrs yap %
yéveaic ;1° (), of reproduction (yevvwpévwv), and
(2), of mere results (ywouévwv). Tévesic, then,
is a generic term for “coming into being”—
Srav pdv yap ¢ alolnriy perafBaAdy SAqy, yiveo-

! De Legib. L 6, p. 440, ed. Lond.

* Conviv. 81, p. 89. 3 Thom. Mag. s. v. p. 358.

4 8. Matt. i. 20, 28. 8. Athan. De Inc. V. D, vol. i. pp. 88,
598, &e.

& aigid. yo. 1. 2, 4. ¢ Ibid. III. 5, 5, 10, 11, &e,

7 Justin, M. Dial. ¢. Tryph. pp. 310, 312,
¢ Euthym. Zig. ad loc. and A. Byn&i de Nat. J. C. p. 165.

® Arist. wegl ywv. x. ¢4. 1. 8, 14,

10 Syrom. IV. p. 685.
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0af ¢paow'—and includes all special modes of
production, reproduction, or origin, without de-
fining the process of any.

Thus, yévesic is said (1) of the waters of the
Ocean, as origin of all things;® (2), of “the origin
of the world; (3), beings; (4), natures; (5), an-
gels; (6), powers; (7), souls; (8), commandments;
(9), laws; (10), of the Gospel; (11), of the know-
ledge of God ;% (12), of the procreation of chil-
dren, said absolutely, as origin of the human
body—odpuaroc, caprdc yévesic—yévesic avlpomov
— capkiwn yéveoig, 1} Tiic pirpac wapadoxs (rod
yevvyricov om.) iy yéveow Guoloyel*—without in
any way alluding to the part each agent takes in
it. It is also said absolutely by S. Athanasius,
when he asks, who ever i mwap@évov pdvnc ¥oxe
v Tob awparoc yévesww,® and by 8. Clement Al.
where he speaks of 7ov riic yevésewe perelhngdra
kbplov—kal v yevvnodoav wapBévor.’ Téveoic,
then, is said (13) of a genealogy or pedigree, and
(14) kaloAws; AéEic oVoa, anpalve xal iy yévvn-
ow,® being a generic term, it also implies * birth,”
yévvnac, and is used for it, but, of course, incor-
rectly. For accurate writers do not take the one
term for the other: witness Plato—1) kinoic xai

! Arist. ibid. 1. 8, 18, 2 11 g, 245.

3 8. Clem. Al. Strom. IV. p. 470.

4 8. Athan. De Inc. V. D. vol. i. p. 637.

8 8. Clem. Al Pwdag. IT. p. 188. Strom. iii. p. 461.

¢ De Inc. V. D. vol. i. 88, 637.

7 Strom. III. p. 469. ¢ Euthym. Zigab. in Matt. i. 1.
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n yévwnoic. EilefOuia 1) kaddovi) Eote T yevéoe ;!
because, whereas yéveaic simply tells of origin or
production, yévvneic in good authors always im-
plies the part of the father, rob yevviiropoc warpdc,
(yevvmoduevoe piv wévre yevéoec *— yéveaie St v
¢ Ohe).’

II. From all this, it is evident that yévesic
and yévvnowc cannot be said indiscriminately of
Christ. T'évesic may be said of Him, as in 3{3Aoc
yevéoswe, without being misunderstood ; because
there it is limited to xarda edpka — d¢ dv Tic eimot
BtBAoc yevealoylac,* to his genealogy from Abra-
ham to Joseph and Mary. But if said, without
qualification, of His Incarnation, as yéveoic means
“origin” in general, it then becomes a wrong
expression ; since the Son has no  origin,” but is
one with the Father from all eternity; of whom
He was begotten before all worlds.

‘Wherefore do we hear of no yéveotc in this case,
neither can He be yeyevnuévoc; but 6 o Oeod
Adyoc dbo yevvioec Exe, plav utv ik rov Ocob kal
mwarpoc, fTic kal wpury yévvnowg Méyerar kal érépav
ik tiic oapkoc, fric kal dsvrépa yévvnowe Aéyerar,®
‘the Word of God has two procreations; the one
of God the Father, which is the first; and the
other of the flesh, which is called the second;’
that is, begotten of the Father and born of the

! Conviv, 31, vol. ii. p. 79.

3 (Critias, 8, p. 389. 3 Arist. aegi { 0. 1. 22, 1.
4 Theophan. Cer. Hom. xiv.

8 Queest. in S. Athan. vol. ii. p. 441.
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Vn'gm Mary. arip #v, xai Ytoc e'yemm% M3y
elmyc, wore ; a\ka wapadpaus TO ernpwrnpa My
tmlnrhoye, Moc; adbvaroc yap 7 awbxpioic.!
‘ The Father existed, and the Son was begotten.
Say not, When ? but avoid the question. Nei-
ther inquire, How ? for it is impossible to answer
thee” ‘O yéap yevvnleic dvwlev ix marpoc Adyoc,
appirwe, agpdorwe, akaraimrwe, 4idiwe, tv xpdvy
yevvarar kdrwbev ix mapBévov Maplac;? ‘for the
Word of God who was begotten on high, ineffably,
inexplicably, incomprehensibly, eternally, in time
was botn of the Virgin Mary.’

III. So then, whereas the orthodox yévineic
said of our Lord Christ, is liable to no mistake,
we cannot wonder at the term yévesic, when said
of Him, having given birth to various errors and
heresies. 8. Athanasius alludes to this when he
says: Elware tolvvy, midc Aéyere Oedow &v Nalapir
yeyeviigOa, tiic Qedriroc d¢ apxiv yevéoewe amray-
véAdovree kard Ilabdov rov Zaposarfa, # tiic
oapkdc Tiv yéveow apvobuevor kara Mapxiwva, xai
rode &NAovc aipericodc, ob T EbayyeAikyq oTor-
xotvree 8py AN’ ix Tov idlwy Aalety Béovree ;—
Ob yap apxiv yevéoewe ik Nalapir 6 Oede émidefx-
vray, aAN’ 6 dwdpxwy wpd TdV aldvwy Adyoc
Ocdg, ik Nalapir avlpwmoc &¢On, yevvnbeic éx
Maplac 7tiic mapBévov «ai IMvebuaroc “Aylov v
BeOlety tijc ’lovdalac ik omépuaroc Aabid xal

! Homil. in Sanect. Chr. Gener. S. Basil. Opp. vol. iii. col.

1157, ed. M.
* S. Athanas. De H. Nat. vol. i. p. 589.
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ABpaau.! “Tell me, then, how do you say that
God was born at Nazareth, making that the
origin of the Godhead, according to Paul of Sa-
mosata, or denying the origin of His flesh, like
Marcion and the other heretics; giving, all of you,
your own conceits, and not keeping to the line
marked out by the Gospel? For God does not
show the beginning of His existence from Na-
zareth, but God the Word, who existed from all
eternity, appeared as man out of Nazareth, being
born of the Virgin Mary and the Holy Ghost in
Bethlehem of Judah, of the seed of David, of
Abraham, and of Adam, as it is written.’

IV. Further examples are needless, in order
to show that when the generic yévesic, “ origin,”
is said of One who has none, but who, being, ne-
vertheless, also ¢ born of a woman,” had a birth
into this world, yévvnoic is assuredly the most
appropriate term to use for that event. For, with
the mention of the Holy Ghost, yévesic here may
mean that our Saviour was His Son, and not that
of the Father, as Macedonius says, ‘O Yioc odv
tarv 6 'Incove Tov wvebparog;? ‘Is Jesus, then, the
son of the Holy Ghost ?’ as if taking His “origin”’
from Him ; whereas, the “birth,” yévvneuc, being
once told, the subsequent mention of the Holy

! De Salut. adv. Ch. vol. i. p. 637.

2 Dial. III. de Trin. in 8. Athan. vol. ii. p. 233. These
Dmlogues are by some ascribed to S. Maximus Confessor, who
lived in the 6th century, and by others to Theodoritus, who
was a disciple of S. Chrysostom. For, as to these Dialogues



8 REMARKS, ETC.

Ghost as miraculous agent in it, is liable to no
such misconstruction.

Not only does 8. Chrysostom only speak of
yévvnaic in his first four homilies on 8. Matthew,
but, commenting on this verse, which he reads,
Tov 1. X. 5 yévwnowc, ovrwe #v, he asks, Ilolav
pot vévvnow Aéyuc; elwé por xafrovye Todg wpo-
ydvouc elwac. AAAa BodAopat kai Tov Tpéwov Tiic
yewvhoewe elweiv. “What birth ? tell me, since thou
hast just rehearsed his ancestors; but I must also
tell thee what manner of birth that was.’

He then speaks of the Holy Ghost év érAacev
rov vady, as building the temple, ¢. e. the flesh of
Christ in the Virgin’s womb ; and uses through-
out the term yévwvnoic. Whereas, the author of
the Dialogues on the Trinity, above alluded to,
founds his reading, Tod "Incod, &t # yéveoid olrwe
#v, which is one of Dr. Alford’s authorities, on
8. TOv vadv T0b odparoc Tov XpieTov TO TvEvua
10 dyiov ¥rioev, that the Holy Ghost created the
temple of Christ’s body ; explaining the operation
of the Holy Ghost by—xal yap kai oi dvlpwmro:
wparov yryvduefa Snuovpywkie, the way in
which we were first brought into being. While
S. Chrysostom, whose opinion commends itself,
says of the part acted by the Holy Ghost, * that

being the work of S. Athanasius, not only does internal evi-
dence prove the contrary, but Cave ranks them among the
spurious writings of this Father, adding, ¢ cujuscunque sint,
Athanasii non esse certo certius est.” Hist. Litt. vol. i. pp. 196
and 687.
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neither Gabriel nor S. Matthew could say more
than that—k wvebparoc aylov yéyove o yeyevn-
pévov, what took place, happened by virtue of the
Holy Ghost; but, mac & Iv. A., kal rive Tpéme,
obdeie TobTwy Npufvevaey— ‘as to “how”’ and “in
what- manner ”’ the Holy Ghost wrought it, nei-
ther the Angel nor the Evangehst have explained
it to us.’!

V. Reasoning d priori, therefore, we may sup-
pose which of the two terms, yévesic or yévvnoug,
S. Matthew would choose, in order to explain to
his countrymen that He whom they knew as
Jesus, and whom they thought to be the son of
Joseph and Mary, was the Christ, descended, as
He must be, from Abraham and David, and,
though born of a woman, yet supernaturally con-
ceived in her by the Holy Ghost. Not only does
it seem natural that, having stated the ancestry
—BtBAoc yevésewc—he should then come to the
“birth,” yévvnoic; and having told this, then
to explain how it took place; but the construc-
tion, of the Greek forces it upon us. No Greek
scholar, no one who has an inkling of the lan-
guage, can first read B{BAoc yevéoewe, at v. 1,
and then—rob Ot "Inoov Xpiorov 1 yévvnoic odrwe
#v, without being driven by the &, to turn his
mind to what is coming, and that, too, despite
all the intervening &¥’s in the genealogy. ¢ Here
is the book of the generation ; but now for the

! Homil. IV. in Matt. g'. 5.
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birth and all the particulars.” And so under-
stand it —

(a.) Didymus Alexandrinus (A.p. 370), who
says : pvnuovevréov odv, 8ri dud rac alpericdc ado-
Aeoxlac yévesw wpoavéraEev tiic ivavlpwmrioewe
6 ebayyehorig, elra yévvmow.! ‘We must bear in
mind that, because of the fond conceits of here-
tics, did the Evangelist place first the origin or
descent, yévesic, before the Incarnation, and then
the birth, yévvnaic.’

(6.) 8. Epiphanius, who speaking of (3{BAoc
vyéveorwe 1. X. viov A. ¥."AL. says, elra éAQov &’
atrd 70 {nrobuevov, ¢nol’ rov & L. X. 1 yévvnoc
odrwe #v.2 The Evangelist, after introducing the
genealogy of Jesus Christ, then comes to his ob-
ject and says, Tov &t I. X. 0 yévv. &e. ‘Now the
birth of Jesus Christ was on this wise.’

(c.) Theophanes: awd yeveadoylac apxduevor
—olrw v aylav rov Xpierob yévvmow vmoyd-
pefa.  ‘Beginning with the genealogy, we will
then consider the hallowed birth of Christ.’

(d.) 8. Irensus. Marfaioc & Tiv kara dvfpw-
wov abrov yévvmow knpbrrer Méywv BiBAoc yevé-
oswe 1. X. viov A. viod "ABpadap.* ¢ That Matthew
proclaims His birth as man, saying, The book of
generation of Jesus Christ,” &e.

(e.) 8. Chrysostom takes yévesic and B{BAoc
vevésewe in the sense of yévwnoic throughout in

! De Trin. Lib. II, col. 572, ed. Mign,
? Adv. Heeres, lib. ii. vol. i. p. 426,  ® Homil, xiv.
4 Adv. Heres. lib. iii. ¢. xi. p. 222, ed. Gr.
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his Hom. I.-IV. on S. Matthew; as we are re-
minded by—

(/) -Euthymius Zigabenus,! who, on B{3\oc
yevéoewe, says that yéveoie dvravla, miv yévvnow
tvoficev 6 xpvodoropoc iwdvvne ; and then says,
dve utv drev (Marbaioc) BiBAoc yévesewe—rkbrw
&, Tob ingov xptoTob, pnoiv, 1 yévinorc odrwe Hv;
above, St. Matthew says, yéveoic, and below,
vévvnouc ; and at v. 18, “ ofrwe,” dc dweiv uéAde,
fiyouv vmdkerar, “in this wise,” that is, as he is
going to tell ; “as follows.” Likewise —

(9.) 8. Athanasius: “ You deny that Christ
was made man, how then do you read the
" Gospels ? that of S. Matthew, for instance, which
begins with ({BAoc yevéoewe 1. X. viob A. viod
’Af3padp ;® while elsewhere S. Athanasius renders
vyéveaic by yévvnoic, saying, Marl. mjy xara dv-
Opwmov atrod yévmew—BIBAoc yevéoewe, Néywr.3

(h.) Theophylact also* reads, 3{3Ao¢ yevésewc,
rov &t "Inoob Xpiarod 1 yévvnowe odrwe iHv.

I have not by me a copy of 8. Cyril of Alex-
andria, but Justin Martyr seems to have read
vyévvnaic in this verse when he speaks of yévvnouc
7 S riic waplévov fimic v awd rov Aafid kal
’Aﬁpa&p vévove.® _

Those few examples will suffice to show that

! Euthym. Zig. vol. i. p. 17,18, 85, ed. Matth.

2 De Incarn. Ch. vol. L. p. 623.

3 De Interp. Par. SS.vol. ii. p. 400, if this treatise is of him,
4 In Matt. ad loc.

8 Dial. c. Trin. p. 327,
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the reading of the Received text, yévvnetc, in this
18th verse is not so very bad, after all.

VI. Let us now examine Dr. Alford’s autho-
rities for condemning it.

He gives us six MS8,, the Vatican, C. Ephreemi
and Guelph, supposed to be of the fourth, fifth,
and sixth centuries respectively. The last three
are of the ninth and tenth centuries and later.
The most valuable authority for yéveoic in this
place, then, is that of the Cod. Vaticanus B., the
date of which, however, is only ‘supposed ” to
be the fourth century ; but it may be later, for no
one ever gives the latest probable date to MSS.,on
the contrary, they are all made as old as possible.

Against this we may set the older authorities
already mentioned, SS. Chrysostom, Epiphanius,
Irensus, &c., and also one to which the Dean
does not allude, namely, Didymus Alexandrinus,
who reads, Tov 8t "Ingov Xpiorob 1 yévvmoic ob-
rw¢ #v,! and who, as we saw above, dwells espe-
cially on the fact that yévesic occurs in verse 1
and yévvnaic in verse 18. Now, since it is clear
(1) that heresies of various kinds were more
easily fostered by yéveouc, as “ origin’’ of Christ

_at that time, than by yévvnoic, His “birth” as
man, aud (2) that these two readings are on that
account of a very ancient date, why not accuse
the Cod. Vaticanus of some of the earlier here-
sies, as the valuable and accurate Gothic version is

. ! De Trinit. lib. ii. col. 569, D.ed. M.
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of Arianism ? Seeing that yévymeic is infinitely
more orthodox — yevvnOévra ik Tob mwarpoc’—and
theologically correct, as applicable to Christ, than
yéveoic ; His birth of the Virgin being, as Eulo-
gius says, 1 xpovikn yévvnoic tiic Oelac airov kai
aidlov yevvioewe,® “but the birth in time of His
divine and eternal issue from the Father.”

The authonty of the other five uncial MSS.
and of the cursive one is, of course, less than that
of the Cod. Vat.; albeit Cod. Ephremi, said to
be of the sixth century, may possibly suffer from
what Mill in the Prolegomena® to his Greek Tes-
tament calls “interpolatee lectiones,” instancing
this very one, yfvestc, as interpolated by Maximus
in his Dialogue with Macedonius.

VII Then come ‘“syr. Ath. Eus. Dlal ~trin.
expr.”

As regards the Synac, the Peschito, whlch is
older, and carries more weight than the later Phi-
loxenian, reads yévesic (yilidutho) in verse 1 and
vévvnawe (yaldo, c. suff. yaldeh) in verse 18. All
the editions I have of Widmanstadt, Schaaf, Tro-
stius, &c., have this reading; and the Latin trans-
lations attached to the last two render the Syriac
by generatio in verse 1 and nativitas in verse 18.
The Polyglot, however, has, incorrectly, genera-
tio at each verse for the two distinct Syriac terms.
That the two terms are not identical is proved by

! Symb. Nie. in S. Athan. vol. i. p. 247.
? In Photii Bibl. p. 763, ed. Rot.
3 757 and 1021. ed. Rot. 1710.
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the term yaldo being used in 8. Matt. xiv. for
Herod’s birth-day, upon which 8. Ephreem com-
ments,! and renders yaldo in this and in other
places by maulodo, birth, partus, so that there can
be no doubt that the translators of the Peschito
had before their eyes yéveaic at verse 1 and
vyévvmouc at verse 18 ; and this, too, either at the
end of the first or about the middle of the second
century.?

Dr. Alford, therefore, cannot boast of much
support from ancient versions, if he may not get
that of the old Peschito, but must go to the
Philoxenian for his Syriac authority in favour of
véveoic. For we see what both the Peschito and
S. Ephreem say; but as to the “revised” Pes-
chito by Philoxenus of Mabug and Thomas of
Harkel, in the sixth century, like most other re-
visions, it betrays tokens of strange handling,
and often is hardly readable by the side of its
more venerable original. Here, for instance, it

! De Nat. Dom. Serm. iii. iv. xi. &c.

¢ Abulpharaj (Hist. Dyn. Arab. p. 100, ed Poc.) says that
¢ the Peschito or simple version was made in the days of Addeus,
who succeeded Thaddeus as Bishop of Edessa in the days of
King Abgarus, to whom Thaddeus was sent by Christ, or by
Thomas. Some, however, say that this version was made in
the time of Solomon and Hiram. [If this legend could be true,
it would, of course, apply only to a few books of the Old T.]
The Syrians, however, have another version, more figured and
adorned in style [the Philoxenian], made from the Greek a long
time after our Saviour’s birth.”

In the “ Ancient Syriac Documents ” (p. 14, 15, ed. Car.),
we read that the converts by Aggeeus, who was consecrated
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renders yévesic or yévvnoe by a term which has
nothing to do with either, namely, Awoys, from
hwo, “to be”” mpn, that means “being ” or * exist-
ence;” also “factura, elementum ;” whereas both
véveaic and yévvnec come from the Aryan root
gen or jen, widely spread over East and West. One
can hardly help suspecting that, somehow or other,
the Syrian heretics of the Nestorian days had
something to do with Philoxenus and his work.
The next authority on the Dean’s list is
«Ath.” which means Athanasius: but where does
8. Athanasius quote this verse? Such loose re-
Jerences only puzzle the student and waste a deal
of his precious time by referring him, if he be in
earnest, to anywhere in one or two folio volumes ;
but if he is not in earnest, and takes the Dean
upon trust, much good will it do him to know
and to repeat that “Ath.” favours the reading ;
though he cannot tell where. Such information,
however, and such scholarship, would both be

bishop by Thaddeus, and formerly Abgar’s silk mercer, came to
him and read in the “ Old and New Testaments, and in the
Prophets and the Acts of the Apostles.” This, however, could
be neither in Greek nor Syriac in those days, as regards the
New Testament. So that no great faith can be placed in the -
authenticity of these * Documents.” But the same thing
occurs in the Ethiopic and Coptic Apostolic Constitutions, in
which the Apostles enjoin the reading of the Gospel that was
not written in their days; it is also found in the 8th para-
graph of the Doctrine of the Apostles in Syriac, p. 27 of
these “ Documents.” For full information on the Peschito see
J. Wichelhaus, de N. T. Versione Syriaca Antiqua quam Pes-
chito vocant, libri iv. 1850.
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worth very little, in good classical studies. Only
compare the accuracy of notes by most of the real
scholars of old. You at once lay your finger on
the line, and learn to trust and thank them for
their accurate and solid lore. Whereas a whole
page of such digest as “Ath. Eus. Dial-Trin. Syr.
Cyr.Orig. BCPAZ. a.3.4.2,3,4,7,” &c., would
be of very little use to the student, who must
either give it up or learn it by heart, and after
all really know nothing about the matter.

I have spent considerable time in trying to
discover the Dean’s reference to S. Athanasius
but in vain. Such expressions, indeed, a8 couaroc
vyéveaic,! aapxde yéveauc,? said of Christ occur; but
they allude to the formation of His body in His
mother’s womb, and do not assuredly favour the
Dean’s reading, seeing the vast difference there is
between yéveaic, origin, or formation of Christ’s
body, and the yévesic, origin, formation of Him
said absolutely, as implied in ro¥ 8t I.X. % yéveorc
ovrwe fv. This, we saw, was the heresy of Paul
of Samosata, who held O:ov ik Nalapir é¢0évra,
kai dvrevlev tiic vmapEewe v apxnv Eoxnkdra,’
‘that God was seen out of Nazareth, and that He
" thence took the beginning of His existence,” ac-
cording to the Philoxenian version; v év Na-
Lapir yeyeviioha, tiic Oedriroc ¢ apxnv yevéoewe
amayyéAAwv,* reporting that God was born at

! De Incarn. V. Dei, vol. i. p. 89. * Id. p. 637.
3 De Salut. Adv. J. Ch. S, Ath. vol. i. p. 635. * Ib.p. 637.
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Nazareth, as if the beginning of the Godhead
dated from His yévesic, formation in the Virgin’s
womb.

That such is the sense of yévesic is further
proved by this passage: rfvoc &t tiic yevéoewe
wpotdpapev aorip v odpavoic, kal Tov yevvnbévra
¢ofpave 9 olxovuféyy :! ‘whose origin was preceded
by a star in the heavens that marked Him out when
born to the whole world :* words which favour the
idea that the star appeared in the heavens at the
descent of Gabriel from thence, and continued to
shine as a heavenly witness over the develop-
ment of the Word made flesh in the Vlrgms
womb ; until, as a beacon, it brought the wise
men to Jerusalem, and at last stood over the
dwelling in which the young child was. I know
not if the above passages are the ones meant by
the Dean in “ Ath.,” if so, rob Zwrijpoc yévearg,
found in 8. Clement Al ;® mpoowolnaic tic &
wapBévov vyevéoewe,® said by Origen, who also
speaks of the same Virgin as v wpémer yevvgv
yévvmua, ¢’ ¢ texfévry,* &c., may, perhaps,
answer the same purpose, though he does not
mention them.

VIIIL. Then comes “ Eus.” for Eusebius; but
where? ad Steph.? The only passage I can
discover bearing -directly upon this is in his
Chronicon Arm. Lat., where the original Arme-

' S. Ath. De Incarn. V. D.p.88, * Strom. i. p. 839, 340,
3 Philocal. p. 30. 4 Ib. p.28.

c
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nian dsnunt is rendered by yévvnec in a parallel
passage from Cedrenus given in a note.!

IX. Lastly, we have ¢ Dial-trin. express.,”
which means that the reading rov 3 'Ing. % yév-
eoi¢ obtwg v is found expressly in the third
Dialogue of S. Maximus against Macedonius,
generally printed among the writings of S. Atha-
nasius ; but this authority is worth very little.
(1.) 8. Maximus flourished late in the sixth cen-
tury, 200 years after SS. Chrysostom, Epiphanius,
and Didymus Alexandrinus, who all give in so
many words the other reading, rov & I.X. % yév-
vnoic obrwe v, a8 noticed above. (2.) The real
author of this Dialogue is not known. (8.) Who-
ever he be, he dwells on % yévesic elmev, odxi
vévwvnai,® that 8. Matthew said, “the genesis,
making or forming,” not the “birth”’ or gene-
ration of Christ; whereby, as we already noticed,
he alluded to the temple of Christ’s body being
created by the Holy Ghost—ro ay. Ilvevua ¥-
TIOEV.

But as to this formation by the Holy Ghost
the Fathers held more than one opinion. 8.
Chrysostom,® whose authority is always great,
uses the term ¥wAacev for the work of the Holy
Ghost, and reads 'yévvnmé throughout. Justin
Martyr, however, alludes to S. Luke’s words, say-
ing that Svauc Ocov imeNfovoa T wapbévey ime-

! YVol. ii. p. 260 and 261. ? S. Athan. vol. ii. p. 233.
3 Homil. iii. iv. in Matt.
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oxlacev adriv’ kai kvopopiicar wapBévov odsav wemol-
yke:! ‘the power of God coming upon the Virgin,
overshadowed her, and made her be with child,
being a virgin.” To wwiua odv kal v Stvamv
v mapa Tov Ocov ovdiv dAXo voiicar Qéuc, § TOV
Adyov, 8¢ kal wpwrdrokoc T¢ Oy iore:® ‘but we
dare not call the Spirit and the power that is
from God aught else than the Word, who stands
as first-born to God: 8¢ radrne Ty vnddv eloddc,
olovel 7ic Ocioc amdpog, whdrTer vady favrg ToOV
té\eov dvBpwmov :3 ¢ who having entered into the
Virgin’s womb, like a divine energy, built for
Himself a temple, the perfect man.” Likewise S.
Ephrem :4 “ He who forms in the womb all beings
that are born, #s0r he lagnamek tsalmo b carso,
framed for Himself a form in His mother’s
womb.” .

Didymus Alexandrinus, on the other hand,
agrees with the author of the Dialogue ». Mace-
donius, so far as to say that vd & ye Ivebpa kal
avlsvricioe wouel, ‘the Spirit indeed acts on His
own authority, and makes beings out of nothing,
but &re obvepyov kal wvoi Tov Ilarpdc,” ‘only as
breath of the Father and fellow-worker with
Him.” This brings us to S. Basil, who, while
saying that the Holy Ghost, wparov utv yap atry
7§ oapki rov Kvplov cvvijy, xploua yevéuevor,® ‘was

! Pro Christ. Apol. ii. p. 75. 2 Ib.

3 Ib. Expos. Fid. p.381. ¢ De Nat. Dom. Serm. iii. p. 412.
 De Trinit. lib. iii. p. 572, col.

¢ S. Bas. vol. iv. De Sp. S. 39, col. 140, ed. M.
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from the very first united with the Lord’s flesh,
being made an unction,’ xai axwplorwe wapdv,
‘and inseparably present, adds v & 7§ «rioa
tvvénody pot Ty wpokarapkrikiy airlay TV ywo.
pévwv, tov Iarépas ’Apxn ydp tov dvrwv pla,
o Yiov Snuwovpyovasa, kal Tedeovoa év Mvebuart !
‘In the creation of all things, both visible and
invisible, keep present to thy mind the Father as
the primary cause of all things that exist. He
alone, then, is the One Cause of all, working
through the Son, and perfecting in the Spirit.’
Tivee & apxal riic yevvioewe ; ¢ what are the
beginnings of the birth of Christ?’ asks the
author of the Homily on the Generation of
Christ. Ilvebpa dyiwov kal dbvaumc “Yilorov ém-
oxidGovoa:® ‘The Holy Ghost and the overshadow-
ing virtue of the Most High.’

Yiov odv avlpdmwov éavrdv EAeyev ;  Wherefore
did he call Himself the Son of Man?’ says J.
Martyr, firot awd tijc yevvhaewe tic Sia wapBévov,
fric v (d¢ ¥pnv) awd Tov Aaf3id, kal lakwf3, xal
"Ioadx, kat *ABpadu yévove,® that is, ¢ on account
of His birth through the Virgin, who, as they
said, was of the kindred of David, of Jacob, of
Isaac, and of Abraham;’ & 3§ ro yevwvnftv ix Tob
Mvebparoc v aylov,* ‘and in whom that which
was born was of the Holy Ghost,” 7 dvwlev, kal
St yaorpoc avlpumelac, 6 Ococ kal Ilarip Tdv
OAwv yevvaclar adrov [1ov Yiov] Fuedde:® ¢inas-

! Ib. ? S. Bas. vol. ii. col. 1464,

3 Dial, c. Tr. p. 327, 4 8. Matt. i. 20, ¢ Ib, p. 286.
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much as God and the Father of all was to beget
Him from above and bring Him forth through a
human womb.’ ’

X. Since, then, He who is from all eternity
one with the Father, very God of very God, be-
gotten not made, can have no yévesic, no origin,
formation, or coming into existence, I conclude
that the reading chosen by Dr. Alford, rob &t
'Inoov 3 yévesie olrwe #v, on the authority of
only six MSS. and other doubtful evidence, is
liable to the abuse made of it by heretics, and is
therefore much worse than the Received reading,
rob 8 'L X. % yévvyoie obrwe #v, which, by Dr.
Alford’s own showing, rests on the authority of
considerably more than fifty MSS., one of which,
C. Sinaiticus, is as old or older than the Cod.
Vaticanus; on that of the Fathers; and is most
correct accordmg to the orthodox falth !

XI. Having examined Dr. Alford’s digest, let
us now look at his notes on this verse.

He tells us in the digest that yévvnoc “is a
probable correction from verb so often used
above,” and in his notes he again informs us that

! Dr. Alford, who tells us that he ¢onstructs his text on that
only of which he is quite certgin, says that the Received reading
yévmess is supported by ¢L.rel.’i.e. by the MS. .. and all the rest.
I have carried my eye rapidly up and down his list, and have
found the number of MSS. in which this passage may be sup-
posed to occur, considerably above fifty or sixty. Doubtless
Dr. Alford has collated them all. He might, however, have
mentioned some of the authorities brought forward in favour of
yivnes.
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“the ordinary reading yfvwnoic seems to have
been taken up from v. 16.” Of course it must be
"s0, since Dr. Alford “ entirely depends” on what
he asserts. “ Doctors,” however, “ do differ ” in
this as in many other things; for Mill, whose
work it is a pleasure to consult,’ says,

“ Sed et interpolatm plures lectiones (in 8. Athana-
sii Opp.), 'Inoov % yévesic obrwc fv. Mat. i. 18. Sic
Auctor Dialogi 8, de Trin. & 25, % yéveoic, inquit,
obyl ) yévvnow: et sic-forte Codd. alig. ipsins @vi.
Sed yéveoc irrepsit ex principio hujus cap.”

And again when treating of Maximus :*

“ Bic Orthodoxus, # yéveoic elwev, obxl # vévvnou.
Matthei, cap. i. v. 18; cum tamen vyévesic non nisi
paucorum quorundam Codicum fuerit, et quidem tradac-
tum videatur ex versu primo istius cap. yévypoic in
omnibus jam libris, eodemque quod ad JpBodotiav,
redit, hoe an illud legatur.”

The reading above given from Didymus Alex-
andrinus seems to have escaped Mill, for he does
not mention it in his remarks on that Father, but
further, in his note to this verse,® he says, speak-
ing of the reading yévesic : —

¢ Sic olim Codd. plerique, inquit Grotius. Nos certe
in istos nondum incidimus : imd nullum exemplar MS.

Patrem aut Tractatorem vidimus, qui ita legat.”

! Proleg. 757. 2 Ib. 1021. 3 Proleg. 818.
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He must have overlooked the Codd. Vatic.,
Ephr., but as to the Fathers he bids fair to be
correct.

Further, the Dean says that

“The yap, which follows [uynorevBeianc ybp], was
appended to account for the exception in this last case
to the direct sequence of éyévwnoev throughout the
genealogy.” '

. But Didymus Al., who reads yévvnouc, also
reads uvnorevfelone tic p., omitting the ydp; as
does also 8. Chrysostom and 8. Epiphanius.! Of
all the old versions the Slavonic alone inserts the
vdp. The rest either adopt idiomatically the
Greek partic. pass., or make use.of a conjunction
with the indicative, where the Greek construction
would not be grammatical.

But when Dr. Alford says further,

“Téyeorc must be understood in a wide sense, as
nearly identical in meaning with yévinoc; as ¢ =
‘origo,’ not merely ¢ birth.” Mey.'"

one may well ask if he be “quite sure” of what he
says. He seems to take the specific term yévvnouc,
which implies only one of the several modes of
production for the xafolwn AéEic, the generic
véveowc, which embraces them all; telling us to
understand the generic term, which is already
as wide as it can be, in a yet wider sense, nearly

¢ See p. 10.
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identical with a specific term ! And, lastly, he re-
commends us to understand it as “origo,” the very
word we must avoid, which he seems to think is
the meaning of yévvnorc. If, instead of translat-
ing from the German, the Dean had studied the
relative etymology of each term, and a few of the
authorities above given, he probably would have
written otherwise.

Then follows :

¢ It [yévearc] probably is chosen by the Holy Spirit
to mark a slight distinction between the yévvnouc of our
Lord and that of ordinary men. See Digest.”

With regard to “ this choice of yévesic by the
Holy Ghost” we have already seen enough to
form our judgment as to the side on which the
choice is likely to have been. But that “slight
distinction” in the birth, according to the Dean,
nevertheless, érépg yévvnoe ov cvykplveray,! ‘bears
no comparison with any other birth,” says Didy-
mus Al ; dmiorov kal adbvarov vouldusvov wapa
roic avlpdmoic yevhsesfar,® ¢ was a thing thought
incredible and that could not take place among
men,’ says Justin Martyr; avékgpasroc ydp xai
amdppnroc, ¢ a birth ineffable and unsearchable,’
says 8. Chrysostom, who to this birth of Christ
in the flesh applies the words of Isaiah, v yev-
- €av avrov tlg dupyficerar; ¢ Who shall declare His

¥ De Trin. lib. i. ¢. xv. col. 810, ed. M.

* Pro Christ. Apol. p. 14, and Queest. xvi, p. 400, and Ixvii.
431.
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generation P’ To Oavua 70 mepl miv yévvmow
ovufBav,! ‘ for the wonder that took place about
His birth,” adds the same Father.

But enough, surely. To talk of a *slight
difference” only between the birth of one of us and
that of Him whom the prophets foretold, whom
Gabriel announced, whom His angels heralded,
and on whom the star shone at His birth, is, in
sooth, to form a very mean estimate of the com-
ing into the world of the Son of God ; 76 mpédrov
kal udvov rov Ozov yévvnua—3v ob Tic yvdy word
kar’ a&fav, & ) pdvoc & yevvioae adrov Iarhp:®
“the first and only issue from God ; whom no one
can ever know as He is, but the Father alone who
begat Him.’

XTI. On i Hvebuaroc aylov, the Dean has this
note :—

“ The interpretation of wyebparoc &yiov in this
place must thus be sought: (1), Unquestionably ro
wv. 70 &y. is used in the N. T. as signifying the Holy
Ghost.  (2), But it is & well-known usage to omit the
article from such words, under certain circumstances;
¢.g. when a preposition precedes, as eic Apéva (Plato,
Theeet. &, i.), &c. We are, therefore, justified in inter-
preting éx wv. ay. according to this usage, and under-
standing 76 wv. 76 &y. as the agent referred to. And
(8), even independently of the above usage, when a
word or an expression came to bear a technical con-

1 Homil. ii. 1, in Matt. iv. 2, Is. liii. 8.
2 Euseb. Eccl. Hist. lib. ii. c. 2.
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_ventional meaning, it was also common to use it without
the art., as if it were a proper name ; e.g. Oedc, vépoc,
viog Oeov, &c.” )

‘We may reasonably doubt whether Dr. Alford
had a clear idea of what he wrote.

(1.) Nvedpa Gytov, 76 dyiov Mvevpa, 7o Myvevua
70 Gytov, and 70 [Tvevpua, all mean the Holy Ghost,
under different grammatical circumstances.

(a.) As a general rule in Greek, when two
terms are placed in simple apposition without the
article, the first qualifies the second, and also
defines it so as to let the emphasis fall upon it.
This holds good, whether one or both terms be
substantives, adjectives, or participles; the posi-
tion of which in the sentence is thus governed by
the intention of the writer.

(5.) Thus, two substantives — avijp udvric and
pavric avip do not mean the same thing. In the
first the stress lies on udvric, and the idea is—a
man [who is indeed] a seer; whereas, in udvric
avip, the emphasis falls on avfp, and the idea is,
“ geer-man,”” ¢.e. a man [whose profession happens
to be that of ] a seer, good or bad. This rule can
have no exception.

(e.) A substantive and an adjective. Thus, in
kaloc aviip and awvip xaddc the idea differs. In
the first it is “a good man;” in the second, “a
man [who is] good;”” and thus, better than xaloc
avfip. Examples of this abound: e.g. v ayly
¢\ fpary, 2 Cor. xiii. 12; &v ¢fuart ayly, 1 Cor.
xvi. 20; 1 Thess. v. 26; wAovreiv ¥pyoic kaloic,
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to be rich in works [that are indeed] good, 1 Tim. o
vi. 8; whereas in kakov Epyov #mdf., 1 Tim. iii. 1;
woAAa kaa ¥pya ¥deka, S. John, x. 32, 33 ; rémoc
kaAov ¥pywv, Tit. ii. 7, 14, etc. ; the stress lies on
Zpya, all good ; on “ good works.” So also is the
emphasis more felt in 6 uiv véuoc ayloc; but the
law is holy, Rom. vii. 12, than in xalé¢ 6 vduoc,
good [is] the law, 1 Tim. i. 8—+ypagal aylas, the
Scriptures which are holy, Rom. i. 2, &e.

‘This, I expect, accounts for IMvebua aylov,
which occurs constantly; ¢.e. Spirit [who is]
holy; and not as Winer! says, and Dr. Alford
repeats after him, rather to be looked upon as a
proper name. For ayfov wvevpa would mean “a
holy spirit;”” but as this cannot be apart from
the Holy Ghost, ayfov ITvebua never occurs ; but
always Ivebua ayfov, Spirit [who is] holy. The
stress laid upon the adjective ayfoc, by its being
put last, of itself defines wvevpua, as the only Spirit
who is holy, without the article; the use or ab-
sence of which is regulated both by grammar and
by idiom.

The truth of the above remarks is proved by
the fact that—

. (d.) When the article is used, ruling, as it
does, like a king, the construction of the Greek
sentence, it disturbs the arrangement by simple
apposition ; because alone, it defines, and thus
qualifies more decidedly than any other word.

1 Gr. p. 189.
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o Therefore, whereas avijp &yaloc and dyafoc avip
speak for themselves, if the substantive avfp be
defined by the article whose sway overrules that
of the adjective, the adjective can no longer
command by coming last, but must now take
inferior rank by coming first between the article
and the noun. Thus, we cannot have & awip
ayafoc, but 6 dyaloc avip; but if the adjective
must come last, o as to place the emphasis upon
it, a8 it does in awjp dyafloc, then must the
article be prefixed to both the noun and the
adjective, 6 avip 6 xald¢ xal dyafoc. Thus, 6
avijp 6 dmwrog, n yvwj 1 dmerog, 1 Cor. vil. 14;
6 mwoyuny & xaldg, S. John, x. 11; 6 Seawdrne &
kaléc, Apoc. vi. 10; rov aydva Tov kadov Hy.
2 Tim. iv. 7; v 7¢ 8pe 7¢ ayly, 2 Pet. i. 18,
&e.
(e.) Thus 76 wvebua, defined as it is by the

article, means the Spirit, kar’ #ox#v, ¢.e. the

Holy Ghost, which is more fully described by

putting dywov after the article, 7o d@ywv Ivebua;

e.g. o yevvnliv— i Ivebparoc aylov, S. Matt. i.

18, 20; and 76 yeyevvnuévov i tov Ilvebuaroc,

S. John, iii. 6, 8 —both expressions being the

same as 70 IIvevua. But when the emphasis must

rest on &dyeov, then the article is prefixed to this
also, 70 Ivevua 70 dyov.

The same holds good with Ocdc, as regards the
article; 8. Clement of Alexandria telling us with
respect to the article before O:éc, 6 Oedg— od yap
Ocov amhoc mwposeimev 6 awdorolog, T TOV dp-
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Opov mpordEe Tov Mavrokpdropa SnAdeac,! that .
the Apostle does not simply say Oedc, god, but
points to the Almighty, placing the article before
it.”” 'When, therefore, O¢d¢ occurs in the N. T.
without the article, it cannot be in the generic
sense of “deity,” in which 0edc was used by
Socrates and Plato; but it presupposes in the
reader, as it did in the writer, the knowledge
that ©edc is now understood differently through
the article which is generally affixed to it, in
order to signify God. The Greek and the Eng-
lish idioms—6 Oedc, God — Oedc, a, or the god —
are exactly opposite; and show, among other
proofs, how difficult a good translation must be,
and how hard is the revision thereof. For in-
stance, what difference can be made in an English
translation between v Svvdue Ivebuaroc aylov
Rom. xv. 13, 19, and év rj Swwéue ob Iv. ay.,
8. Matt. iv. 14 ;—:i¢ 76 ITvevua to ayeov, S. Mark,
iii. 29, and el¢ 70 dyiov Ivevua, S. Luke, xii. 10,
said of the same thing? And thus in numberless
cases.

(2.) Whence it is clear that the omission of
the article “ from such words,” says Dr. Alford —
what words ?— does not, as he seems to think,
ever depend on ‘the preposition that may pre-
cede the noun;” for the example, eic Awéva,
Theset. i., which he brings forward, has nothing
whatever to do with it. It is the article that

! Strom. iii. p. 460.
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defines the noun ; not so the preposition. Thus,
when, in the Themtetus, Euclides says to Terp-
sion, eéic Auéva xarafBalvwv, he could only mean
the port of Nissma, which was the port of Me-
gara, situated further inland. Here the article
would have been needless; for the port was
already defined by being the only one at hand.
The same is the case in English, for if two
persons were in conversation at a sea-port town,
and one said, ‘A ship is just come into port,’
both would, of course, think of no other port
than the one at hand. Even in the case of a
harbour at some distance from the town, one
hears very frequently, ‘I was on my way to
harbour;’ albeit, ‘to the harbour,” would, un-
doubtedly, be more correct. As a further proof,
however, that the omission of the article in &¢
Awéva does not depend on the preposition, when
Socrates alludes to a vessel coming into port at
the Pirwus, he says, ei¢ ov Auéva.l

The use or the omission of the article in
Greek must, therefore, depend on the defining
power of the article itself, which is, or is not,
required according to grammar, local circum-
stances, or idiom, which can never be fully learnt
in a dead language. Thus, again, when the same
Euclides says, ob yap # kara wéAw,? ‘I was not in
(or about) town,’ he, of course, meant Megara, as
he had meant Nissea by Awéva; xara wélec,

! Gorg. 143, p. 320, ed. Lond. ? Thest. §. 1.
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however, in 8. Luke, viii. 4, Acts, xv. 21, Thu-
cyd.i. 8, 5, &c., means ““in every town or city,” or
“ city by city;”’ so that here the preposition does
not exclude the article, since we have xara mijv
méAw, Acts, xxiv. 12. But % wdAc was said of
Athens, as also of Jerusalem; so that xara v
wéAw, in the mouth of Euclides, would have
meant Athens, and not Megara; as xara wéAw,
said by 8. Paul at Ceesarea, would have been
taken for Cwmsarea, and not, as be meant it, for
Jerusalem.

Ver. 19.

Rec. Text: pj 0AAwv abriv wapadeayparicar.

Dr. Alford: un 0éAwv adrijv Seryparisar.

Here the Dean discards the Received reading
wapadsryparioar, which is a Greek term of frequent
occurrence in the LXX. and in later writers, for
another word, deryuar{Zewv, which is, Wahl, s. v.,
tells us, ““ vox Greecis incognita,” referring us to
Winer’s Gr., p. 29, in proof of what he says—
devyparilew, being dwak Aey. only, in Col. ii. 15.

Dr. Alford’s authorities for the change are the
Cod. Vaticanus, two other MSS., and a Scholium
taken from Eusebius ad Stephanum, preserved,
but, he says, ““blunderingly given,” in Dr. Cra-
mer’s Catena P. P. on S. Matthew. In this
Scholium, Eusebius is made to say that “he
thinks the Evangelist rightly *used Seryuarfoac
instead of wapaderyparioar, which implies public
accusation for a misdeed, while deryuarica:r only
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means ““ to make public.” The Received Text, on
the other hand, is sanctioned by Cod. Ephremi
and many others, together with the Fathers, who
(like S. Chrysostom) allude to the circumstance.

Besides that the authority of 8. Chrysostom
is in all cases preferable to that of Eusebius in
matter of Greek style or scholarship, the two
terms in question are very nearly identical in
this case.

Aciypa, whence Sevypar{lev, properly means a
sample, coat, or anything which a public crier
or auctioneer holds up for sale proclaiming its
merits, while he walks up and down the public
bazaar or market-place; as it was and now is
the custom in Greek and other Eastern towns;
whence Snposieberv, the rendering of Hesychius
for derypariZew, is correct. Now, it is very clear,
that no woman under the circumstances, which
Joseph suspected, could any how JSeryuarioar, be
made public among the people, especially if the
Jewish law were fully carried out, without
making her by that simple act a public warning
and covering her with infamy.

‘Whereas, however Seiyua be correctly said of
things only, wapdderyua is said of persons; while
wapaf3o)4 is in the sense of “example” applicable
only to irrational or inanimate beings — mwapd-
Serypa imt Yufbxov, wapafols) ixt dfbyov.! As we
cannot suppose tBat Joseph would have proceeded

' Thom. Mag. p. 278, ed. Ritsch.
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to extremities, and caused Mary to be put to
death, according to law,! the idea of capital
punishment may, in this case, be dismissed from
wapaderyparioa, which is thus reduced to the
sense of “ making a public example” of her, by
merely sending her away publicly, instead of
either quietly sending her back to her father’s
house, or giving her in private the letter of
divorcement. So that, practically, the amount of
infamy caused either by deyparicar or wapadery-
pariocat, would be the same.

She is made to say as much in the Protoev.
Jacobi, ¢. xx., where Joseph, being uncertain as
to what he would do— éav kplfw 70 audprnua
alrijc —tav admiy $avepdow Toic vioic ‘lopan),?
Mary says to him, Mj mapaderyparione pe roic
vioig "lapand, aAAd awmddoc pe Toic yovebor pob,3
that shows wapadeyuarilw taken only in the
sense of ¢avepéw, which, under such eircum-
stances, must imply disgrace.

The formal publicity of wapaderyuar{lew, in
this case, consisted in—8rav avip wapd 6 ovv-
£3piov Fye Ty UmomTevpubvny, kal karnydpe rabrne,
kal obTwe alTiv pavepic amélvev amd tic oiklac
abrov*—* the husband bringing the suspected wife
before the sanhedrim, accusing her, and thus
openly dismissing her from his house;’ so that, if

' See Lightfoot, Hore Talm. ad loc.

? C. xiv. p. 97, Fab. C. Ap. N. T,

3 C. xx. p. 111, and p. 225, 251, ed. Thile.
4 Euthym. Zigab. ad loc.

D
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her dismissal had not been made “public,” that is,
made known to the council —with or without in-
dictment—she would not have been Snuocicuuévn ;
and so, neither Seyuariopévn, if there be such a
word in Greek : for her being simply sent back to
her parents, was to dismiss her, AaBpd, privily.
We find from other passages that the idea of
“ making an example” is the meaning of wapa-
Serypariley, 88 wapddeypa wouwiv,! mapadefyuare
xphioachar ;* the infamy, and therefore also the
punishment, being made to depend on the cause
of the exposure. Thus, we find punishment
added in pera Tuwplag wapaderyparilew;® but only
implied in Esther’s (apocryphal) prayer rov &
apxovra i’ nuac wapaderypdricov,?said in allusion
to Haman ; which could not surely be rendered
that “he might be hanged;” but only made a
public example of. Likewise, in Numb. xxv. 4,
where wapadeypdricov renders the Hebrew ypin,
it does not only imply * hanging up,”*® but
also making a public example of those men.
Likewise, in wapaderyparilwv rode mavrwv tav
kakov airfove,S “making an example” of such
malefactors, would, of itself, imply the punish-
ment of them ; just in the same way as a woman

' Dem. wegi oiis wagaswe. p. 413, ed. Oxf., &e.

? Polyb. Exc. Leg. xxviii.

* Polyb. Lib. ii. 60, ed. Gronov.

4 Chap. xiv. 11, ed. Ald. but c. iv. p. 677. This quotation
is not found in Trommii, Cone. Grec.

5 See also Ezek. xxviii. 17. Polyb. lib. xv. 80.

¢ Polyb. lib, xv. 30.
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sent away for adultery is thereby made a public
example, and thus also covered with infamy, though
not otherwise punished, whether she be wapadery-
parwuévy or only devyuarisuévn, supposing such
a word occurs in Greek.

So that, without pursuing this subject any
further, we see that we can safely keep to the
Received reading, which is borne out by more
MSS. than the other; is a good Greek term, and
not “ vox Grecis incognita,” like its proposed sub-
stitute, which, if mentioned by Eusebius, is, never-
theless, not even alluded to by 8. John Chryso-
stom and the other Fathers who adopt the Received
reading wapaderyparioar.

Ver. 238.

"I8ov 1 wapBévoe, ‘behold a virgin.” Dr. Al-
ford makes no comment on this, albeit so
much stress has been laid on the article in 4
wapf. The article ought, unquestionably, to be
rendered in English (1) because it is the exact
rendering of rfmbyn, the maid, LXX. % map-
Oévoc ; inasmuch as (2) we cannot take the article
here as in % yvvy kai % wapBévoc—n dyapoc,
1 Cor. vii. 34, where it is used like “the’’ in a
generic sense, ‘‘the unmarried woman,” i.e. the

! For fuller information on this passage, see Schleusner’s
article, s.v. Wolfii Curs Phil. ad loc.; Suiceri Thesaurus, s.v.
wegaduypeariduy; Lightfoot's Horsee Talm., ad loc.: Meuschenii
N. T. ex Talm. illustr, p. 44, and A. Byn=i Nat. D. p. 185, sq.
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whole class of such; because the prophecy would
not be applicable ; (3) the article is dwelt upon
by the Jewish commentators as referring to a
maid who belonged to Ahaz.

Rabbi D. Kimchi, in his commentary on Isa.
vii. 14, tells us that fmbp simply means a young
woman whether married or not, showing that in
this case she must have been married, since she
conceived. And in his Dictionary ! he repeats
the same thing, taking this verse as proof of it;
inasmuch as there is nothing in the other three
passages where nn% occurs, to show that it may
not be rendered maid, wapfévoc. We then see
what the dispute about wap@fvoc and veawic is
worth, since, after all, it rests on this passage
only, which is by Jews interpreted as applicable
to the days of Ahaz, and by Christians as applic-
able to the Virgin Mary, the blessed Mother of
our Lord. As Dr. Alford quotes Symmachus,
Aquila, &c., ought he also to have mentioned
the very interesting dialogue between Justin
Martyr and the Jew Trypho on this very pass-
age, where J. Martyr contends for wapffvoc and
Trypho for veawc,? which is a corruption of the
LXX. attributed by S. Chrysostom 3 to the Jews
[Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion ?]. He ac-
cuses them of having altered wapOévoc to veawic,
in order to destroy the testimony of the LXX.,

1 pwwn'p s. v. oYY,
2 Dial. ¢. Tryph. pp. 291, 297, 310. * Homil. in Matt. v.2.
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‘which is far more worthy of credit, he says, than
those who, being Jews, altered the LXX. text
to suit their own ends; and that, too, a long
time after the birth of Christ.

Those who are curious of such things may
consult the oracle of Apollo of Cyzicus, given to
the Argonauts, respecting the birth of Christ,
as reported by Cedrenus,—0eov—ol Adyoc d¢pliroc
& adaei kobpy ¥Fykvoc Forar—avriic ¥orar dduoc
olroc. Mapla 8 rovvoua abriic.! ¢ Whose dwell-
ing will this be? asked they the god. In time,
said he, the Word of God shall be born of a
pure maiden, whose name is Mary, and this shall
be her house.”

Ver. 25.

Here, instead of the Received and familiar
fwc ob Freke TOV vidv avriic TOV wpwrérokov, Dr.
Alford gives, in his text, the wholesale alteration,
twc ol Erexe vidv, that can hardly be rendered
¢ till she had brought forth @ son,” that is, not “a
daughter ;> but must be rendered  a child.” This,
however, is more than we can take in all at once;
and had Dr. Alford considered the matter more
attentively, he probably would have seen that
the-omission of the article in #rekev vidv, which
is the reading of his faveurite Cod. Vaticanus,
must have been a mistake of the copyist.

Without the article #rexev vidv simply means
that the Virgin brought forth “a child;” for to

' Hist. Compend. p. 209, ed. Dindorf. See also Orac. Sibyll.
p. 760, 8qq.
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specify that it was a man-child, it would have
been vidv dppeva, as in Apoc. xii. 5. The article,
however, frexev TOV vidy, defines ¢the son’ by
referring him to the prophecy, v. 21, and to what
foilows as far as v. 25, inclusive.

Thus reads the Coptic, rov viov; and this
would be sufficient, as rov wpwrdrokov might
easily be gathered from the context. The Sa-
hidic, however, reads rov vidv adriic, which is
yet better ; while the Peschito, which is a higher
authority than either of those two versions, reads
with the Ethiopic, the Armenian, and the other
old versions, Cod. Ephreem, and a host of other
MSS. rov vidv alriic Tov wpwréroxov, which is
the reading followed by S. Chrysostom.

With due deference to the Dean, therefore,
must I, for my part, demur to #rexev vidv, pariet
JSilium, which, neither in Greek nor in Latin, .
determines anything ; and so keep to the Received
text.

CHAPTER 1II.
Ver. 1.

"1d0d, pdyor amy avaroAdv wapeyévovro ec
‘IepogéAvpua, ‘ Behold, there came wise men from
the east to Jerusalem.” Authorized Version.

On this Dr. Alford has the following note:

“ Magi from the East (not . avar. rapey.). The
absence of the article after udyoc is no objection to this
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‘interpretation. In fact, it could not have been here
expressed, because the concrete noun pdyou is not dis-
tributed ; as neither could it be in such an expression as
avfpwroc év mvebpare dxabipre. Mark, i, 28. In the
case of an anarthrous abstract noun, the article may
Jollow, but may also be omitted,” &ec.

This is beyond me ; at least, I cannot see what
it has to do with the subject in hand ; but I trust
other students may discover, to their satisfaction,
the connexion between “concrete magi”and ““anar-
throus abstract nouns.” So that I must try and
find for myself why udyo: has no article after it:
in other words, why we have not udyot oi awd
avarolov. ) :

First, for the simple reason that pdyo: oi amo
avatod@v would imply or create the antithesis,
payor ol awd Sveutw,  Magi from the west,” who
never were heard of. 'We have this antithesis
in Isa. xlv. 6, of ax’ avarodow kai of ard Svoudv,
‘those from the east and those from the west;’
Tokdrar of amd Tiic avaroliic,! ‘ bowmen, those
from the east,” because there were others from
the west; in other words, of uiv & avarolie
avlpwmror—oi & irt Oarepa.’

Secondly, we could not have udyot oi ard av.,
because it would be a tautology, inasmuch as they
came from nowhere else than the East. I will
not tarry by the Aryan origin of pdyoc ( in

! Herodian. lib. viii. p. 167, ed. Steph.
? Ibid. lib. iii. p. 72.
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Jer. xxxix. 3), but only remark that according
to Greek writers, such as Strabo,! and Diogenes
Laertius,® yeyevijoOar wapa utv Iépoaic Mayove,
mapa 3 Baf3vdwviowc 4 ’Aa’c‘mpfotg XaAdalove, xat
Tvuvocopiorac wap’ ’Ivdoic, mapd re Kekroic kal
Faldraic Todc xalovuévove Apvidac kal Zeuvo-
Oéove, ‘that of old there were wise men called
Magi among the Persians (mogh, dana @ danish-
mand ast,® udyoc is a learned and wise man) ;
Chaldeans among the Babylonians and the As-
syrians ; Gymnosophists (Brahmins) among the
Indians; Druids and high-priests among the Celts
and the Gauls ;” while Michael Glycas says, paydc
¢yxwplwc ol Iépoar Aéyovray,* ‘ that the Persians
are called magos in their own tongue and country,’
and that udyot ik Ilepaidoc eic mpookivnow abrov
wapayfvovrar, * Magi of Persia came to worship
Christ.’

Justin Martyr 5 says they came from Arabia ;
but even if his opinion were correct, the country
understood by Arabia in his days would yet, like
Persia, be situated within the east, or avaroAat,
successive risings of the sun, as understood by the
Greeks, who held that—

\ \ \ k] \ b - - 8,
Tav ptv ydp évroc avarordv wacav axeddv
oikovow "Tvdol—

b Lib. xvi. 6. ii. 89. * Proem., i.
3 Desatir Vocab. of anc. terms, p. 61.

4 Annal, ii, p. 244 ; iii. p. 387, ed. Dind.
5 P. 304,
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9 . -
Ivdol piv odv perald Ospwdv avaroldv kat
XEHEQLYOY OlkoVeL—

¢ Indians inhabited the country situated between
the summer and the winter sun-risings (solstices).’
Therefore was avaroAs sometimes used for ¢ the
east,” but avarolal far oftener, and by certain
writers, almost exclusively to mean the countries
to the east, the east in general. ‘

Thirdly, had the intention of the writer been
to say those pdyo: were natives of the east,
instead of simply telling us they came from
thence, he would, like Eusebius, M. Glycas, and
others, have said £ dvaroAdv, as they do
Mepaidoc, € avaroliic pdyor.? But knowing well
that as every body believed, pdyot were at home
in the east, and could originate from nowhere
else, he did not stop to state the place of their
birth or extraction, maybe Persia; but only told
the fact that they came from the wide east, awd
avaroAov, to Jerusalem.

For albeit such passages as elc amd Swaprnc
—kroc i€ AlrwAlac;® of amwd Iehomovvicov, i.q.
Medomovviiotor 4 Awpteic uiv of awd Adpov—
iaZovat Ot oi amd "Iwvec Tov Eblfov ¢pbvrec,’ seem
at first to imply the same kind of origin, yet
even here amo means ‘“descent” as ‘from;”
whereas i expresses the real extraction ¢ out

! Scymni Chii, asgmy. 170, 175.
3 Euseb. ii. Ececles. lib. i. e. viii. 3 Electra, 700, sqq.
* Herod. viii. 70, 79, 114, 5 Dicsearch. Gree, iii. 2, 3.
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of,” as in mwarpdlev, ix Atdc ebyovrac;! ix Gev—
¥puv ;* ix Tov Ocov E7Abov kal fikw.® Comp. 2Eép-
xopat with axépxouai—and Oeot IfAvlac;* Nico-
demus could not have said #£7Af:c, as he did
not know of Christ’s extraction, but only that,
like a prophet, He was come “from” God ; where-
as the Apostles confessed §rt awd Oeov EiAOev,s
as taught by Him ;¢ wherein we can compare the
relative meaning of awo and . So also is light
issuing from the east described as £ avarolav
Xpvoy palwra to péyyoc dpabiv Eowev'—EE ava-
ToA@v, 7 Oboewc, el Toxoy, awd re peseufplac ;®
likewise, an’ avaroA&v ént dvoudc ¢pépeclar wav-
ra¢ Tod¢ asrépac.?

Whence it must appear that, in pdyor awo
avaroAov wapeyévovro e¢ ‘lep., awd cannot, as
Dr. Alford says, be construed with wudyor, but
that, as it refers to the place whence they started
on their journey, so also must it be construed with
wapeyévovro, the place at which they arrived.

On this the Dean writes : —

“De Wette remarks, that if &xé &var. belonged to
mapey., it would probably follow that verb, as é£ 6o
does, ref. Luke [t.e. 8. Luke, xi. 6]. I may add that
wapayivopar occurs with a preposition and a substan-

! Ol vii. 40. % Pyth.i. 79. 3 S. John, viii. 42, &e.
4 1Id. iii. 2. $ Ibid. xvi. 30. ¢ Ibid. xiii. 8.

7 Heraclid. Alleg. Hom. p. 418, ed. Gale.

¢ Herodian. lib. vii. p. 149, ed. H. Steph.

¢ Anaxag. ap. Stob. Phys. c. 24.
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tive twelve times in the N.T., and in no case are they
prefived.”

This is an oversight; wapayfvoua: thus con-
strued occurs thirteen times in the N.T., and in
Acts, xiii. 14, we read avroi 8¢ SweAOfvrec amd
riic Ilépync wapeyévovro eic ’Avridyeav, which
‘Wahl rightly mentions as proving, together with
this passage, S. Matt. ii. 1, that amrd is to be con-
strued with wapeyévovro.

And so understand it (1) Protoevang. Jacobi,
c. xxi, where we read mwapeyévovro pdyor amd
avaroAov ec ‘Iep. ed. Fabric.,! rendered #Afov
vyap payor awd dvarordv, in Thile’s ed.,? thus
placing beyond a doubt that awo is to be con-
strued with mwapey., and not with udyor. So also
is it rendered by (2) Sahid., (3) Memph., (4)
Syr., (6) Pers., (6) Arab. Erpen., (7) Arab. Pol.;
while Armen. Georg. and Slav. render the Greek
literally, and are liable to precisely the same
construction. The Ethiopic reads masagalan
ambaher tsabah, *wizards (not magi) from the
east country’ correctly ; since ¢ wizards’ came
from elsewhere than from the east, though
“Magi” did not. (8) Theophylact, (9) A. Saxon
Vers., (10) Evang. Inf. Arab.,* (11) Evang. de
Nativ. B. Marie,* (12) Iren. adv. Heres.,® (13)
Evang. 8. Matt. Hebr. ed. 1551, (14) Bar He-

! Cod. Pseud. N.T. vol. i. p. 118. 2 P. 254.
3 C. vii, p. 71, ed. Phil. 4 C. xvi. p. 888, id.
6 Lib. iii. c. 20,
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breeus,! (15) Solomon, Bishop of Botsrah,? who,
like Bar Hebreeus, quotes Longinus (P) to show
that the Magi came from the east, and (15) Hist.
J. C. Persice autore Hier. Xavier, p. 81.

As regards mwapaylyvopar—mapaylyveabar rai
amoylyvesOar,’—iyiclac utv wapayvyvouévne, véoov
& amoyryvopébvne,* &c.,—is a verb of very fre-
quent occurrence in Attic writers, by whom it
is used either absolutely or construed with the
dative, and means ‘“to be present,” i.e. “to be
by some one.” In later writers it is used in
this sense with prepositions, in the sense of ¢ be-
coming present from,” i.e. coming, arriving, &c.
But as to the preposition being placed before or
after, or rather as to wapay. being construed. with
two prepositions, awd, éx, and el¢, * from—to,” it
depends on the writer. Thus, in the LXX., wapa-
vtvopar is construed with the prepos. of the place
to which wapay. refers, and is placed after it, e.g.
#EeAOdvrec yap ik Bafvldvoc—rmapeyévovro eic
‘Inpovaalfiy,® which is the usual construction in
the LXX.

‘While, on the other hand, among some hun-
dred and twenty places in Polybius, in which
wapayfvesfar is used, I have noticed such pass-
ages as these in which (1) wapa or awd is placed
before and is construed with wapaytvesOar—uera
&t rovrove eloskalobvro whvrac Tode Awd TGOV

! In Assem. B. Or. vol. iii. p. 316. 2 Ibid. ib.

® Sophist. § 67.  * Alcib. i. § 45, ed. Lond.
5 3 Esdr, viii. 7.
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0y kai TéXewv wapayeyovdrac ;! 8t of ‘Pwpaior
T@v awd tiic 'Aslac wapayeyovérwy mwpesBevrdv ;2
—rod¢ wapa 1oV ‘Podlwv mpesSevrac wapayeyovd-
Tac vmép Tov dakdew ;3 (2) the same preposition is
put before,—elc 8t Ty ‘Pdunv kal whebvwv mwapa-
vyeyovdrwv,*—riv 8t mpéofBewy dc Pduny wapa-
vyevoubvwy ;5—and after, wapeyévero Ilroleuatoc 6
vewrepog el Ty ‘Pouny  before, roic mapa Tob
wpesBurépov wapayeyovdet ; T—kal Tov Tapd Tov
Bao. *Avridxov wpesf3. wapeyeyovdrwy ;& — after,
wapeyévovro—mapa Apiapdrov,® &c.; while (3)
at other times both prepositions follow ; e.g. wape-
vYévovro wpoc adrov wpes[ural wapa piv Tod TOV
‘Hw. ¥0vovc,’® or (4) they are put the one before
and the other affer, as in ei¢c Ot v Aaxedaluova
wapaysvoubvwv ToV TpesBevrav ik Tic Pdunc ;11—
kara iy Iledowdvvnsov mapayevoubvwy ik ‘Pdunc
—¢vyddwv;'® and (5) several prepositions before
mwapayivesOa, and only one after; &ri riv mwepl
7ov II. kai 7@y wapa tov I, kal oVv TovTOIC TOV
M. wapaysvopfvov ec v ‘Pédov, &e.

These remarks will suffice to show that when
Dr. Alford says “not awd avar. wapey.” he does
not seem to have well weighed the matter.

! Excerpt. leg. 1x. p. 1110. 3 Id. Ixviii.
3 Td.lxxxvii. et cxiv. 4 Id.evi. 8 Id.exlifiii. p. 1208, 1208.
¢°1d. exiii., exv., xxvi., xxvii. 7 Id. exiii. p. 1306.

¢ Id. cxiv. p. 1307, and lib, xv. 12. °® Id.cix, ' Id. xii., xlv.
1 1d. liii. p. 1207. 12 1d. liv. 13 Id. Ixxxvii,
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Ver. 2.

Eidopev yap airov rov asrépa év mj avarody.
On this the Dean complains :

That “ much has been written in no friendly spirit
on his views on the subject, the question being : Have
we here, in the sacred text, a miracle, or have we some
natural appearance which God, in His Providence, used
as means of indicating to the Magi the birth of His
Son?” and “that no one has right to charge another
with weakening the belief in the facts related in the
sacred text, becanse he [that other] feels an honest
conviction that he is relating, not a miracle, but a
natural appearance.”!

Quite so; and we will take the Dean at his
word, seeing he feels ““ honestly convinced ”’ that

“the expression of the Magi, ‘We have seen His
star,’ does not seem to point to any miraculous appearance,
but to something observed in the course of their watch-
ing the heavens. We know the Magi to have been devoted
to astrology ; and on comparing the language of our
text with this undoubted fact, I confess that it appears
to me the most ingenuous way, fairly to take account
of that fact in our exegesis, and not to shelter ourselves
Jrom an apparent difficulty by the convenient but forced
hypothesis of @ miracle.”® The italics are the Dean’s own.

There is something so mean, so unworthy,
in this attempt to deny the miracle believed in,

1 5th ed. 1863. 2 Ib. p. 11,
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admired, and sung with hosannahs, by the whole
Church of Christ ever since that star shone in
His heavens as harbinger of His birth, that we
must ask the Dean a question or two before pro-
ceeding on our inquiry.

First, How could the Magi express themselves
otherwise than they did, supposing the star to
have been a miracle, seeing they knew it be His?
How, for instance, did S. John the Baptist ex-
press himself when he saw the Spirit of God
descending like a dove, and lighting upon
Christ?? He, like the Magi, simply * bare re-
cord and said, I saw the Spirit descending from
heaven like a dove, and it abode upon him ;”’* yet
this miracle was quite as wonderful as the other.

Secondly, To which of the several sects among
the Magi did those belong who came to Christ,
that Dr. Alford should affirm “they were de-
voted to astrology ?”’ It would be a great gain
to science if he could tell us. Al-shahrestani,® to
whose writings I can only allude at present, tells
us that the Magi were originally disciples of
Abraham, during whose lifetime they split into
Sabzxans and Hanefites. But that the original
Magi, who continued true, yet were divided
among themselves on the subject of the nature
and existence of light and darkness, whence re-
sulted three great sects; the Kayomersites, who
hold Kayomers to have been Adam, &c.; the

! S. Matt, iii. 16." * S. John, i. 32,
3 P. 179, sqq. Arab, text. ed. Cur.
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Zervanites, who hold the great Zervan, uncreated
Time, to be the origin of all things, and of
luminaries, &c.; and the Zerdushtites, or Zoroas-
trians, who follow the religion of Zerdusht, who
lived in the time of Ghustasp, Darius Hystaspes.

Now, albeit all these Magi more or less wor-
shipped light and darkness, yet considering that
there are few, if any, traces of astrology in the
Avesta, if the Magi who came to Christ were of
this sect, they were the least likely to be devoted
to the stars. At the same time they were the
most likely to know something of the prophecies
about the coming of Christ, attributed to Zerd-
usht, by Al-shahrestani;! by the Bishop of Bots-
rah,? and by Abulpharaj, who gives, in Zer-
dusht’s own words, the birth of Christ and the
prediction ““of the star who was to appear to
Zerdusht's children, the Magi.”$ Ihave looked, as
yetin vain, in the Avesta for this prophecy, which,
I fear, may prove very much like the oracle of
Apollo at Cyzicus, given to the Argonauts* about
the same event ; there are, however, in the Avesta
several remarkable passages about the resurrec-
tion at the end of the world ; but one, especially,
in which the Saviour of the world is mentioned
with His saints.® Certain passages in this extract,

! Tbid. p. 188. .

? Deburitho, c¢. xxxviii. See also Evang. Infant. Arab.
¢. vii. note.

3 Hist. Dyn. Arabice, p. 83, ed. Pococke. * See above, p. 35.

8 Zamyad Yasht, xix. 14-98. Seé also Kossowicz's edition
of the same, p. 187, und 47, tr.
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which is not certainly known to be Zerdusht’s
own, correspond with Al-sharestani’s statement ;
and also with a striking passage in the Chung-
yung of Confucius, about ‘the Holy One com-
ing at the end of the world ;”’* showing, together
with the statements of Tacitus and of Suetonius,
that there was a feeling of expectation widely
spread over the East, far and near; and that,
somehow, people were looking for the end of the
weeks of Daniel, for the Star that was to rise out
of Jacob, once foretold by Balaam, and for the
coming of the Prince of Peace.

Thirdly, having shown of what sect were the
Magi, Dr. Alford should inform us of what there
was in the star to tell the wise men that the
King “ of the Jews,” and no other sovereign, was
born. We lack a few particulars on this point
that would throw light on what the Dean further
says:

¢ Fearless of consequences,” he tells us that (1) “in
the year of Rome 747, on the 20th or 29th of May, there
was a conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in the 20th
degree of Pisces, close to the point of Aries, which was
the part of the heavens noted in astrological science as
that in which signs denoted the greatest and most no-
table events.

¢(2) That there was another conjunction of those
planets on the 27th of October or 29th of September,
and again on the 12th of November or 5th of Decem-
ber, all in the year of Rome 747.

! Ch. yg. ¢. xxxxix. 4, b.
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¢(8) That the Magi would see the first conjunc-
tion ¢ in the East’ three hours before sunrise; and if
they were five months on their journey, and went from
Jerusalem to Bethlehem in the evening, as itis implied,
they would see the December conjunction in the direction
of Bethlehem.

% (4) These circumstances are in no wise inconsist-
ent with the word aorépa, which cannot surely be
pressed to its mere literal sense of one single star, but
understood in its wider astrological meaning. No part
of the text respecting the star asserts or even implies a
miracle.

(5) During the year B.c. 7 the planets did not
approach each other so as to be mistaken by any eye
for one star, indeed not ¢ within double the apparent
diameter of the moon,’ yet the conjunction of the two
planets, complete or incomplete, would have arrested
the attention of the Magi both in the East and at
Bethlehem, and this appearance would have been de-

~ 9

nominated by them ¢ aorip abroi.

Not in Greek, assuredly, as we shall see pre-
sently. But let us now look at the Dean’s scholar-
ship a little in detail, for it deserves it.

I. (1) This conjunction took place A.v.c. 747
or B.C. 7, only seven years before the reputed date
of our Saviour’s birth, which happened a.v.c. 753,
or, according to Dionysius Exig., A.v.c. 754 ;1 or
even after another reckoning, A.v.c. 750. Three,
six, or seven years’ difference may be a mere trifle
for the boasted science and criticism of the pre-

! Ideler, Techn. Chron. vol. ii. p. 384, sq.
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sent day; yet ought Dr. Alford honestly (1) to
have reconciled these dates; (2) to have shown
which of the two, our era or the conjunction, is
wrong ; (3) to have given correct astronomical
calculations, and not merely guesses a month apart
one from another ; and then, since he is so certain
of it, ought he (4) boldly, and like a man, to remove
the date of Christ’s birth so as to make it fit in
with his conjunction; instead of thus puzzling the
student and leaving him to reconcile “seven
years’ difference” in date, as best he may. Slip-.
shod teaching of this kind is neither honest nor
scholarlike ; but it condemns itself.

(2) As to the inference that conjunctions in
Pisces or Aries were ominous of great events,
we should like to see proved (1) that it was so
thought by the Magi, and (2) that Greek and
Aryan or Magian astrology agree on the subject
in all respects. Dr. Alford ought to give us ir-
refragable Eastern (Aryan) authorities to that
effect, and show that they influenced the wise
men. I regret that, never having studied astro-
logy and having no special books on the subject,
I cannot help the Dean. But to talk of astrology
in connexion with our Saviour’s coming into the
world, as if to draw His horoscope, is derogatory
from His majesty ; especially when that horo-
scope is seven years out of reckoning. Were the
conjunction exact to a day, a week, a month, or
months even, and were the words of the Evan-
gelist framed so as to imply such a phenomenon,
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then, indeed, might we look on and admire. But
seeing these conjunctions happen every twenty
years, more or less— Aristotle mentions two in
his time—xal avrol iwpdkapev Tdv asrépa Fov
rob Awg, Tov v Toig ddlpoic ovvedBévra Tt Sic
780 kal &¢avicruvr&,‘ ‘in Gemini,’—unless we can
lay the finger on the day and the hour, as we
do thousands of years back upon the date of an
eclipse, it is but doing what in astronomy, where
seconds and minims are required, would be
eounted mockery; and is assuredly not better as
regards the rising of the Sun of Righteousness
over this world.

II. With S. Basil,® then, uwdec tixére v
riic aorpoloylac karaokeviv elc Tiv Tov aorépoc
avaroAfv, ‘let no one drag the conceits of astro-
logy into the appearing of the star.” Fancy draw-
ing the horoscope and determining the birth in
this world of Him who Himself made those stars,
and calls them by their names; of our Master,
whom we shall one day see face to face, either
for weal or for woe, by—

Pafvwv pbv re Awde Ldoic peyaxtdeac dvdpac
rebxe, kal Bachevow I8 adl érdpoowy dvixkrwv

ic piny Lebyvuers
¢When Saturn is in the sign of Jove he makes

1 1. Meteorol. i. 6, 15.

? Or the Author of Homil. in Chr. Gen. in S. Basil, Opp.
vol. iii. col. 1409, ed. M.

* Manetho, lib. ii. 150, sq.
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famous men, and also makes friendships among
kings and princes;’ or he may, according to—

Zyvl svvev Kpdvoe almdc 1) doopdwy Terpdywvoc
7 8 ye kal dudperpoc amd wAevpiic Te Tprydvov,
Swpetrar piAinv BasAfov ) kal dvakw

2 , ) 8 ol

eicedlwy avdpwy

¢When Saturn is in conjunction with Jupiter,
stands above or is at right angles with him, or
when Saturn stands on the opposite side of the
triangle, he bestows the friendship of kings, and
to princes that of their equals.’

We might as well, and much more to the
purpose, because in better style, quote

« micat inter omnes

Julium sidus, velut inter ignes

Luna minores.
Gentis humanz pater atque custos,
Orte 8aturno, tibi cura magni
Caesaris fatis data: tu secundo

Casesare regnes.
Ille—Te minor latum reget squus orbem;
Tu gravi curra quaties Olympum ;
Tu parum castis inimica mittes

Fulmina lucis.”#

But the mind wearies of this; and it is of no
use multiplying quotations or arguing about a phe-
nomenon which happened seven, six, or at the least

! Ib. lib. iii. 284 sq. # Hor. Od. i. 12.
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three years before the birth of Christ, and yet the
end of which at Bethlehem was seen five months
only after the beginning of it, if the wise men
took no longer coming. Can Dr. Alford be in
earnest ?

Let us, then, come at once to the word on
which it all partly hinges— asrépa—which the
Dean says,

“ cannot be pressed to its literal sense of one star, but
must be taken in its wider astrological meaning.”

ITT. What meaning? What astrologers ?
And where has he found that in Greek, or in any
other tongue, two planets at a distance from each
other of two diameters of the Moon—say some six
degrees—can be taken for aorépa, one star P

First, then,

(1) Eratosthenes says on the difference be-
tween dorpov and dorip — Awdéper &t dorpov
aorépoc’ 10 piv yip iorw €dwlov ik wENAwv
aorépwv pepoppwptvov’vd Ot kard ulav ypagiy wepe-
oplduevov.! An dorpov differs from an asrip
in that it is a figure made up of many stars,
whereas a star is one, and drawn with one line
or circumference.

(%) Achilles Tatius—’Aorip 2ot goua Ociov
ovpaviov—aoipa Aaumpdv, xal oddé wore ordowv
Exov—iml piv rov TAaviTwy otrwe epiiclar Sokei.
Oi yap Mvbaydpeor ob pdvov todec wAaviirac

! Ad Arati Phen., p. 262, ed. Petav.in Uranol.
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asrepac [Boddovrar idlay kivmow Exew aAld kai
Tod¢ amlaveic:! ‘A star is a divine, heavenly
body, a brilliant body, that is, never still, so that
““star” is also said of a planet. The Pythago-
reans say that not only the planet-stars, but the
fixed stars also, have a revolution of their own.’
(8) And, again, speaking of the difference
between dorpov and aorip, the same author says:
’Aothip tori w¢ av 6 Tov Kpdvov, § rob “Eppod, €lc
aplug. *Aorpov 3t 76 ik ToAAGY doTépwy obarnua,
@¢ 1’ Avdpouéda: olde Ot Ty Staqbop&v kal"Aparoc®

*AoTpa Stanpfvag' tokbaro & e¢ viavrov
’Aorépac.’

¢ A star is like that of Saturn or of Mercury,
one in number. A constellation (sidus), however,
is a system of many stars, as, for instance, Andro-
meda. Aratus knew well the difference when he
distinguished the dorpa from the stars which he
considered with regard to the year.’

Diodorus and other mathematicians call the
signs of the zodiac and the seven planets dorpa ;
T0v kbva pévror dorépa dvra, v ¢ [ly derpov
Aéyopsv' &AXN’ 6 utv dorip xal doTpov” ovkere O TO
avémalw. ¢The Dog-star also, though it be a star,
we, in common life, call an dsrpov, sidus; for a
star may be called an dsrpov, a heavenly body,
though never, on the contrary, can an dsrpov be

! Isag. in Arati Phen. p. 182,ib.  ? Ib. p. 134,
3 Arat. Pheen. 11, 19, ed. Bekk.
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called éorépa, a star.” Callimachus,! therefore, is
wrong in calling the seven stars in the hair of
Berenice asrépa, a star. Ein odv 6 piv acrip
oGpa tvwpbvov' 16 & dorpov i dwordrwy, xai
opiopévwy. ¢ Let us, then, understand by a star a
body which is alone; and by an derpov, or con-
stellation, one made up of separate stars, but de-
fined in its outline.’

(4) No wonder, then, if astronomers call Sa-
turn and Mercury each a star, aorépa; astrologers,
speaking of a conjunction of two planets, should
call them—not aorépa, one star, as Dr. Alford
says, but— aorépec dupw, “ the two stars,” thus:—

El & dpa 3 Mivny Sexarebwa’ aorépec dpudw
*Apeog & Kpdvoto, Ade 8¢ 1’ amdarpogoc dorip
Ein?

‘But if the two stars, Mars and Saturn, deci-
mate the Moon, and the star of Jupiter be op-
posed to them,” &ec.

(5) Likewise does the Scholiast in Aratus say,
ioréov & 8ri aorip pév iorw 8 kal pdvov Zotl kai
ov kal adrov kweira, olov Kpdvog, Zede kal ra
TowabTa doTpov &, 16 re xwobpevov kat 7o i
wAelorwy aorépwy obornua, olov Kapkivog, Abwv.®
‘Bear in mind that aerfp is that which is alone

!’Aesig is not mentioned in Callimachus, Fragm. ad Comam
Beren. i. ed. J. Blomf. but ##.

3 Manetho, lib. vi. (iii.), 684, sq.

3 Phen. 10, p. 50, ed. Bekk.
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‘and does not revolve upon itself, as Saturn, Jupi-
ter, and such like; whereas dorpov is taken both
for that which revolves upon itself and for that
which is made up of other stars.’

(6) So also Poseidonius — Siagépety &t dorépa
. &otpov, says that a star differs from an dorpov—
dorpov &t elvar adpa Ociov Aapmpdy xal wupddec,
ovdémore ordow Exwv' & piv yap tic dorw asrip,
kal derpov dvopasbicerar Sedvrwe,! od wiv avara-
Aw. ‘For an dorpov is a divine and brilliant body
of fire, never at rest. If, hewever, some such be
a star it will of course be called darpov, though
never the contrary.” Thus is the Dog-star called
aornp in Plut. Is. and Os. Or. Alian H. An. xiv.
24, &c., and dorpov in Alian H. An. fr. 115;
Diod. Sic. I. 19, &e.

So that the two stars, Jupiter and Saturn, in
the Dean’s conjunction, would not have been
called &orpov, since, according to Greek astrono-
mers, dorpov consists of stars disordrwy, ‘apart,’
and dpiouévo, ¢ defined as to place and number;’
a description that would not apply to two planets
gradually changing their relative positions; neither
would those two stars have been called aorépa, ‘one
star,” since two such planets in conjunction are
by Greek astrologers distinctly said to be asrépec
dupw, ¢ the two stars,” asrépec ebpeyyeic or alvol :
neither would they have been mentioned as riic

» 1 In Stob. Eclog. Phys. c. 24,
2 Man. lib. vi. (iii.), 651, sq. 686, &e.
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yevéOAne darpa,! unless, as in Manetho’s case, the
Sun and Moon, Venus, Mars and Saturn, Jupiter,
and Mercury, yea, even the Centaur, had all
joined together.

IV. The wise men, however, most likely did
not either right themselves according to Greek
astrologers, nor speak Greek. But their astro-
nomy or astrology was their own, and when at
Jerusalem they probably spoke Syriac or Ara-
mean, in order to make themselves understood of
the people whom they asked where the King of
the Jews was born.

As to their astrology, if they were genuine
disciples of Zerdusht, it was but scanty. No-
where in Zoroaster’s genuine writings are even
the signs of the zodiac mentioned, much less the
planets; albeit in later portions of the Avesta,
attributed to him, frequent homage is paid to the
Sun and Moon, to the star Tistrya (the Dog-star)
and to the stars Catavaega that joins with Tistrya
in procuring rain, &c.; to Vanant, to Hapto-
iringa and other stars, supposed to preside over
the several quarters of the earth. But never is
more than one of these stars called ¢tare, asrip ;
when many, then always ¢fard, aorépec ; e.g. Tis-
trim ¢tarem—yim ratim pairi-daémcha vigpaésham
gtaram fradadat Ahur. M.2* Tistrya, the star
which Ahura Mazda created to be lord and in-

1 Tb. v. 789.
3 Tir-yasht, xiii. 44, p. 184, ed. Westerg.
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tendent over all other stars.” Likewise when the
Pairikas are alluded to as clusters of evil stars,
are they styled stars, ydo ¢taré keremao patenti
antare sam asmanemcha,! ‘worm-stars (i.e. creeping,
shooting-stars), which fall between earth and
heaven,” and whose evil influence is overruled by
Tistrya.

‘When, however, only two heavenly bodies are
mentioned, then is the dual used, as in Greek—
aorépec dupw — thus: nivaédayemi — Ahuraéibya
Mithraéibya — ashavanaéibya, ¢taraimcha ¢pentd-
mainyavandm damanam.® ‘I proclaim the two,
Ahura [Jupiter], and Mithra [the Sun], pure
beings, and the stars created by the Holy Spirit
[Ahura Mazda];’ exactly as again in Greek, 6
f\oc kal & asip augdrepor dbvovree,® the sun
and the star, both setting together.’

If the Magi were Zervanites, and thus more
likely to be better astrologers than the Zarathus-
trians, still would they greatly differ from their
Greek brethren, who placed all planets under the
lower heaven — airoi 8¢ éwra Svrec karwrépw Tov
odpavov* — whereas, according to the Zervanites,
who worship uncreated Time as Father of all
things and Creator of Fire and Water, whence
Ahura Mazda came into existence — the four bad
planets, offspring of the evil Spirit, are made fast

! Ib. v. 8, p. 178.

¢ Gacna L. 11, p. 5, ed. West.

3 Gemin. Astron. e. xi. p. 47.

4 Achill, Tat. Isag. p. 132, ed. Pet.
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to the eighth heaven; Zohal or Saturn to the
seventh ; Jupiter to the sixth; and Mars to the
fifth. In the fourth heaven abides the Sun; in
the third Venus; in the second Mercury ; and in
the first heaven is the Moon.! With these Magi,
also, Jupiter, which is the best planet among the
Greeks, is one of evil omen.? So that, probably,
the same conjunction could not have the same
meaning for astrologers east and west.

Likewise, if those wise men were Sabians, a
conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn must have
been rather dreaded than looked to as an aus-
picious event; judging, at least, from what we
read of their estimate of these planets. As to
Saturn, “to this planet was given a spirit of
wickedness, whence come all defects and wasting
away.”3 “Hail, O God, thou whose essence is
evil and wickedness,” * was the beginning of the
worship of Saturn, in his Sabian temple ; while,
as regards Bel or Jupiter, to his planet was
given a secret connected with water, wherewith
he should disturb all creatures; and by so doing,
inflict evil on the good.” &

. The chance might have been better, in the

' Zarath. u. die Lehre des Av. in Spiegel, vol. ii. of Z. ,
Avestas, tr. p. 221.

* Spiegel, ibid. p. 49, note 2. See also Spiegel's Tradit.
Lit. d. Parsen. p. 161, 199.

3 Liber Ad. I. p. 212.

4 Dimeshqi. in Chwols. Sab. IL. p. 384, &c. See also A
B. Talib, on the same subject, and others.

8 Lib, Adam, ibid.
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opinion of those wise men, if they came, as J.
Martyr says, from “ Arabia ;” for there Jupiter,
called “the great Fortune,”’! was held in high
honour, however ill they thought of Zohal or
Saturn. Yet, from whencesoever, in the East,
they came, and whether they spoke in their own
tongue or in Syriac, must they have meant “one
star,” and not a constellation or a conjunction of
two planets, when they said, ¢ We have seen His
star in the East, and are come to worship Him.”

V. It was left to the shallow-hearted doubters
‘of this age of discovery and of ignorance, to try
and press into their service, however clumsily,
one of these periodical conjunctions of planets,
which, from their own showing, must have taken
place, unless we all be out of reckoning, six or
seven years before the birth of Christ; and thus
rob Him of the star lit on purpose to herald His
coming, and- the whole Church of her faith. It
was no common star turned to that purpose, but
a new one, as those believed who lived near the
time.

Ioc odv ipavepdifn Toic alwew; How then
was He manifested to the world ?’ asks 8. Igna-
tius. ’Aomip v olpavg EAaupev Vmip wavrac
Tod¢ aorépac, kal TO Poc avrov avexAaAnrov Hv,
xai Eeviopdv wapeixev 1 kawérne avrov. Ta Ot
Aora wavra dorpa, dpa nAly xal oeAfvy, xopdc
tybvero 7@ aorépr alrdc Ot v vmepBaAdwy 1o pie

¥ Chwols. IT. 226. Pococke Spec. H. Arab. p. 129, sqq.
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avrov vwip wavra.! ‘A star shone forth in heaven
above all other stars; the light thereof it was
impossible to describe, and it made everybody
wonder at the new sight. But all the other
heavenly bodies, with the sun and moon, were as
an escort to the star, the light of which far out-
shone that of the sun.” Better such a description
as this, which errs on the side of love and wor-
ship, than astrological reckonings, three, six, or
seven years out. “ There is One,” says Justin
Martyr, ¢ whose name is the Day-spring, avaro)s,
from on high; avarefAavroc odv kai év ovpdvey
dpa rq yevmbijvar avrov aorépog, d¢ yéypamwrar iv
T0lc arouvnuovebpact Ty awooTéAwy avrov, pdyot
wapeyévovro kal wposekbvnoav avry,® ‘at whose
birth a star rose in the heavens, as it is written
in the records left us by His apostles, when
Magi from Arabia, who knew of His name, and of
the star that was to rise out of Jacob,; came to
worship Him.’

VI. They were taught of God, and could be
taught of no one else, that the star they saw was
“ His star;” and this, too, in fulfilment of the
prophecy, that ¢ Gentiles should come to His
light, and kings to the brightness of His rising;”$
which must have been ratified. And to try and
explain it away by a natural phenomenon that
will not serve, is but to play the part of Celsus,
who said that avri rav &v 7¢ edayyelly pdywv,

1 Ad. Ephes. xix. ? Dial. c. Tryph. p. 334.

3 Is. Ix. 8.
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Xaldalove ¢noilv tmd Tob 'Incov AeNéxbar, kevn-
Otvrac iml ) yevéoe adrob EAnAvOévar mposkuvi-
oovrac abrov it vimov @c¢ Oedy,! ‘instead of the
Magi mentioned in the Gospel, Jesus had said
that Chaldeans had been moved at his birth to
come and worship Him as God while yet an
infant.’ “See, then, his error,” says Origen, in
this instance, unable, as he is, to distinguish
Magi from Chaldezans, or to see that their re-
lative callings were different, and thus giving the
lie — karafevoauévov — to the writings of the
Gospel. Ok olda & Smwe kal T kwvijoav Tode ud-
yove oeordmnke. * Neither do I know why he says
nothing of that which moved the Magi to come,
nor yet that it was the star seen by them in the
East, according to what is written.”

Let us, however, see what there is to be said
about it. Tov é¢0évra dorépa tv T avaroly kar-
vov elvar voullouev, kai undéve rov cvvhbwy Ta-
pamAiiowoy, obre TOV dv amlavel, obre T@V v Taic
karwrépw opalpac’ aAka T¢ yéver ToobTOV YeYO-
vévai, 6moiot kara kaipdv ywduevor kopiirat, i do-
kidec, i ywviar. We believe the star which was
seen in the east, to have been a new one, and
like unto none of those to which we are accus-
tomed, neither to those in the firmament or in
the lower spheres; but to have been of the same
sort as those which appear from time to time,
such as comets, and other luminous bodies of the

! Origen contra Cels. p. 45, ed. 1677.
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kind, according to the name it pleases Greeks to
call them; and we think so for this reason. It
has been observed that in great events, and about
great changes upon earth, stars of that kind arise,
foretelling changes in kingdoms, or wars, or other
such things, which happen among men, and pro-
duce great commotion.” This star seen by the
Magi was the star foretold by Balaam,! rov é&v 7§
avarolj ¢avévra aorépa dednmovpyiiolar, Froe
8uowov Bvra Toic Aowwoic dorporg, 1) rdxa kal xpefr-
Tova, dre Tob wavroc dagépovroc yevdusvov om-
peiov®—* the star which appeared in the East, as
hand-maid to Jesus, was made for the occasion,
either somewhat similar to other luminaries, or
far above them, as being the sign of Him who is
far above all creatures.’

Tivoc 3 tilc yevéoswe wpoédpapey aorip iv
ovpavoic; ‘of whose advent did ever a star act as
forerunner P’ asks 8. Athanasius. Odrog ydp éorww
6 xal Tov aorépa amuaivstv TV TOV g@uarog 'yéve-
ow wolnaac. ¥de 7ap ard Tov ovpavov xafspxops-
vov TOV )\o'yov, & ovpavod kal Ty onuactiav & Exew.3
¢He it is who made a star announce the formation
of His body; for it was meet that the Word
coming down from heaven should have a token
thereof also from heaven ; and that the King of
all creatures, at His coming, should be made known
to the whole creation.’

! Numb. xxiv. 25. Orig. contra Cels. ibid.
* Orig. in Johan. vol. ii. p. 27.
3 De Incarn. V. Dei, vol. i. p. 88, sq.
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"¢ We may further observe,” says the Dean,—

“ that no part of the text respecting the star, asserts,
or cuven implies, a miracle; and that the very slight
apparent inconsistencies with the above explanation are
no more than the report of the Magi themselves, and
the general belief of the age, would render unavoidable,”

VII. “No miracle” !—what would the Fathers
have thought —what does the Church of Christ
think of this teaching from one of her doctors
and teachers of us ignorant clergy, from a guide
of us, poor blind men as we are, who tell our
people that, as the sun hid his light from the
throes of Christ on the Cross, so also did a star
shine in heaven at His birth, as a bright, glad-
some harbinger of Him who came from thence to
preach “Peace on earth and good-will towards
men P”’

“ No miracle” ! —"AAX’ tva un ouvdmrovrse
awoplac amoplaic I\yyigv dpac worduev — “ lest,
then, adding difficulty to difficulty,” says 8. Chry-
sostom,’ ““ I should make everything dark to you,
let me explain the matter, and that, too, from the
star itself. For if we learn ri¢c 6 aorijp, kai wo-
Tawde, kal & Tov moAAwv €lg, fj Eevde wapd Tove
dMovg, kal & ¢boa aorip A Sfe udvov asrip,
— eokbAwe kal Ta dA\a wavra eoduela,— what
and what manner of star it was, whether it was
one of the many others, or one different from
them, whether it really was a star, or such in

! Homil. in Matt. vi. 2.
b
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appearance only, we shall easily come to know
the rest.

“ Whence, then, will all this be made clear ?
From what is written. First, we gather from
the course of the star, that it was not one star of
the many others,—yea, rather no star at all,—
but, as it seems to me, some invisible virtue or
power — dtvauc — transformed into the appear-
ance of a star. For no star moves in that direc-
tion. The sun and moon, and all other stars,
move from east to west, and not, like this star,
from north to south, which is the direction from
Persia to Palestine.”

“ Secondly, from the time of its appearance —
for it did not shine at night only, but at noon-
day also, in bright sunshine; which is the case
neither with the moon nor any other luminary ;
all of which disappear when the sun sheds abroad
his light. But this star outshone the brilliancy
of the sun.” [The Dean makes the Magi travel
at night only.]

“Thirdly, from its appearing and then dis-
appearing ; for it led the Magi, showing the way
as far as Palestine; when, however, they came to
Jerusalem, it hid itself and again showed itself,
when, after they had told Herod their errand,
they started for Bethlehem; a kind of appear-
ance which belongs to no star, but is of some
power, endued with supreme intelligence — dvvé-
peddc Twvoc Aoywwrarne; for it did not follow its
own natural course, but it went whither the Magi
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. went; it stood still when they rested, like the
pillar of cloud over the Israelites, wpoc 7o Sov,
wavra oikevouwv — nvika ¥xpnyv, ministering to
their wants as required.

“ Fourthly, from the way it shone we learn
this clearly; for it did not show the place by
continuing above in heaven, since the Magi never
could have learnt it thus; but it did so by
alighting from above. For you know that a star
could not point to so small a spot as that of a hut
or a cottage, much less to that in which the body
of a child lay. ’Exedy yap dweipov 70 doc ok
iipxet oUrw oTevdy Téwov xapakTnpioar kal yvwpl-
cat Toic [Bovoufvore i8¢iv — since, owing to the
immense height at which a star is in heaven, it
could not from thence single out so small a spot,
and make it known to those who wished to see it.
We see this by the moon which, though so much
nearer the earth, yet mever points to any one
object in particular. Idc odv 6 aorip, &wré pot,
Témov obTw eTevdov ¢arvng xal kaddBnc Edeikvv, &
i 70 WmAov ikelvo dpelc kdrw karéf3n, xal vwip
abriic ¥ory Tiic kepalic Tov madlov; ¢ how then,
tell me, could the star point to so small a spot as
that of the hut and of the manger, unless it
came down from on high, and rested over the
head of the little child ?’ The Evangelist says as
much: Lo, the star went before them, till it came
and stood over where the young child was. Thou
seest, then, by how many proofs we come to know
that the star neither was one of the many others,
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nor followed the course one would naturally have
supposed from its outward appearance as a star.””

“A star,” says S. Ephreem,”? whose bright-
ness was not in nature, shone forth at once. It
was smaller and yet greater than the sun;
smaller in the light it gave, but far greater in
the hidden virtue of its mysterious nature.
One star of the Day-spring (denkd, avaroliic) —
darted His rays into the region of death, and led
as by the hand, like blind men, the inhabitants
thereof, who came and received great light.
They offered Him their gifts, they received life,
they worshipped, and returned home. The Son
had two heralds, one on high and one below :
the star sang in the heavens, and John pro-
claimed His coming upon earth.” .

Mo & rov iwl BnOAein dpaudvra wpdrepor ix
riic édac aorépa, ToV 6dnydy T@v péywv kai wpé-
Eevov; Exw Tl k@yw Myew i Tov ovpaviwy® dxei-
voc iy Xptorod wapovolay avedhlwoey & aorfip
ovroc tiic Xpiorov viknc 6 arépavec. “ Where is
that star,” asks 8. Gregory® of Nazianzus, * that
first rose in the east and then went to Bethlehem,
the guide and companion of the wise men of old P
I also have somewhat to say to thee about hea-
venly things. That star made known the birth
of Christ; that star was the crown of Christ’s
victory.”

IX. But enough. It is of little use to mul-

! In Nat. Dom. Serm. iv.
* Orat. iv. De Bapt.
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tiply examples of faith from faithful men that
stand in bright contrast to the Dean’s conjunc-
tion of Jupiter and Saturn, such as it is. He
tells us (1) thdt this conjunction began on the
20th or 29th of May, B.c. 7, and ended that same
year, November 12 or December 5; “ seven years,”
he owns, before the birth of Christ; let him ar-
range it ; and (2) that the two planets, some six
degrees apart, “are yet to be taken in the wide
sense of aorip, star; stella, as understood by
Greek astrologers.” Let him prove it, whether
from the Greek or Latin, the Zend, Pehlevi, or
any other grammatical language spoken by any
inhabitants, r@v avarolav, of the East. , We then
will believe there is something in it, and hearken
to his teaching.

We now come to smaller matters. I pass
over the unsound criticism that settles whether
an adverb, e.g. axpy3a¢, or any other element
of grammar, should come first or last in the
Greek text, from the use of it in versions, the
genius of whose languages is wholly distincet from
that of the Greek, as e. g. the Syriac, which could
not put Aafifoith before the verb; but I must say
one word about the Dean’s correction of the Re-
esived axpBidc erdoare into Eerdoare drpiS3ac.
He seems unfortunate in his cheice ; for, as we
saw above in vyfveoie, mapaderyparioas, &c., he
does not always choose the best. Now here dkpi-
PBic #Eeracare clearly is the better Greek of the
two ; for whereas we read, dkp3d¢ pvAd€ar, dxpe-
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PBic diopllew, dxpBic oxomeiclar ;' dxpfBac piv
~yap Tére eioduela®—dxpiBioc drepydoacla®—dxpe-
Bac wpoaiadiveabai*—axpifBic méraxa;® axpfB3ac
eidbvar, axpBic opav ;% axpyBac rifévar;? and in
other instances, repeatedly, inasmuch as the ad-
verb in Greek is usually placed before the verb,
it only comes after it, when the emphasis is to
be on the adverb; thus jjxe 6 Kpoiaoc, yeypauuéva
Ixwv axpBac,® old axpBic;? although, owing
to the rules of the metre, no great stress can be
laid on these examples from the Poets. The
received axpi3ic before iEerasare is mot « for
emphasis,” as Dr. Alford thinks, but because it is
a far more usual construction than the other
reading, and is supported by more MSS.
At 7ov xpdvov Tob ¢awouévow darépoc,

Ver. 8,
we read,—

“ ¢pavouévov—Ilit. the time (or duration: perhaps as
an element in his calculation of age) of the star which
appeared : ¢. being the part. pres. referred back to the
time when they saw the star. The position of ¢. between
the art. and its subst. forbids such rendering as ¢ the
time when the star appeared.’ ”

* Plato, Resp. i. 17, 18. 2 1 Aleib. 53.

3 Resp. viii. 3. ¢ Plut. De Is. Os. 75.

8 Herodian. I. p. 6,

8 Xen. Oec. ii. 5, viii. 10; Cyrop. i. 8, 16; Mem. iv. 8,14;
Eph. v. 15; 1 Thess. v. 2.

? Eurip. Med. 532. 8 Cyrop. iv. 12.

9 Eurip. Rhes. 284; Aristoph. Nub. 101, &c.; Aots, xviii.
28.

P
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It is amusing to see how the Dean, with an
inkling of the truth in this case, is yet unable to
account for it on grammatical principles, but, as
above, in &ic Ayuéva, here also charges the article
with much that does not belong to it.

(1.) He says to us that gawouévov, being the
part. pres. refers to the past. How, then, would
he render this and hundreds of like sentences,
wepl piv oy TOV I T¢ WPdTY odpavy patvopé-
vwv dorpwy diededblapey wpdrepov,'—* as regards,
then, the luminaries [that were seen? or] that
are seen in the first heaven—we have just de-
scribed them ?’

The fact is, however, (@), that the part. pre-
sent deals with the time present when the event
to which it refers takes place, whether it be
“now” or “then;” e.g. dv w¢ tvoulZero®—xal’.
nuépay dvroc pov uel Yudvi—ir dv v r T
Aalg—odv Vpivi—rvpdoc dv dpri BAérw®—6 dxAoc
6 &v per’ adrod,S &c., in which the pres. participle
refers to the time then present, which must,
therefore, be rendered in English mostly by the
past; ““ when he was yet in Galilee,” * while I
was yet with you,” &c., 8 wore v dori 76 vin."

(b.) Here, therefore, parvouévov being part.
present, does not refer to the past, but ypdvoc
refers it to a time past; yet not necessarily.

! Arist. de Ceelo, iii. 1. ? 8. Luke, iii. 29.
3 Id. xxii. 53. 4 Id. xxiv. 6, 44.
$ 8, John, ix. 25. 6 Ibid. xii. 17,

7 Arist. Nat. Ausc. iv. ii. 9.
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Xpdvoc ¢ time,” says Aristotle, apifude iore xevi-
gewe,! i8 the reckoning a number of successive
motions or progress; o ydp Spilbusvov T vV
xpdvoc elvat Soxei—"Orav 8 7d wpdrepov xal Po-
Tepov, T6re Méyousv xpbvov' rovro ydp ioTwv &
xpévog, aplbudc xwhotwe xara o wpérepov xal
Vorepov.— 70 Ot viv 1OV Xpdvov uerpel, § Tpdrepov
9 Yorepov:? “For “time” seems to be that which
is determined [or limited] by “now.” When,
therefore, we talk of “before” and * after,” we
call that “ time ”’— for such it is — the reckoning
of progress, according to before and after. But

- “now” measures the time, whether as regards

the past or the future.’

‘O xpdvoc Tov gavopfvov aorépoc then means
the time elapsed from the first appearance of the
star, to the moment Herod inquired of the wise
men; and ¢awouévov either refers to first ap-
pearance of the star at the time, xa®® &v xapov
vmtp Tov Opilovra #fewpeiro>—or it may also
imply that the star was yet appearing, ¢.e. ue-
réwpoc pawduevoc vwip Tob bpllovroc,* above the
horizon ; inasmuch as had ¢awouévov referred
only to the first appearance of the star, we
should, most probably, have had ro¥ ¢avévroc ao-
répog, as Tob Ot ‘Qplwvoc pavévroc yvdoovrar wéon
Tiic vukrdc doriv Opa,® ¢ sailors will know how late

! De Cmlo, i. 9, 13. ? Nat. Ause. iv. 1,11, 6, sq.
3 Schol. in Arat. 724. 4 Aust. Meteor. i. 6, 9.
¢ Schol. in Arat. 730.
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is the hour of night, the moment Orion is seen,
[or has appeared].
But (2), what does the Dean mean by—

~ « the position of pawvouévov between the article and
its substantive forbids such readings as the time when
the star appeared 2"

He ought, indeed, to have given us his rea-
sons, and to have explained what the article has
to do with it, or pawwouévov either. Here, how-
ever, the place of the qualifying participle or ad-
jective is determined by the article which rules
aorépoc.t- The sentence is therefore  the time of
the appearing star,” and not “the time of the
star which appeared,” according to the Dean’s
rendering. The English reader may then judge
for himself which of these two he prefers—* the
time of the star which appeared,” which is very -
peculiar English, and certainly not Greek, or
“ the time when, or, at which the star appeared,”
which is flowing, is better style, and expresses
the intention of the original, which is * the space
of time elapsed since the star appeared.” But so
little is the Dean certain of what he says, that in
his New Testament for English readers he gives,
“what time the star appeared,” the rendering of
the A. Version, without note or comment,. though
it be yet further from “ the time of the star which
appeared,” as here amended by him.

! See above, p. 27.
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At v. 9, Dr. Alford alters the Received text
fwe INOov Eory, to twe iAOov tardln, not aware, it
seems, that in so doing he contradicts himself.

For tarqv, ne, n, 2 Aor. Act. of lorqu has, we
all know, an intransitive signification; and is,
therefore, constantly used for he, she, it, &ec.,
“ stood still,” whereas ¢ordfn, 1 Aor. pass., which
is comparatively of rare occurrence, implies an
agent who “ sets up,” or * makes to stand,” what-
ever Zordly is thus described as being acted upon
by some one else. Thus in Sirach, xlv. 83, ¢orafn
i8 said of the covenant ‘ made to stand ” or * esta-
blished ” by God with Phinehas ; as at Dan. vii.
4, 5, 20rdfn is said of a beast “made to -stand *’
(Chaldee Hoph. /277 and N2Y27) on his feet
like a man, and on one side. ’Esrdfn occurs also
twice in the N. T. Apoc. viii. 3 and xiii. 1, and is
then rendered “ stood ;”” but there is nothing in -
the context to forbid one to take zordly at its real
value, i.c. as passive.

Since, therefore, Dr. Alford tells us that there
is nothing in this account that implies a miracle,
but that this conjunction stood  over that part of
Bethlehem where the young child was, which the wise
men might have ascertained by inquiry,” he
ought to have retained the Received reading, ¢arn,
that implies no other agent than Jupiter and Sa-
turn taken as one star, and no doubt moved by the
same spirit, since, according to Origen, whom Dr.
Alford quotes as an authority for 2ord0y, the stars,
Zoé eiot Aoywa xal omovdaia, kal ipwricOneav rg
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¢uwri Tiic yvdoewe, ‘are rational and wise living-
beings, lightened up with the light of knowledge,’
and “ together with the sun and moon,” eiyesfar
T ¥l waot Oew did Tob povoysvoigc avrob, ‘pray to
God who is over all through His only begotten
Son.’t :

‘Whereas 2ordln implies the agent God, who
made the star to stand over the place where the
young Child was. The MSS. B.C.D. are given as
authority for ésrdfn; but as already said, one or
two MSS. should be chosen and adhered to
throughout, to the exclusion of all others ; for the
moment readings are borrowed from elsewhere,
and the individual critic takes to picking and
choosing as he likes, there begins his own autho-
rity where that of the MSS. ceases. Origen, in-
deed, uses ¢ordfy in this verse, though S. Chry- .
sostom, Theophylact, and others, have forn. But
Origen and 8. Chrysostom believed in the miracle
which Dr. Alford says is nowhere implied. So
that whether they use #orn or iordln does not
much matter, because anyhow they do not contra-
dict themselves.

Ver. 11.

Here Dr. Alford adopts eldov, which is well
supported, and makes no important difference, in-
stead of the Received reading, elpov.

Ver. 15.
On & Alybwrov the Dean says:
1 Contra Cels. lib. v. p. 286, sqq.
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¢ It seems to have been a received axiom of inter-
pretation (which has, by its adoption in the N. T., re-
ceived the sanction of the Holy Spirit himself, and now
stands for our guidance) that the subject of all allu-
sions, the represented in all parables, &c., was He who
was to come,” &c.

Assuredly the whole law and the prophets
centered on the Desire of Nations and watched
for the Day-spring from on high, and for the
rising of the Sun of Righteousness with healing
on His wings—from the Fall in Eden to the close
of prophecy with Malachi. Yet “all allusions ”
and “ all parables”” did not refer to Him ; as that
of Jotham, of Nathan, &c. But what does Dr.
Alford mean by saying that the application of
prophecies found in the New Testament are for
that reason sanctioned by the Holy Ghost? Was
the New Testament, then, written without the
Holy Ghost, who only afterwards, and after
approving of the Gospels and Epistles, then gave
His sanction to the application of such prophecies
by the Evangelists? The Dean’s meaning is far
from clear, especially to students like myself.

Ver. 17.

Dr. Alford tells us no part of this prophecy,
“In Ramah was there a voice,” &c., should be
strictly taken. No doubt that the Bethlehemites
were not strictly speaking of Rachel’s children ;
although they might be so called by figure of

- w— =
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speech common in prophetic style, seeing Rachel’s
death took place close to Ephrath, which is Beth-
lehem-Judah.

As to Ramah, however, it is singular that no
one sees the probable way in which the word
should be taken. “ Ramah” (7won fem. of o, -
high, lofty) properly means a high city, hill, &ec.,
and Ramah of Benjamin, which stands on the top
of a high hill, as a conspicuous object from a
great distance, doubtless got its name from that
circumstance. Ramah, therefore, in this place
seems to mean ‘“a high place,” and to apply to
Bethlehem, which, like Ramah, is built on a hill,
or to the immediate neighbourhood of Rachel’s
sepulchre, which also stands high. In the words
of this prophecy, i, Ramah, should be taken
for “a high place” or “city;” as in Ezek. xvi
24, and as it often is in the plural with the same
meaning ; and not for Ramah of Benjamin, which
makes no sense of the quotation. Moreover, had
Dr. Alford turned to the A. Saxon version, he
would have got a hint from it; for, although
singular in this respect, it yet reads stefn wes on
hehnysse gehyred, ¢ a voice was heard on a height ;’
the probable reading of the old Latin version,
from which the A. Saxon tr. was made; or, may-
be, it was borrowed from S. Jerome, whose ren-
dering it is, according to Mill. Wyecliffe followed
it, and rendered it ‘‘a voice is herd an heege,”
while Tyndal has “on the hilles was a voyce
. herde.”
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This seems a better interpretation of the pro-
phecy than to refer it to Ramah of Benjamin,
and to make Benjamin Rachel’s son the link be-
tween the two.

Here Dr. Alford rejects fpiivoc before xAaif-
poc, because, though it be supported by many
MSS., among others Cod. Ephreem, the Philoxen-
ian, and the Armenian versions, it is yet omitted
by Cod. Vatic. and others, as well as by the Pes-
chito, Coptic, and Ethiopic versions. But the
Dean gives a singular reason both for the inser-
tion of fpijvoc in the text and for the rejection of
it by him. It was inserted, he says, from the
LXX. But whence did it come to the LXX. ?
At all events, the insertion must be of old stand-
ing for the Armenian version has it, without, it
appears, any difference in any of the thirty MSS.
consulted for the critical edition published at
Venice in 1805. The Arabic version, published
by Erpenius, or Fayyumiyeh, as it is called, for
having been made at an early date in the Fayum,
a province of Egypt, has Opijvoc ; so also read the
Slavonic and Georgian versions. The A. Saxon
and Wycliﬂ'e omit it, but Tyndal renders it
“ mournynge.”

So much, however, is made of the real or sup-
posed quotations from the LXX. in the New Tes-
tament, that it is praiseworthy in Dr. Alford not
to wish to retain Opsvoc on that account. Mill
also considers the reading without it genuine;?

! Proleg. 384.
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and Justin Martyr, who quotes this passage,
quotes it without @pivoc ;! S. Chrysostom omits
Bpnvoc KA. k. 00.2 albeit some MSS. of his Homilies
give the passage in full. The Received Text, how-
ever, agrees with the LXX. and the LXX. with
the Hebrew ; so that it has right on its side.

CHAPTER I11.
Ver. 1.

The Dean here rejects xai after 'Iovdafac, so
as to read knpdoowv Aéywv, thus making of it a
‘“manca oratio.”” Besides that two or more par-
ticiples one after the other, without a copula, fall
heavy on the ear, except under circumstances not
applicable to.this case, we may doubt if xn-
ptooswy Aéywv is grammatically correct. Clearly,
without kal, Aéywv must mean the same as k-
pboowy, whereas the insertion of kal makes Aéywv,
" and what follows, only a part of the xijpvyua;
which evidently is the case.

For when two participles are thus placed toge-
ther, acvvderde, without copula, seeing that they
both express the same state of action or being,
they naturally form a climax whereby the mind
is led up to the last participle, which, in this case,
sums up the whole. Knpfoowv Aéywv, therefore,
implies that S. John the Baptist’s preaching con-

! Dial.-c. Tr. p. 304. 2 Homil. in Matt. ix.
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sisted in saying, “ Repent ye, &c.”” He no doubt,
however, said much else. Since, then, his saying
“ Repent ye, &c.,” is only a part of his preaching,
xat i8 needed before Aéywv in order to express
that. This is proved by the fact that when the
first verb is in the indicative, xal is not needed,
e.g. xhpvose Aéywr' because the participle or
gerund, Aéywv, qualifies the act direct, ixfipvoae.
But if the first verb and the second be both in the
indicative, infinitive, or any other mood, and thus
express both the same state of action, then the
same- climax exists as in the above case of two
participles joined, aovwderisc, and it also renders
the copula necessary, e.g. fjp€aro knplooev xal
Ay ;*—3iddoxew kal knpbaoew ;5—ExpaZov Aéyov-
rec,* but kpdZovrec xal Aéyovrec ;*—Epyovrar xal
Aéyovaw adre,® but wpooépxovrar Aéyovree,’ &e.
This also is an instance in which it is unsound
scholarship to guide oneself by versions of a
wholly different genius. Thus Dr. Alford quotes
the Coptic and the Ethiopic versions to show that
they leave out xai, and the Syriac and others to
show that they retain it. But although the Cop-
tic has xal Aéywv in 8. Mark, i. 14, to follow the
Greek, yet it is more correct according to the
Coptic syntax to omit kat between two participles,
which in Coptic are not considered as two par-

1 8. Mark, . 7. 2 S. Matt. iv. 17.
* Ib. xi. 1. 4 Tb. xxi. 2,
$ Ib. ix. 27. ¢ S, Mark, ii. 18.

7 8. Matt. xv. i.
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ticiples, but are' read as if the first were in the
indicative.

. Likewise the Ethiopic could not express xai
before Aéywv without giving a totally different
meaning to the sentence, as e.g. S. Mark, i. 15,
where kai is expressed before the participle rapa-
ywv, and reads like, “and while he was going
along.” So here, had the Ethiopic inserted xat
it would read, “ he came preaching, and while he
was saying,”’ or “as he was saying,” &c. So also
the Peschito reads, “ he came to preach and to
say.” Then, again, when Dr. Alford, at 8. Mark,
i. 14, quotes the Gothic version in favour of
omitting xal, which is well supported even by
Cod. Vatic., but does not seem to suit the Dean,
he altogether loses sight of the construction of the
sentence. In Gothic thatei, 8ri, follows githands,
“ saying,” clearly jeining Aéywv with ért and the
following, e.g. “ He came preaching the kingdom
of God ; saying that, &.”” This construction re-
quires no xai, because of the influence of thatei,
&1, that.

- More care is required than Dr. Alford seems
to think necessary, in order to ascertain the real
equivalent of a Greek term in another language.
How, for instance, would he, or any one else, de-
fine the presence or the absence of the article in
Greek, in a particular text, from the rendering of
it in Latin, which has no article ?

Here also does Dr. Alford omit to quote the
Coptic in favour of dua "Hoafov, though he men-
e}
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tions the Sahidic. Both versions read alike : Sah.
hitn, and Copt. hitoot, Sid.

Ver. 4.

Again, when he thinks necessary to change
the Received text, % rpogsn adrov #v into 7 rpogn
#v avrov, he certainly alters for the worst. The
meaning is precisely the same, so that, let the
" Evangelist have the credit of having written, or
his translator of having rendered, the original in
by far the more flowing reading of the two, 5
Tpogn) avrov Fv, seeing it is followed by a vowel in
axpidec.

Ver. 6.

Albeit my object is only to examine Dr. Al-
ford’s treatment of the Received text and of the
Authorised version, and not his notes, I must just
remark on his note on baptism, that according to
Jewish doctors, the baptism of proselytes began
at the washing that took place before the giving
of the law, Ex. xix. ; and that the rite itself was
among the Jews thought of more weight even than
circumcision, seeing it took in the whole people,
and not men only.! Some Christian Fathers, how-
ever, dated the institution of baptism from the
Spirit of God moving upon the face of the waters
(Gen. i. 2), or from the Flood ; but all of them
agree in considering the passage of the Red
Sea the real institution of baptism whereby the

! See especially J. A. Danzii De Bapt. Proselyt. in Meu-
schenii N. T. on Talm, ill, pp. 233-305.
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Church of God was then for ever severed from
the world—Egypt. The only difference of opinion
between them is, whether the cloud represented
the Spirit; but the Spirit probably was typiﬁed
by the wind from the East, and the cloud was in-
tended to continue the rite of baptism in the
wilderness, while the children then born were
yet uncircumcised.

Ver. 8.

Here Dr. Alford throws out the Received text
xapwode &&love, and substitutes xapmwdv &d&iov.
Both readings are well supported, so that the
Received kapwodc akfove need mnot be rejected.
Origen, indeed, says that here the Baptist, ad-
dressing Pharisees and Sadducees, makes use of
the singular kapwév dEwov, but that 8. Luke,
making him speak to the multitude, uses the
plural kapwodc d&fove. Such criticism, however,
speaks for itself, inasmuch as had S. John the
Baptist aimed at the Pharisees and Sadducees
alone, he would, on this principle, have used the
dual'; and they were quite numerous enough to
justify the use of the plural.

The reading, therefore, must stand on its own
merits, which are very evenly balanced. AtS.
Luke, iii. 8, the Dean keeps the plural xapmodc
aklovc, on the authority of Cod. Vat., and Origen,
and rejects it here on the strength of the same MS.
Cod. Ephr., Origen, and some of the old versions.
But here again the plural kapmol is against the
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genius of the Armenian languages, in which 1t is
very seldom used, e.g. here and at ch. vii. and in
8. Luke, iii. 8, it has the singular; a few MSS.
only reading xapwovc a&. in this last verse. Om
the other hand, the plural is more usual in
Syriac. In Ethiopic, on the contrary, it is the
singular ; as also in Coptic; so that very little
of sound criticism can be made to rest om such
unsafe ground; and the friends of the Received
text need not be disquieted, as the change is not
worth making. Dr. Alford, however, omitted to
add the Sahidic version to his authorities in

favour of xapxov akiow.

Ver. 10.

So also as regards the insertion of xatl after
#1On 8, #8n & kal, as in the Received text, or the
omission of that kal; it is not worth a thought,
although the reading in 8. Luke, iii. 9, #3n ¢ xai
1 akfvn, is more idiomatic and more expressive,
considering the place it occupies in the context.
The Old versions, however, makes no difference in
their reading here and in 8. Luke, iii. 9 ; but they
all omit kai; so truly is the insertion of it of
purely Greek idiom alone; possibly first adopted
by 8. Luke, who was a better Hellenist than the
other Evangelists.

Ver. 16.

Dr. Alford rejects the Received text xal Bar-
rwoleic 6 'Incove, and adopts Pawricfec 3¢ 6 1.
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‘Whether the change be for the better, or at all
necessary, let others judge. Both readings are
well supported ; but kat Sarriseic 6 ‘L., seems pre-
ferable, inasmuch as xai forms the sequel to what
precedes and connects it with what follows;
whereas 8¢ makes an antithesis which exists no-
where. Christ came to John to be baptized ;
John forbade Him, but yielded. And when Jesus
was, baptized then, &. Whereas SBawricleic &t
would imply that Christ came to John * either to
be baptized or not.”” But having been baptized,
&c. There is here no antithesis as in ch. i. 1 and
19 : BiBroc yevéoeswe—1 8¢ yévvyoic odree Hv.

The Dean may add the Sahidic to his list of
authorities for 8. 'We must bear in mind, how-
ever, that 8¢ is not a Coptic or Sahidic particle,
and that it is used to suit the Greek original, so
that it is all the better authority in this case.

Dr. Alford tries to defend the interpretation
of the bodily shape of a dove in which the Spirit
came down; but he does not point to the student
why the Greek does not allow of any other ren-
dering. If the meaning were that the Spirit, in
whatever shape, came down as a dove flies down
from a height, then it would be eldev 76 #v. xara-
PBaivov éoel wepiorepd [xarafBalve] ; whereas the
accusative wepiorepav cannot be governed by the
neuter verb xaraf3aivov, but must be governed by
the active verb €ldev, to which it refers. John saw
the Spirit like a dove coming down, &c. I do not
at present remember a Greek Father who under-
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stands it otherwise. S. Chrysostom says plain
enough, éxei kal 1) wepiorepa Sid Tovro Tére ipdwn,
W' Gamep dvre daxridov Twoc SelEy roic Tapovaot kai
¢ 'lwdvvy Tov Yidv Tov Ocob :! ¢ wherefore also
did the dove then appear in order, as it were with
a finger, to show the Son of God, both to John
and to those who were present.’

In this same verse Dr. Alford encloses xai
within brackets, dael wepiorepav [kal] épxdpevor
i’ avrdv, as if doubtful; and he quotes with
other authorities the Coptic version to that effect.
But it can hardly be omitted in Greek, 2pxJuevor
coming, as it does, immediately after mepiorepdv,
though referring to wvebua at the beginning of
the sentence. Without it the Greek would be
involved and almost ungrammatical ; and in the
Coptic, ¢pxducvov refers to mepiorepa and not to
wveua ; 80 that no xai is wanted ; while the Ar-
menian reads, kai ¢10ev o Ivebpa Tod Ocob § ixa-
réBawev woet weploTepd, kal infhpxero i avrdv.
The Ethiopic likewise, kai éldev 7o Iv.7Tob ©.kara-
PBaivov Goel wepioTepa, kat fuevey in adry. While
the Peschito has, kai €ldev 70 wv. Tob O. § xaré-
Bawev doet wepiorepa, xat FAOev [ wepiorepa] i’
adrév; so that of all these the Greek original is

the clearest.
1 Homil. in Matt. xii.
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CHAPTER IV.

Ver. 1.

Dr. Alford adopts, perhaps because Cod. Vatic.
spells it so, the Ionic form, resoepdrovra, instead
of the usual common and straghtforward resoapd-
xovra. But one fails to see the merit of such
arbitrary changes.

Ver. 3.

The Received Text, mposeAOwv adry 6 wepd-
Zwv elmev, & vide, is changed by Dr. Alford to
wpooAfav 6 mepalwy emev adry, e vide. Both
readings are well supported, and the change is
immaterial. At the same time Dr. Alford’s al-
teration reads best.

Ver. 4.

Here he introduces the article 6 before dv-
fpwmroc—Zhoerar 6 avlpwroc, from Cod. Vatic. and
other MSS. The article is in the LXX., and the
insertion of it into the Received Text is an im-
provement. The article, by defining the being
man “the man,” in fact generalizes the term as
understood in such a case in Greek, and extends it
to the whole human race; whereas dvfpwmoc is,
properly speaking, “a man,” and not “man,”
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which is here the remdering for 6 dvfperoc ;
showing how little one can be guided in the use
of one idiom by the use of another. This case is
similar to Oedc, “a god,” or “the god,” whereas
Gop is 6 Odc.

Instead of odx ix’ dpry pévy—alX’ ixi wavri
phpart, which is the usual reading borrowed from
the LXX., and used by 8. Chrysostom and other
Fathers, Dr. Alford sees fit — but why, does not
appear—to alter it to odx éx’ dpre—dAN’ &v wavri
phpart. At one time it was the fashion to find
quotations from the LXX. everywhere in the
New Testament, and in truth the number and
nature of them is wonderful ; now, however, the
tide sets in the other way, and a reading is thrown
out because it is found in the LXX. Truly there
is no pleasing everybody; but sober common
sense forms a better ingredient in real scholarship
than fashion or the love of change. Change! let
us go back to our forefathers for scholarship and
learning; they were the men.

Now, no one can imagine why Dr. Alford
mangles this reading from the LXX., which is
correct in every way ; the less so as he here for-
sakes his Cod. Vatic. that generally lays down the
law, and follows later MSS. for the sake, it seems,
of making a change, but assuredly not for the
better.

(1) The reading of the LXX. odx &’ dpry
pévy Zhoerar & dvlpwmoc, aAXN’ inl wavri phuart
r¢ ixmwopevopbvy dd orduaroc Ocob, is a faithful
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rendering of the Hebrew, mm vab =rbn=y &b
mm=b x3w=53=4p '3 own (Deut. viii. 3).

- () As a Greek sentence the LXX. is.far
better than Dr. Alford’s alteration; inasmuch
as by introducing év in the second member of the
sentence he destroys the antithesis or comparison
there is between b=, i dpre,and x¥m=b3=by,
twl wavrl phpart ¢ #kwop. ; between living on
bread alone, and living on every word that comes
out of the mouth of God. For—

(3) Had he considered the matter in a purely
grammatical point of view, even setting aside all
respect for the text, he would have seen that, Jjv
dnl, Loy &, Lgv &y, v awo, $jv Ton, kal amddc
Zyv, all differ very materially. 'What Dr. Alford
understands by #oerar &v wavri p. does not appear,
since {jv év is used in the New Testament for
“to live in God,” Acts, xvii. 18; “in sins”
Rom. x. 5, Col. iii. 7 ; “in the world,” Col. ii. 20 ;
“in the flesh,” Phil. i. 22; “in the faith,” Gal.
ii. 20, &. Or else Christ, Zj &v nuiv, lives “in
us,”’ id. ; so that it is difficult to see what Zjoerac
tv wavrl p. ‘man shall live in every word,’ can
possibly mean ; for, assuredly, Dr. Alford could
not propose to take this év in the very rare mean-
ing of “ by ” as instrument ; making it an dwaf
Aeyduevov in the N. T. for no reason whatever.

. The correct reading, Zpv &at, is not a very com-
mon one. I have as yet met with it only in this
verse in the LXX. and in Gen. xxvii. 4, kai 7wt

1§ paxalpg cov oy, which is a true rendering of
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mnn =Y, < and by thy sword shalt thou live.’
‘We also find it in Medea, 123,

70 ydp eifloba Ljv in’ looiow

kpeigooy,

“to live on equal terms.” Zijv awd, “to live of ”
—as “to live from,” would not be idiomatic—
occurs more frequently in Herodotus, Aristopha-
nes, &c., and we may compare the relative force
of émf and awd when construed with Zyv, in this
passage from Andocides, éxi roic aioylorowc Epyorc
#nc, ‘ thou livest on the most shameful works,’
and these lines of Aristophanes (Eip. 814 sq.)—

OIK. Ovk av ¥rt Solqv rov Oeiov Tpud3olov
&l wopvof3oaxova’ Homep nusic of Bporol:
TPY. Ovk, aA\a kakel Lwow awd rodrwy rivée:

where we have Zjv imi 7. aloy. and I3y and rov
avrav aloy. wopvof3ook. k.7.X. “to live on”’ the
most shameful, and “ to live of ’ the same.

Dr. Alford’s alteration in this case is singu-
larly unhappy and uncalled for. It is such hand-
ling of the sacred text that makes one lose all
confidence in the critic.

Ver. 5.

Here, again Dr. Alford chooses the worse of
the two, when he discards the Received Text
lornow, and adopts Zornoev from sundry MSS.,
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not seeing that by so doing, he disarranges the his-
torical time of the whole verse. Both {erneow
and ¥ornaev are well supported ; the choice, then,
lies between them as to which is the better of
the two in point of grammar.

Now, clearly, if we have the so-called ¢ his-
torical present” in rére wapaapSdve, we must
keep it throughout the verse, and have also the
present fornaw, and not the past ¥arnoev; for
this would refer to another time. It is true that
Cod. Vatic. reads wapala,uﬁéva—’e’m-naev, but it
is no doubt in order to correct this anomaly in
style, that fornow was introduced at so early a
date, if indeed, ioTnow was not the original read-
ing, and #ornaev a later mistake or inaccuracy of
the scribe. Dr. Alford ought, then, either to have
looked for wapéAaev if he wished to have Zarnoev,
or to retain {ornaw if he keeps wapalauSBave;
wherein he might have copied S. Luke, who,
reading #ornoev also has fjyayev; thus keeping
the past tense throughout.  Here, in sooth, is
the mistake, not in the Received Text, but in
those who will mend it.

It is needless to say that not one of the Old
_ versions is guilty of such a confusion of tenses as
Dr. Alford proposes, mapalapuBive—Eornoev—ral
Aéya. But the Ethiopic, Memphitic, Sahidic,
Syriac, Arabic, Persian, Georgian, Slavonic, An-
glo-Saxon and Vulgate, use the preterit; while the
Armenian reads: rére mapakafov [arkyeal], dye
abrov 6 Saravac e Ty aylav wéAw, kat leTnow



92 REMARKS, ETC.

avrév. The Dean, therefore, when quoting the
Sahidic version in favour of ¥ornoev, ought, in
truth, to have said that it has Zornoev because it
also has wapélaf3ev, as also do the other versions
I have mentioned; but he probably did not see
this.

Ver. 9.

Here, again, Dr. Alford creates the same con-
fusion of tenses. Instead of the Received text
xai Aéye abr, coming, as it does, after wapadau-
Béavee—xal delxvvar, all in the present tense—he
changes Aéye into elmev. 8. Luke, however, who
has elrev has also avayaywv—and #efev, and is
thus consistent with himself, using the preterit
throughout. The Dean tells us that he “con-
structs his text with that only on which he can
entirely depend.” He had better, perhaps, ex-
plain the construction of the existing text than
construct a new one.

Ver. 11.

Tére apinsiv—xai 18ov ayy. wpoaiAlov kai Sun-
kévovv airg. The Dean rightly makes no alter-
ation to this; for the pres. agfns: is in nowise
connected with the pret. mposiiAfov kai dupxdvouy,
that refer to two different subjects, and at two
different seasons; and do not, as above, mdpaiau-
PBave— Eernoev—Aéye, refer to the same person
and to the same time. The Old versions, how-
ever, read the preterit throughout.
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Ver. 12.

Dr. Alford throws out é ’'Incoi¢, as having
been inserted at the beginning of this ‘ecclesi-
astical portion.” Yet since he makes this, as it is
in fact, the beginning of a new paragraph, it
‘would seem better to keep & 'Incove, which does
not appear for two verses before nor for three
after. The Armenian, Georgian, Syriac, &c.
versions which, like Dr. Alford, begin a fresh
paragraph at this verse, all retain é ’Incoic, al-
beit the paragraphs are not marked by a break
" in the lines of the text, but continue from end
to end of the chapter. The Ethiopic version,
which does not begin a paragraph at ver. 12, but
at ver. 17, keeps 6 'Inoovc in this verse, and does
not, as Dr. Alford says, omit it.

Ver. 13.

Here he tells us that his reading xaraAmrdy
is supported by Cod. Vatic. and several others;
a fact we are glad to hear, as it is the Received
Text, though he does not allude to it as such.

The Dean, however, adopts rijv Nalapa in-
stead of rjv NaZapir, without even alluding either
to the different readings, or to the source whence
he borrows NaZapa. It occurs, I find, in a mar-
ginal note of Cod. Vatic. while NaZapér is in the
text. Mill also mentions NaZapa from some other
MS. Anyhow it is a very needless innovation,
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and a very summary way of “constructing the
text.”

Ver. 16.

For the Received xaliuevoc év oxdre,, Dr. Al-
ford adopts xaf. év oxorfg. Both readings are
well supported ; oxorfa, however, being found in
Cod. Vatic. which is set aside when convenient,
as we saw at ver. 4. Why, then, should oxoria
be preferred to oxéroc by the Dean? He must
know best. Thomas Magister, however, says:
& axdrog kal 16 oxdrog, 70 Ot oxorla ovk v xpiigee.
Edpuridng ¢v Powlooaic’

axdroc dedopkwe.

“ Skdroc is either masculine or neuter; but
oxorfa -18 not in use, as shown by Euripides.”
Meeris, however, qualifies this so far as to say,
okdroc ovderépwe’Arrikol,? gkortd "EXAnveg. Z«é-
roc, in the neuter, is used by Attic writers;
axorta, however, by Hellenes.

Neither author, however, is quite correct, for
Euripides has oxor{a, in this one instance, oxoriq
kptwrerar® It may, however, be a *lapsus
penne;” for oxdroc alone occurs in Homer, So-
phocles, Pindar, Aschylus, Plato, Callimachus,
and Aristotle, who uses oxdro¢c in the masc. to
describe dark spots before the eyes. Whereas
oxorfa occurs two or three times in Apollonius

! Eclog. Voe. Attic. p. 338.
3 Harpocrat. Meeris, p. 209. 3 Pheeniss. 336.
p
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Rhodius, and only once in the LXX., Job, xxviii.
3. On the other hand, oxéroc occurs very fre-
quently in the LXX. (ninety-six times), and in
this very passage the LXX. read; 6 Aaoc 6 mop-
cvopévoc ik okére, 10 ¢poc péya, Isa. ix. 2.
Despite, then, BD N, &c., which Dr. Alford
quotes, the Received text, xalfuevoc év oxdrer
is the better of the two; and to it we will keep.

Ver. 17.

Here the Received Text, #yywe ydp, is by the
Dean changed to #yywev ydp, without his giving
any reason or authority for it. Surely it must
be an oversight of his, as the “ v ” ipel«. is never
used before a consonant except in poetry, to
make long a short vowel. The Cod. Vatic.
reads, I see, fyywev ydp; but if the Dean will
follow it even when it is wrong, as in this case,
why does he not keep to it altogether, instead of
only choosing the readings he likes? *Hyywev
vap in a good Greek author would make us doubt
that either copyist or editor had done his duty.
It is, therefore, hard to believe that by adopting
fiyywev ydp at the Dean’s recommendation, we
have a more inspired reading, or are nearer the
original “Word of God,” he is kindly *con-
structing *’ for us, with that only on which “he
can entirely depend,” —than by keeping the Re-
ceived Text, #yywe ydp, which alone is correct
in this place.
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Ver. 23.

Again, xal weptiryev 8Anv mijyv Taddafav 6 L
is changed by the Dean to xal wepiiyev év 8Ap
73 Tallalq, which is found in Codd. Vatic. and
Ephreem ; while the Received Text is supported
by many other authorities and “ omg ev (homeo-
tel),” which doubtless is of great use to other
students, but utterly baffles me. .

Both readings are well supported ; but wepuiyy.
tv 8\p mj Tal. is found in the Vatican MS. that
gives us fiyywev yap, and v ) oxorig for &»
oxére,, &c. Let us, then, see which is the better
Greek of the two.

Now, wepudyev is both transitive and intran-
sitive. When transitive it means ¢ to lead about,”
as in 1 Cor. ix. b, un ovx ¥xouev iEovolav adedprv
yvvawka weprayew ; and is thus used in the middle
voice by Xenophon, axolotfovc moAdodc wepe-
dyovrail—meptdyy Tovro TO pepdxiov,®—“to lead
about with one;” “ to lead or bring round,” as in
Euripides, weptayovalv oe mpde rapiorepd ;3 ¢ they
bring thee round to the left;’ wepiayev Ty ub-
Any, ‘to turn the mill’* When made intran-
sitive by understanding Zuavréy, weptiyw éuavréy,
‘I lead myself about,’—mepidyerv means “to go
about” a place, and governs the accus. of the

' Mem. I. vii. 2.

2 Cyrop. ii. ii. 29, &ec.

3 Cycl. 680. See also Herodian. lib. iv. 8, 2; 2 Mace. iv.

88; vi. 10; Plato, Laches. 15; 2 Rep. 3, &ec.
4 Jul, Poll. On. viii. 180.
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place or country, through the prep. wepl with-
which dyew is combined.

Thus, wepdiyev 6 "Incovc rac wéAec '—rdc kd-
pac,® wepidyere Ty Odlascav,® &e.; and said ab-
solutely for “going about,” as wepidywv ¥ hra
xepaywyotc,* said of Elymas ‘“who went about
seeking some to lead him by the hand.” Ieptdywv
in this sense, however, does not frequently occur ;
it is not once found in the LXX. ; and the parallel
passages in the New Testament, weptiiy. rac wéAeg
—«kwpuac, &c., certainly go to prove that, even
though wepiiiye be taken for wepiipxero,s it is best
construed with the acc. of the place or country,
and that the Received Text is better Greek than
the Dean’s emendation from the Cod. Vati-
canus.

But this is one of the many cases in which it
is not safe to quote the old versions as authorities.
Thus the Ethiopic Version which Dr. Alford
quotes to support his choice, reads idiomatically,
ansdsawa wasta, “ he walked about in,” both here,
at ix. 35, and at S. Mark, vi. 6; as does also the
Armenian version; so that no conclusion can be
drawn thence in favour of wepiiiy. v 8Ayp ™ T
Likewise does the Peschito render this verse,
chap. ix. 35, and S. Mark, vi. 5, all alike, “he
went about in,” idiomatically. So that, maybe,
the reading of Cod. Vatic. is an Aramaism, if it

1 8. Matt. xvii. 35. 2 S. Matt. vi. 6.
3 S. Matt. xxiii. 15. 4 Acts, xxiii, 11,
2 Euthym. 2, ad loc.
: H
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be not an idiom of the copyist himself. The
Coptic Version reads here, ‘“he went about in all
Gal.,” and at ix. 35, “he went about in all
cities ;”’ but at S. Matt. vi. 6, it makes use of
quite a different verb.




REMARKS

ON

SUNDRY CHAPTERS OF DR. ALFORD'S NEW
TESTAMENT IN ENGLISH.

TrE foregoing remarks on the first four chap-
ters of S. Matthew will probably suffice to show
how far we may trust Dr. Alford’s corrections in
the Received Greek text. Wenow must examine
a few of his alterations in the text of the Author-
ised Version; and we cannot do better than take
his own revision! as a sample of what might
possibly be substituted for the best of all modern
versions,—for one that formed the language of
the nation, and is still as well understood of the
poor, and as much prized by Englishmen of taste
who are masters of their mother tongue, as when
it was first published more than two centuries
and a half ago.

! The New Testament for'English Readers ; containing the
Authorised Version, with a revised English text, marginal re-
ferences; and a critical and explanatory Commentary. By
Henry Alford, D.D., Dean of Canterbury. In two volumes.
Rivingtons, 1865.
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I will pass over sundry expressions in the
Dean’s preface which lead one to fear lest the
Revision would be no gain whatever, but on
the contrary, a very great loss, even as regards
style and grammar; my object being only to
examine the principal corrections he proposes to
make in the English text. In order to act quite
fairly by him, I will not choose here and therc
the passages that might be most open to criti-
cism; but as with the Greek, so also with the
English, will I begin at the beginning.

S. MATTHEW.

CHAPTER 1.

Ver. 6.

The first information the Dean gives us is
that the words, “ that had been the wife,” are ““not
expressed in the original.”” But these words
being in italics, speak for themselves, as not
being stated in so many terms in the Greek.
For, how would Dr. Alford render i rijic rov
Oiplov, “ of her of Uriah,” without inserting the
words, ‘““that had been the wife,” seeing such is
the meaning here of the Greek rii¢c ot Ovplov ?

Ver. 18.

Next, in “ Now the birth of Jesus Christ was
on this wise,” the Dean says : “read generation,”
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instead of birth. Having already discussed this
subject, I will not further dwell upon it, beyond
remarking that most English readers will feel
that, as it is, the Evangelist now introduces,
neither the “ Book of the generation,” or genea-
logy of Christ, already given, nor the eternal
generation of the only-begotten of the Father,
but His coming into the world; and that, both
in Greek and in English, is “birth,” and not
“¢ generation.”

For A. V. “when as his mother,” read * for
when as his mother.” Dr. Alford wishes to ren-
der the yap, which in' his Greek text is enclosed
within brackets, as doubtful. “ For,” however, in
this place, falls upon the ear more heavily than
the Greek ydp, which, like y2 dpa, it often is very
difficult, if not impossible, to render accurately.
Thus, in 3¢y ydp aot 6 k., ydp cannot be rendered
“ for;” neither can it in many other cases. In this
place, the connexion of ydp, which by some is
said to be superfluous (?) (‘“ redundat,” Schleusn.)
with ofrwe #v is felt to be more natural than that
of ““for ” with “in this wise;”’ because, whereas
vap here introduces what follows, somewhat like
“namely ”—*for ” in English is more the con-
sequence of what comes before. The same may
be said of the French “car;” it is, in theory, the
same as “for” and ydp; and yet it could not
always be used like either of these conjunctions.

This great difficulty of idiom was, no doubt,
felt by the translators of the A.V., who rendered
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vyap by “as” in “when as,” which is not a bad
equivalent; inasmuch as pvnorevlelonc ric un-
7pd¢ avr. would be “his mother having been
espoused,” or “ when his mother was espoused.”
So that if “for” is introduced, ‘“as’” must be
left out; for three conjunctions together read
badly. On the whole, then, the proposed altera-
tion is no great gain, and need not therefore
trouble much the English reader for whom it is
made.

Ver. 20.

“Ayyedoc K. “the angel of the Lord,” A. V.—
“ an angel,” Dr. A., better.

Ver. 23.

“ Behold, a virgin,” A. V.—“ Behold, the vir-
gin,” Dr. A., better. As we saw above p. 35,
n wapfévoc, “the virgin,” is an exact rendering
of both the Hebrew and the Greek, in which the
article is not, and cannot be left out. For here,
in 7 wapBévoc, “the virgin,” the article does not
generalize the race as in 6 dvfpwmoc, chap. iv. 4,
that must be rendered “man,” and not the
man,” the Greek article not being, in such a case,
admissible in English; therefore must it be ren-
dered in % mwap@évoc, and the application of the
meaning conveyed in the definite article be left
to the reader now, as it was to the hearer in the
days of Ahaz.




S. MATT. CH. I V. 25. 103

Ver. 25.

“Till she had brought forth her first-born
son,” A.V. is changed by Dr. Alford to “till
she had brought forth a son””! His reasons for
this change are, that the Vatican MS. and a very
few others make it; whereas the reading of the
Auth. Version, which is that of the Received
Text, is far better supported, and by many more
MSS. The English reader may refer to p. 87,
for a discussion on this passage; but if he knows
no Greek, he may rest assured the Authorised
Version is right and far better than the Dean’s
alteration “ till she brought forth & son,” that
means nothing, and does not necessarily refer to
the preceding verses, of which this verse is,
nevertheless, the complement and fulfilment. The
reading of the Vatican MS. must be a mistake of
the copyist, who either left out the article, or
had some ideas of his own on the subject. Dr.
Alford rates at the Received Text and at those
who justly feel great respect for it; but he cer-
tainly does his best to increase that respect and
affection by his proposed alterations.
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CHAPTER IIL

Ver. 13.
“The angel,” A.V.; “an angel,” Dr. A,
better.
Ver. 16.

“In all the coasts thereof,” A.V., “render,
borders,” Dr. A.; who refers to ch. iv. 13, where
the same Greek word is rendered borders.”’
For the sake of uniformity, perhaps, the Dean’s
suggestion might be adopted. But the change
is immaterial, as ‘“coasts thereof” is perfectly
plain,inasmuch as coast,! or * tractus,” is ““ the ex-
terior line, limit, or border, of a country,” as well
as that same border on the sea-shore.?

Ver. 18.

“ Lamentation and weeping, and great mourn-
ing,” A.V. Here Dr. Alford tells us to omit
“lamentation and.” This alteration rests on his
rejecting Opiivoc kai, on the strength of the Vati-
can and Sinaitic MSS., &c. But inasmuch as the
verse, such as it stands in the Received Text and
in the Auth. Version, is a correct quotation, and
rendering of the verse, as it stands in the LXX.3

! Junii Etym. s.v. 2 Webst. Dict. s.v.
3 Jer. xxxi. 15,
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which exactly gives the Hebrew original, we may
be allowed to pause ere we give up the authority
of the Hebrew and Greek originals of the Old
Testament, together with that of the New, in
order to bow to the authority of one MS. which,
as we have seen, is in many ways a worse guide
than the Received Text, wherein we do not read
Erecev vidy, iryywev ydp, in dpre—iv phuary, &e.
as we do in the Vatican MS. For nothing will
make me believe that the worse the Greek the
nearer it is to being inspired.

Ver. 22.

« Archelaus did reign ¢ Judaea,” A.V.,  ren-
der over Judea,” Dr. A., a better rendering of
el

“ Notwithstanding being warned,” A.V. ¢ ren-
der and being warned,” Dr. A. If “notwith-
standing ” be not the best rendering for & in
this place, ““and ” proposed by the Dean is as-
suredly much worse. Aé¢ very seldom, indeed, if
ever, means xai; but assuredly not here. ¢ But
being warned,” would, perhaps, be a better ren-
dering of ypnuarisleic o¢; yet “mnotwithstand-
ing,” the meaning of which is more indefinite
than “and,” is the better rendering of the two,
A.V.and Dr. A. But if Dr. Alford renders
by “and >’ here, why does he alter the A.V. in
Tit. iii. 14, where & is rendered “and,” and
change it to “ moreover ” ?
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CHAPTER IIL

Ver. 7.

“Q generation of vipers,” A.V., “ render, O
offspring of vipers,” Dr. A.; a very unnecessary
alteration.

As we saw when speaking of yévesrc and
vévvnouc, p. 4 8q. yévvnua is “a thing engender-
ed;” thus it is said metaphorically of the fruits of
the earth, which is the common mother of all ; of
animals, and of human beings.! Whereas “off-
spring,” according to its etymology, though it be
sometimes taken for yévvnua that which' is yeye-
vnuévov, engendered, a child, or the young of
animals, may also be taken for the result of a
very different origin. Thus is yévvnua said of
God, tyrants, &c. ; as vob yevviiuara,® the progeny,
productions, or so-called creations of the mind:
Tiic Yuxiic kal Tob o. yevviiuara ;3 the progeny, or
the children of the soul and body; Oecov yevvi-
para,* the children engendered by God ; rvpdvvev
yevviuara— Edpirov omopd,® &c., all of which
imply 76 yevvgy, to beget or engender, not neces-
sarily implied in ¢ offspring,” but expressed in
“ generation,” which therefore is the better of
the two.

! Deut. xxxii. 22 ; Hab. iii. 16 : Zech. viii. 12, &c.

2 Plato, Leg. x. p. 474. 3 Epinom. 7.
¢ Sophist. iii. % Soph. Trach. 315, 316.
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Ver. 10.

“ And now also is the axe,” A.V., “ omit also,”
Dr. A.

This depends, as we saw p. 84, on whether
xai is genuine or not. Though not in Cod. Vatic.
kai i8, nevertheless, found in the parallel passage,
8. Luke, iii. 9, and is supported in this place by
sufficient authorities. Moreover, it clearly makes
the best Greek, it lays an emphasis on “the axe,”
which is apparently the gist of the sentence.
“But now is even (xai) the axe laid ;—the time is
short, the old dispensation is about to be done
away, the nation to be judged and scattered
abroad.” Instead of omitting «al, it would be
best, perhaps, to render it by * even ” instead of
“also;” though in truth, the change is of very
little importance, as “ also” lays the stress on
“the axe.”

CHAPTER IV.

Ver. 12.

“Now when Jesus,” A.V., “omit Jesus,”
Dr. A.

The Dean is of opinion that our Saviour’s
name was inserted in this verse, as being at the
head of a * pericope,” or ecclesiastical division of
the Gospels before they were divided into chap-
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ters and verses. Whether it be 8o or not, secing
the reading is supported by great many author-
ities, the change is, to say the least, needless,
since both the Authorised Version and Dr. Al-
ford follow here the ancient custom and begin a
fresh paragraph. So that by retaining Jesus in
this and other like places, we are in company
with the Syrian and other Churches of the first
and three following centuries.

“Cast into prison,” A.V., “read delivered
up,” Dr. A.

A better rendering, perhaps, of wapeddOn,
which does not necessarily imply being  cast
into prison.”” Nevertheless, since being cast into
prison,” is the way in which John the Baptist
was “delivered up,” the rendering of the A.V.
points in so many words to the event which must
occur to our mind when reading of his being
“delivered up.” The change, therefore, is im-
material, although it is the more literal of the
two renderings.

CHAPTER V.

Ver. 9.

«“Shall be called tke children of God,” A.V.,
“ render sons of God,” Dr, A.

“Sons of God” is the literal rendering of the
Greek ; but “ children of God,” gives the mean-
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ing of viol Tob Bob both in Greek and in Hebrew.
Yiof in the plural was taken for children in
general, offspring, a family, tribe, race, or people.
This idiom originated from the Eastern habit of
counting men only, and of looking upon the birth
of a daughter in a family rather as a trial than a
blessing. Thus when numbering the four or
the seven thousand whom our Saviour fed in the
wilderness, men alone were reckoned ; women and
children not being at all numbered, but only
spoken of as “ besides.”

In English, however, “sons of God” cannot
mean “ children of God ” except by common con-
sent, as a Scriptural expression: inasmuch as it
excludes women and children, who have the same
right to being children of God as men. The
A.V., therefore, in this place, writes English, as
the Evangelist wrote Aramaic Greek; for we
find that S. John, whose style greatly differs
from that of S. Matthew, uses réxva O¢ov, “child-
ren of God,”! in precisely the same sense, and
more idiomatically; since réxvov is said of “a
child,” whether male or female, and Plato speaks
of Oeov yévvnuara, ¢ God’s progeny.’ The A.V,,
however, in both cases introduces the article which
is not in the Greek, and which is not necessary
in English; yet by a strange oversight, render-
ing viof by “children” here, and réxva, ‘children,’
by “sons” in S. John, i. 12.

! John, i. 12. See Apoe. xii. 4, 5.
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Ver. 22.

¢ Thou fool,” A. V. * render Moreh,” Dr. A.

This is, indeed, a singular emendation. The
first term of special insult, Raca, is in the text, left
in the original Syriac, not only because it was
well understood of those for whom the Gospel
was either first written in Aramaic, or of those
for whom it was soon after translated into Greek,
but perhaps, also, because there is no real equi-
valent for it in Greek. The second term, how-
ever, was rendered into Greek, pwpé, *“ thou fool,”
a8 an equivalent for the original Aramaic term,
possibly used by 8. Matthew. The old versions,
either, like the Syriac and Coptic, give the first
term like the A. V., and, like it also, translate the
second ; or, like the Armenian, Ethiopic, &c.,
translate both terms; in order to be understood.
For uwpé, moré, thus transcribed, would, in those
languages, mean very different things; as, e. g. in
Syriac, it would be, O Lord! &c. Neither does
any of those versions render pwpé in the sense of
moreh, the Hebrew for “ rebel.”” They all under-
stood and rendered “ thou fool,” or ¢ foolish,” in
order to be plain.

The Dean, however, proposes to do precisely
the reverse; that is, to substitute for the ren-
dering of uwpé, “thou fool,” which is well un-
derstood, the original term itself, which no one
would understand. For, if written morek with
an “h,” one would at once think of the plain of
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Moreh ; for, as there is no “h” in uwpé, moré,
‘the Greek term would not readily occur to those
who know Greek ; the Hebrew would be still less
obvious; and those who do not know these lan-
guages would be as much puzzled with maré as
with moreh. Clearly, in a version intended for
all, let us, of two terms, choose the easier. If any
correction were made in this verse, better would
it be to translate Raca into English, than to
create greater difficulty by rendering ¢ thou fool”
into maoreh.
Ver. 27.

“ By them of old time,” A.V., “omit,” says
Dr. A. '

These words are, it is true, left out in many
MSS., as also in most of the old versions. The
Gothic omits them, but the A. Saxon, that repre-
sents readings of the old Latin version, has “in
olden sayings;” while Wyecliffe and Tyndale both
read Toic apyaloic, ““ to olde men,” and *to them
off olde tyme,” thus taking the dative in its
obvious sense; and not as instrumental, which is
far less common. The importance, “ by them of
old time,” of the reading, however, is not so great
as to render a change necessary. For albeit the
weight of evidence is in favour of the omis-
sion, the insertion of “to men of olden time,” is,
nevertheless, warranted by several MSS., and by
S. Chrysostom.



112 REMARKS, ETC.

Ver. 28.

“ Hath committed adultery with her,” A.V.,
“ yender hath adulterously used her,” Dr. A.

It is hard to see the distinction, which is
without a difference, and therefore unnecessary.
Motxevery yvvaica, as used by Plato, Aristophanes,
&c., means “ to commit adultery with a woman ;”
inasmuch a8 potyarat & aviip porxederar St 1) yuvi !
whence 6 poixebwv kai 7 porxevouévn: ‘he who
commits adultery, and she with whom adultery is
committed, shall surely be put to death.’¢

Dr. Alford’s correction does not seem ad-
visable; and A. V. is best.

Ver. 44.

¢« Bless them that curse you, do good to them
that hate you” —* despitefully use you, and,”
AV.

“ Omit,” says Dr. Alford, without giving the
English reader, for whom he is constructing the
text, one word, either of apology or of explanation
for so summary an injunction.

This wholesale dealing with the sacred text
can only puzzle, unsettle, or alarm those who,
from want of knowing better, conclude they are
to obey such peremptory orders issued from the
decanal seat of learning. Let them, however, feel
quite comfortable about it; they may keep their
own favourite text, and obey it in perfect peace.

! Thom. Mag. s. v. ? Lev. xx. 10.
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It is hardly worth one’s while to discuss the
reason that makes the Dean ““ agree with Lachm.,
Tisch., and Treg., in expunging these words
here.””t Good; but then, in this case, since 8.
Luke, vi. 27, sq., gives almost the same words, -
which of the two Evangelists was inspired, if this
verse be here thus shorn in this way? Without
further going into the matter, we may think the
authority of some of the oldest MSS., and that of
the Peschito, Armenian, Ethiopic, A. Saxon, Ara-
bic, Georgian, Slavonic, and Gothic versions, at
least equal to that of the Coptic version which
is younger than the Syriac, and to that of the
Codd. Vaticanus and Sinaiticus, in favour of a
text quoted by 8. Chrysostom? and by Justin
Martyr,® whose authority Dr. Alford  does not
mention, either here or at S. Luke, vi. 27.

“ The children,” A.V., ¢ render the sons,” Dr.
A. See above, p. 108.

Ver. 47.

“Do not even the publicans so?”” A.V. In-
stead of “ publicans so,” Dr. Alford says that ““zhe
oldest and best authorities have Gentiles the same.”
Saying this, he ought, therefore, also to have said
that the same authorities read “ publicans so,” in
the preceding verse; as neither originals nor

! In his Greek T. vol. i. p. 53. 2 Hom. xviii. in Matt.
3 Apol. ii. p. 62.

T
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translations have precisely the same expression in
both verses.

This is one of those cases in which, to use a
familiar phrase, it is * six of one and half-a-dozen
of the other,” and which therefore is hardly
worth a correction. The question is whether
“ publicans so’ should be read in v. 46, and
“ Gentiles the same,” in v. 47. 8o reads the
Ethiopic V.; while the Armenian V. reads * pub-
licans the same,” at both places; the Peschito,
“ publicans this,” also at v. 46, 47; the Gothic,
“ heathens the same,”” and “ publicans the same ;”’
the Coptic, *publicans this way (thus),” and
“ heathens this way (thus).” 8. Chrysostom also
reads  publicans the same,” and ‘heathens the
same,” v. 46, 47; while Justin Martyr says,
wépvor and redwvar, whoremongers and publicans.
If, therefore, the change be thought of sufficient
importance, ‘“heathens” may be substituted for
*“ publicans,” in v. 47, but not “ Gentiles,” as the
adj. 0vicdc, ¢ ethnic,” is not the same as the
subst. ra #0vn, the nations, or *the Gentiles.”
Mill,! however, considers ¢fvwof an interpolation,
and says that reddvay, ‘publicans,” is the true
reading in both verses.

1 Proleg. 388.
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CHAPTER VL

“That ye do not your alms before men,” A.V.,
for ““alms,” read “ righteousness,” Dr. ‘A.

Here, again, the Dean gives no reason what-
ever for his alteration ; so that the English reader
is left in total ignorance of it. In a note, indeed,
he says, that it is not to be understood in the
sense of “ benevolence” or “‘ alms,” but in that of
righteousness, as in ch. v. 20. He does not, how-
ever, say that there we find dicatoabvy, ¢ right-
eousness, but here feguosivy, ‘alms’ And so
read together with the Received Text, several good
MSS.; the Peschito, that reads here Aeyuosivny
and dicatoctvyy, at v. 20; the Gothic, Georgian,
Coptic, and the Ethiopic, while the Arabic, Ar-
menian, and Slavonic, read “not show your com-
passion.” 8. Chrysostom, also reads Aenpostvyw,
and discourses upon it; so that, even though Cod.
Vatic. read dwatoatvyy, instead of Aenuosivyy,
which Dr. Alford says is “a mistaken gloss, the
general nature of this opening caution not being
perceived,”? yet may we keep to the Received
Text in company with S. Chrysostom.

‘Whether, however, we read dicatootvn or #\en-
poctvy matters little; the meaning is much the
same. For dicatootvy has in the New Testament

! Homil. xix. in Matt. * Greek T. vol. i. p. 55.
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many significations, chiefly derived from its me-
ceptation in the LXX., where it is often put for
np%, “almsgiving,” and also “ righteousness,” and
for <on, é\eoc, mercy, &c. But for 1 John, ii. 29,
iii. 7, 10, where righteousness, dwcatoatvn, carmot
be taken in the sense of almsgiving or of mercy,
one would have thought that wouiv dwcaioatvay
could not mean anything but “doing alms;”
‘““ doing,” or “working righteousness,” properly
8o said, being pydlealar dicatostvny, as in Acts,
x. 35; Heb. xi. 33, &ec.

‘When, however, Dr. Alford says that Suca:o-
advn, in the sense of showing mercy and giving
alms, is not found in the New Testament, he must
have overlooked such passages as ra yeviuara
Tiig Sw. Yuov, ‘the fruits of your righteousness,”
being—ioxdpmicev, Edwke roic wév., % dx. avrov
péve elc TOv aiGva,! ‘he hath dispersed abroad, he
hath given to the poor; his righteousness re-
maineth for ever,” &c. So far, however, from
reading here dicatootvyv in the sense of ch. v. 20,
S. Chrysostom rather speaks of the matter men-
tioned before this verse as iefvy yap  Euwposfer
elpnuévn, Tob Oeod doTwv EAenuoobvy, ¢ the alms-
giving, or mercy, before mentioned, is that of God.”

Ver. 4.

« Himself shall reward thee openly,” A. V.
Some of the best MSS. omit ¢ himself’’ -and

1 2 Cor. ix. 9,10. - 2 Hamil. xix. in Matt.
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“openly” here and at v. 18, says Dr. Alford.
On the other hand, these words are well sup-
ported: “himself” by several MSS., but espe-
cially by the Peschito and Latin versions; while
“openly” is found in a far greater number of
MSS., and most of the old versions. So that no
alteration is necessary.

Ver. 12.

“ As we forgive,” A.V., ¢ read have forgiven,”
Dr. A.

The Dean grounds his alteration on the read-
ing ag¢fcapev, which is not nearly so well sup~
ported as the Received Text, dpleuev, “we for-
give.” Not only is this the reading adopted by
a great number of MSS. — though not by Cod.
Vatic.—but also by the Ethiopic, Gothic, Arme-
nian, Coptic, and Sahidic versions, and S. Chry-
sostom ; while other MSS. read d¢flopuev, another
form of the present; whereas only three MSS.
and of the Old versions the Syriac alone, read,
“we have forgiven.” We may, therefore, keep
to the Received reading.

Ver. 13.

“TFor thine is the kingdom, and the power,
and the glory, for ever. Amen,” A.V.

“ Omit,” says Dr. Alford ; and in a note, adds,
“We find absolutely no trace of it in early times,
in any family .of MSS., or in any expositors.”
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Without entering upon the controversy of this
doxology, I will simply remark,—

(1.) That 8. Chrysostom not only has it, but
discourses upon it ;! so that, unless we doubt the
authenticity of this homily —and there is no
ground for so doing —he must have had good
reason for what he wrote.

(2.) That it is found in the Peschito, Gothic,
Armenian, Ethiopic, Arabic (Fayyum and G.
Sion.), Persian (Whel. and Pol.), Slavonic, and
Georgian versions.

(3.) That it exists almost whole in the Sahidic
yersion, though the Coptic omits it ; as do also
the A. Saxon, Wycliffe, and Tyndale. So that
in such good company, we may keep that to which
they were accustomed, as well as we; for, seeing
there is so much to be said on both sides, the
advantage of Dr. Alford’s proposed alterations
would assuredly be far less than the confusion
caused by this needless change in the English
Bible.

Ver. 18.

“Openly,” A.V., “omit,” says Dr. Alford ;

See above, at v. 4.

Ver. 23.

“ How great is that darkness,” A.V., “render,
How dark is that darkness,” Dr. A.

! Homil. xix, 6, in Matt.
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“ Why ? The Greek 70 oxéro¢c wéoov, means
“ the darkness of what greatness or quantity;”
wherefore is the A.'V. a good rendering of the
Greek ; but if any alteration were made, “how
thick is that darkness,” would be better than
“how dark is that darkness.” IIdoo¢ occurs in
the same way in 2 Cor. xii. 11. IIdonv emotdm
rendered “what zeal” in A.V. and left unal-
tered by Dr. Alford in his Revised A.V.; why
not on the same principle alter it there to “ what
zealous zeal ?” “ What eager, or earnest zeal,”
however, would be better; but, as no change is
required at 2 Cor. vii. 11 so also here may
A.V. remain as it is; since it renders the Greek
Literally, and is well understood.

Ver. 25, 27, 28,

“ Take no thought,” A.V., “render take no
anxious thought,” Dr. A.

If the words of the A. V. could be misunder-
stood, then some such alteration as that proposed
by the Dean would be necessary; but, as they
are perfectly clear here, so are they also at Phil.
iv. 6, where the same Greek term rendered,
“ Be careful for nothing,” A.V., is by every-
body understood to mean “be full of care” for
nothing. Yet, so far from there being any doubt
a8 to the meaning of, “ take no thought,” this ex-
pression is quoted as an authority for “to be
solicitous,” in Webster’s Dictionary. And rightly
too, for it is so used in Shakspeare :
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“ Mer, All he can do

Is to himself; take thought, and die for Ceesar.™

It is, however, interesting to notice how the
kindred versions render this verse. The Gothie
has, ni maurnaith nu; lit. Do not mourn now;
and uses the same word at v. 27, 31; while, at
v. 28, it has Ava saurgaith, “ what care ye?”
Wiycliffe, ““ that ye ben not besie to your lif;”
Tynd., “be not carefull for youre lyfe;”” A. 8.,
“ Dheet ge ne sin ymbhydige eowre shwle,” that
that ye be not anxious, careful, or solicitous, &c.

Ver. 27.

¢ One cubit to his stature,” A.V.; “render to
his age,” Dr. A.

One cubit to one’s “age” is not very clear,
neither is the Dean’s correction to be commended.
‘HAwla, from nAwdc, ‘how great,” ‘how much,’
‘how long,’ or ‘how large,” means “ the size of
the body;” #Awla, 76 pikoc, A. is ¢ the length,’
says one Gloss; 7A. uéyefoc adparoc, pérpov T
nA. is the size of the body; a certain measure.

The same term is, of course, used, especially
by Attic writers, to mean the size or propor-
tion of life, i.e. *“ the age of man.” Here, how-
ever, that nAwla is to be taken for *stature,”
and not for ““age,”” seems settled by the use of
wixoc, ‘cubit,’ as measure; inasmuch as it is
¢ustomary to use measures suited ‘to the thing

i Jpl. Caes. Act ii. s, 1.
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measured. No one measures liquids by the yard,
nor stuffs by the bushel; but length by length,
and time by time. If, therefore, fAic{a were to be
taken here, as the Dean proposes, for “age,” in-
stead of “one cubit,”” we should have one month,
one year, &. Thus fifteen years, and not fifteen
cubits, were added to Hezekiah’s life. Moreover,
nAwla must be taken in the sense of “ stature ”’
in Luke, xix. 3, where it is said of Zacchwmus,
who was “little of stature ;”’ and also in S. Luke,
ii. 52, where Dr. A. does not alter ‘stature”
into “age,” albeit other critics understand it of
" age and not of “stature.” At S, John, ix. 23,
however, fAwia means age, for the growth of the
body.

It is almost needless to add that the Dean’s
alteration of ¢ stature’ into “age ” in this verse
did not occur to any of the translators of the Old
versions, nor yet to S. Chrysostom, who under-
stands it of the nourishment and growth of the
body, 7.e. of “the stature ” thereof.

Ver. 31.

“Take no thought,” A.V.; “render take not
anxious thought,” Dr. A. :
~ The Dean probably meant “take no anxious
thought ;” “mno” is, strictly speaking, an adjecs
tive, “not,” however is an adverb. ¢ Take not,”
therefore, means ‘““do notr take,” which is better
English ; whereas “take no anxious thought”
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means “take no thought that is anxious;’” and
this is the obvious meaning of  take no thought.”
This is further proved by the fact that, in order
to make grammar of * take not anxious thought,”
one must introduce “an” before ‘ anxious
thought.” And so we find it in Shakspeare;
both—
“K. Hen. Hence I took a thought,
This was a judgment on me ;"1

and—

“ Cees. Take to you no hard thoughts;
The record of what injuries you did us,
Though written in our flesh, we shall remember
As things done by chance ;"¢

expressions which entirely bear out the above
remarks. A philosophical grammar of the Eng-
lish language, on the plan of many excellent
works of the kind for almost every other Euro-
pean language, would be a great boon to many,
who are at present left to their own thoughts
and instinct in the matter.

Ver. 34.

“For the things of itself,”” A. V., read * for
itself,” Dr. A.

This proposed alteration, that will not be very
soon adopted, rests on the Dean rejecting ra

} K. H. VIIL Act ii. sc. iv. ? Ant. and Cleop. Act. v. se. ii.
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[xpfipara] after uepiuvionre, on the strength of
some MSS., and thus, probably, making far worse
Greek of it than need be.

Mepiuvaw, t.e. pept-pvaw, simply means that
the thoughts or the mind are divided ; whether
(1) “by care for a particular object,’

. Epyov uepyuvov woiov, 1 Blov riva;?

‘engaged in what work, or in what pursuit in
life,” or (2) more seldom by ‘doubt or trouble;’
for when Plato talks of Aewrdc pepipvgv,? *trou-
bling oneself very little,” he does not mean to im-
ply any great anxiety. Mepiuvgv is thus, strictly
speaking, a neuter verb, “to trouble oneself” or
“to busy oneself in thought” or in deed; and
when it occurs in classic authors, and that is but
seldom—once only in Sophocles, Demosthenes, and
Xenophon—it is either construed with the accu-
sative or with the case governed by the preposi-
tion following ; thus in Xenophon,® ueptpv. wepi
rov, x.r.X. In the LXX. it occurs only in the
sense of “take thought,” * dwell upon,” or “care
for,” or ‘ consider,” Wisd. xii. 22, and of busying
oneself ‘“with a calling,” Prov. xiv. 25, as in the
line just quoted from Sophocles. It is then con-
strued either with the accusative or with a pre-
position and the case governed by it, whether
genitive or dative.

! Soph. (Ed. R. 1124. 2*X.Rep. 607. ? Memor.i.1,14.
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Moreover, in uepiuvios avriic, Dr. Alford’s
reading, one may well doubt whether it does not
strictly refer to the avpiov aforesaid, and not to
this adpiov, morrow, itself. So that, although it
be the same thing in fact, yet is it not certainly
80 in grammar; wherefore do .some MSS. read
éavrijc, ““itself,” instead of abrijc, which in this ob-
lique case may be ‘“it,” and not * itself.” If,
therefore, ra be thrown out after uepiuvioe, repi
or Urip must be introduced before airijc to make
good Greek of it. But better let things be as
they are; the change is not worth the trouble it
gives ; for whether it be “ the morrow shall take
thought for the things of itself,” or *“the morrow
shall take thought for itself,”” means pretty much
the same thing. In all these cases the only
change needed, if so be “ take no thought > won't
do, is to render un pepipvionre, &c., by  trouble
not yourselves ;”” which is the exact equivalent of
the Greek in familiar English.

But why does not the Dean alter ¢ take no
thought ” in this verse to ‘“take no anxious
thought,” as in the preceding verses? The Old
versions render idiomatically, the morrow will
take thought either “of itself”” or “of its own
business,”
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CHAPTER VII.

Ver. 15.

“ Beware of false prophets,” A.V.; “render
but beware,” Dr. A. .
Here is the Dean right.

Ver. 29.

“The scribes,” A.V.; “read their scribes,”
Dr. A.

This alteration rests on the addition of adraw
after ypaupareic, on the authority of several MSS. .
It is, however, left out in many others, as well as
in the Coptic and Armenian versions. The Syriac
reads “their scribes and Pharisees;”- the Coptic
Sahidic, Ethiopic, A. Saxon, and Arabic, read
“their Scribes;” while Wycliffe has “ as the
scribes of him, and Pharisees;’’ and Tyndale,
“and act as the scribes.”

The alteration, however, from  the scribes ”’
to ¢ their scribes” is quite unnecessary; inas-
much as the Received Text, oi ypauuareic, * the
scribes,” is perhaps the better Greek of the two.
‘Whose were the scribes if they were not their
own? Therefore is the addition of the pronoun
entirely useless ; and oi ypauuareic, “ the scribes,”
is alone found in S. Mark, i. 22.
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CHAPTER VIIIL

Ver. 12.

“But the children of the kingdom,” A. V.;
« yender, but the sons of the kingdom,” Dr. A.

What, only sons and no daughters? Surely
the Dean could not be in earnest when he wrote
this. Yiof, thus in the plural, in Hebrew and in
Hellenic Greek, means “a progeny, race, family,
tribe,” therefore, sons and daughters, men and
women. *The children of the kingdom” is a
correct rendering of the Greek; and is also ap-
plicable to the Jewish nation, evidently alluded
to in this place; which was not all made up of
men. 2 Cor. vi. 18, with Jer. xxi. 1, and Rev.
xxi. 7.

Ver. 15.

He “ ministered unto them,” A.V.; “read
him,” Dr. A.

S. Chrysostom, the Gothic, and Arabic (Fay-
yum) versions, with some MSS., read him;”
while the Peschito, Ethiopic, Armenian, Coptic,
and Arabic Pol.,, read “ministered unto them ;”
that is most likely to have been the case. For
our Saviour was not alone there, and most as-
suredly Peter’s mother-in-law would with Peter's
wife wait on the whole company, including our
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Saviour and her son-in-law. Dr. Alford, how-
ever, wrongly quotes the Armenian version both
in this verse and at ch. vii. 29.

Ver. 16.

“With kis word,” A.V.; “with a word,”
Dr. A.

Perhaps better ; especially when compared
with 8. Luke, vii. 7, to which the Dean refers.
Wiyecliffe has “by word;”” Tyndale, “ with a
worde ;” Gothic, waurda, “ with a word ” or “by
word ;”’ Syriac, “ with the word ;”” so also Coptic ;
Armenian, “by word;” Ethiopic, “with his
word ;”’ and Sahidic, “ by the word of his mouth.”
So that after all the Authorised Version agrees
with versions of the fourth, and perhaps of the
second century. For clearly the word with which
He cast out devils must have been “ His ” word.

Ver. 24.

“ Insomuch that the ship was covered with
the waves,” A. V.; “render was being covered,”
Dr. A. ‘

A better rendering.

Ver. 28.

“Of the Grergesenes,” A. V.; “of the Gada-

renes,” Dr. A.
- This is probably the correct reading ; as “Ger-
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gesa” is not known, whereas “ Gadara ” is. Of
the old versions the Armenian, Ethiopic, Coptic,
Gothic, Arabic Pol. and Fayy. read “ Gerge-
senes ;”’ the Peschito, * Gadarenes;”’ the Sahidic
and A. Saxon, ‘Gerasenes,” as if from Gerasa ;
Wiycliffe, “Genazereth;” and Tyndale, *Ger-
gesens.”

Ver. 29.

“ Jesus, thou Son of God,” A.V.; “ omit
Jesus,” Dr. A.

Our Saviour’s name does not indeed occur in
the Cod. Vat. and one or two more; but it is
found in very many others, and in the Peschito,
Sahidic, Gothic, Armenian, Ethiopic, and Arabic
versions ; the Coptic alone omits it. So that here,
as almost always, we may in such good company
keep the name of Jesus, the Name which is above
every name, even when uttered by devils.

CHAPTER IX.

Ver. 2.

“Thy sins be forgiven thee,” A.V.; “omit
thee,” Dr. A.

Here again the reading of the A. V., which is
that of the Received Text, is far better supported
than the other, All the Old versions read thus,
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except the A. Saxon; and Dr. Alford must have
overlooked the Ethiopic when he says that it
reads otherwise. On the other hand, 8. Chryso-
stom reads with the Cod. Vat., ““ thy sins be for-
given,” omitting cof, thee. Assuredly, the Eng-
lish reader need not make himself the least
uneasy about such questions, and the reading of
the A. V. may remain as it is. For not only has
it great authority, but the emphasis is also much
greater ; “thy sins be forgiven thee’’ being so
far, more pointed than * thy sins be forgiven.”

. Nay, we may well suspect a mistake of the
copyist in changing oof into oo ; for there is
something lame in agéwvrat oov ai auapriai, inas-
much as ai auaprfac here must be rendered *thy
sins,” so that oov is hardly necessary. But sof
is required after agéwvrar. In proof of which, at
v. 5 and at 8. Mark, ii. 9, we have only agéwvrar
ool ai apapria, ‘to thee are forgiven the (thy)
sins,’ that must be rendered, “thy sins be for-
given thee,” as well as in this place. Likewise
d¢ec adry kal 10 ipdrov, ‘give him thy cloak
also, &c., and at S. Mark, iv. 12, xal d¢ely adroic
Ta apapripara.

On the other hand, not a single instance oc-
curs in the New Testament of d¢immu in the
sense of “forgiving sins,” without the dative
after it of the person to whom the sins are re-
mitted. So that while the genitive of the person
whose sins are remitted is not necessary so long
as the definite article- qualifies the term ¢ sins,”

' K
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ai dapapria— the dative, is indispensable after
apimu. Whence we may conclude that the read-
ing of the Received Text is better Greek than
that of the Cod. Vaticanus, and that the criticism
is not sound that rejects a reading because it is
¢ generally received,” and adopts another only
because it is in the Vatican MS., the exact date
of which, after all, cannot be determined.

Ver. 8.

¢ They marvelled,” A.V.; “read were afraid,”
Dr. A.

Here again is the Dean’s alteration grounded
on a reading in the Vatican MS,, ipoS3ii0ncav
for i0adpacav. The Received Text, however, is
well supported ; not only by many MSS. but also
by 8. Chrysostom,! the Armenian, Ethiopic, and
Arabic versions, while the Peschito, Coptic, and
Sahidic, read “ were afraid ;> the Gothic, « feared
wondering ;” and the A. Saxon, “reverenced
Him,” or “ were in awe of Him.”

Both readings, however, come very much to
the same thing, for they could not marvel at Him
without a certain degree of awe.

Ver. 12.

“He said unto them,” A. V.; “omit unto
them,” Dr. A.

! Homil. xxx. in Matt.
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This is not of the slightest consequence. The
reading of the A. V. is supported by a number
of MSS. and by all the Old versions, except the
Sahidic and the A. Saxon. Dr. Alford cannot
have read aright the Ethiopic when he quotes it
as omitting “ unto them,” for it has the words.

Ver. 13.

“But sinners to repentance,” A. V.; ““omit
to repentance,” Dr. A.

This is the same kind of alteration as the pre-
ceding one. Both readings are well supported,
though “to repentance’” is left out in the Vatican
MS. and a few others, as well as in the Gothic,
A. Saxon, Peschito, and Armenian versions; but
it occurs in the Coptic, Sahidic, and Ethiopic.
Here, again, the Dean cannot have read aright
the Ethiopic, which he quotes as omitting the
reading ; while he did not look at the Sahidic,
which has the words ‘“ to repentance.” They are
all good authorities ; and this shows what a waste
of labour it is to work at unsettling one’s mind
and that of others by the fruitless attempt to settle
such a question as whether St. Matthew originally
did or did not write these words—seeing they are
found in S. Luke, v. 32, and are there said to be
genuine.
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Ver. 16.

“The rent is made worse,” A. V.; * render
a worse rent is made,” Dr. A.

This may be an mpmvement, and a better
rendering ; although A.V. is also correct.

Ver. 35.

“ Among the people,” A.V.; “omit,” Dr. A.

This rendering in English first appears in
Tyndale’s version. It is not found in the Sahidic,
Peschito, Gothic, Arabic, Coptic, and A. Saxon
versions; but it exists in the Armenian, Georgian,
Slavonic, and in the Ethiopic, which, here again,
the Dean must have overlooked, in saying that
it omits the reading. According to him it is not
found in the three oldest MSS., though it is sup-
ported by very many.

Ver. 36.

“They fainted,” A.V.; “read were harassed,”
Dr. A.

This alteration rests on the Received Text
ixAeAvpévor, “faint ”’ or “weary,” being replaced
by éoxvApévor, harassed” or  worried,” which
is a somewhat uncommon term, and is, therefore,
supposed to have been explained by the more
usual word, which gradually crept into the text.
The Gothic reads afdauidai, ixAeAvuévor, *faint-
ing;”’ A. Saxon, gedrehte, troubled or vexed; Wy-
cliffe, ““thei were traveilid;”” Tyndale’s, “ they were
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pined awaye ;” Syriac, “wearied ; ” Coptic, “wan-
dering and scattered abroad ;”’ Sahidic, ¢ were
sculles and scattered abroad,” using the Greek
term, an authority which Dr. Alford overlooks ;
Armenian and Ethiopic, “ wearied and scattered
abroad.”

The authorities seem to be in favour of ZoxvA-
pévor, harassed or troubled, tired or weary ; as in
Herodianus, oktAac 62 kat ¥Bploac,® after weary-
ing, worrying, or harassing and insulting the
troops ; and fva &5 uj wévra Tov oTpardv exidyp,?
‘that he should not weary the whole army.” If
an alteration be made in the Greek text, and thus
also in the A. V., since the term used is supposed
to refer both to the multitudes being weary of
-the way and wearied out by the Pharisees and
Scribes, instead of  they fainted,” one might per-
haps adopt, “they were wearied.” But “they
fainted ”’ is well enough understood.

CHAPTER X.
Ver. 4.

< Simon the Canaanite,” A.V.; “Simon the
Canansean,” Dr. A.
The A. V. reads as if Simon was a Canaan-

! Lib. vii. p. 149, ed. Steph.
2 Lib. iv. See also H. Stephen’s remarks on sxJAde in his
preface to Herodianus.
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ite, inhabitant of Canaan ; which is not the mean-
ing of the term. It most likely stands here for
¢ Zelotes,” i.e. one of the Zelots, a numerous sect
among the Jews, who called themselves followers
of Phinehas, in his zeal for the law, and took the
law in their own hands. Nevertheless, neither
Kavavirne nor Kavavaioc seem regularly derived ;
Kavvirne and Kavvaioc apparently being more
correct. One circumstance, however, deserves
notice; the Syriac, whence Kavavirne, Kavvirnc,
or Kavavaiog, is derived, reads here Qanonoyé ;
whereas in S. Luke, v., and Acts, i., it renders the
Greek ZnAdrnc by the equivalent thannonos. How,
then, did the translator understand it here ?

Yer. 10.

“Nor yet staves,” A.V.; “Nor yet a staff,”
Dr. A.

Better on all accounts, the singular, pdf33ov,
being better Greek, and better grammar in Eng-
lish. And so read most of the Old versions.

Ver. 19.

“ But take no thought,” A.V.; “But take
not anxious thought,” Dr. A.
See above, ch. vi. v. 25, p. 119 sq.

Ver. 23.

. “Ye shall not have gone over the cities,”
A.V.; “Ye shall not finish the cities,” Dr. A.
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This is a more literal rendering of reAéonrs, -
yet not so clear as the rendering of the A. V.,
which expresses the Greek, that the Apostles
would not have ended their preaching among the
cities of Israel when the Son of Man came.
Whereas “to finish a city, or cities,” may have
more than one meaning.

Ver. 39.

“He that findeth—that loseth,” A. V.; read
¢ hath found—hath lost,” Dr. A.

" It is not so certain that the second aor. ebpdv
may not be rendered by the present; the first
aor. aroléoac, however, is more definite in point
of time. Hence this passage is read differently
by the several versions; thus the Gothic, Arme-
nian, Wycliffe, and Tyndale, read Like the A. V. ;
A. Saxon, “he that met (found) his life—he that
loseth,” with which agree the Syriac and the
Coptic; while the Ethiopic reads ‘“ hath found—
hath lost.” This tense, however, can hardly
apply, as Dr. Alford would have it, to the time
when he that shall have found (this life) shall
lose (the next), and he that shall have lost (this
life) for His sake shall find (the next). Besides,
Juxi, ¢ soul,” though often taken for «life,” need
not be so understood in this place.

We have examined all the alterations pro-
posed by the Dean in the first ten chapters of
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8. Matthew. It seems but fair to him that we
should also look at a chapter or two in the other

Grospels.

S. MARK.

CHAPTER XIIIL

Ver. 1.

¢ See, what manner of stones and what build-
ings are here?” A.V.; “render See, what great
stones and what great buildings!” Dr. A.

If the Dean had considered the matter, he
probably would have written otherwise, and would
have rendered here as everywhere else—John, iii.
1; 8. Luke, i. 29, &.—morardc, by “ what man-
ner of,” and thus have let alone the reading of
the A. Version.

‘Iloramwdc is indeed rendered “quantus de rebus
et qualis, i.q. moioc de personis;”’! but also, and
more correctly, is woramwdc, “qualis de rebus,” as

“in this place. For worawéc—which is a degene-
rate form of wodamwdc, “of what soil, or coun-
try, or kindred”— means “what manner of.”
To worawdc 88, Eart woramwde Tov Tpéwov Ppbvixoc;
¢pdvyuoc  Emechic. Ilorawée means ““of what
manner is,” say, Phrynicus? prudent, gentle;

! Wahl. CL. N.s. v,
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XPi odv 031'4:);- tpwrdv moide tic oot dokel elvar,!
“and thus,” says Nunnesius, “must I ask the
question when I wish to know what manner or
what sort of a person so-and-so appears to be.”
ITodawdc, then, which is the correct form,
answers to cyjas, qualis. Tic, fv & ¢yd, xal woda-
wdée; Ednvoc, ¥pn, & Zdrparec, Idpioc,? ¢ Socra-
tes cum rogaretur, cujatem se esse diceret, mun-
danum inquit, totius enim mundi se esse incolam
et civem esse arbitrabatur.”® Ilodawdc, says
Thom. Magister,* éri yévove Aéywv épbic elrore,
is rightly said of kind or kindred; but when
speaking “of what manner,” wepl Tob Tpdmov
tpwTOY oYTwc Eptic’ woramwde TOV Tpdwov 6 Swrpd-
Ta¢; #mechc, ‘Say thus, of what manner or what
manner of man is Socrates P gentle.” Yet as
worawdc is inferior Greek, kdAAwv & dv €n 7o
ovrwc dpwrv, dmotdc oot Tic dokel elvar, 1) woramde,
‘it were better to say, of what sort or manner so
and so appears to thee to be, than to use worawde.’
The reading of the A. V. is, therefore, quite
correct, and Dr. Alford’s proposed alteration is a
mistake. He quotes Josephus; it is, therefore,
singular that he did not notice what Josephus
says, that the stones were not all “great,” but
that some were of different shapes and kinds, and
more or less ornamented; the whole of which is

' Schleusn. s. v. and Lobeck Phrynichus, s. v. p. 56.
* Apol. Socr. par. 4. 3 Cicero Tuse. 9. lib. v. 108.
4 P, 289, ed. Ritschel. § Ib.
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correctly rendered by ¢ what manner of ” of the
A. Version.

Ver. 2.

“ And Jesus answering said,” A.V.; “omit
answering,” says Dr. Alford.

This summary injunction is again to be traced
to the Vatican MS., in which the reading is not
found; but it is found in many of the Old versions
and in some MSS.; and as it does no harm here
we need not reject it.

Ver. 4.

“When all these things shall be fulfilled,”
A.V.; “read and render when these things are
about to be all fulfilled,” Dr. A.

We demur to this. (1) Mé\Aew does not
necessarily mean ‘“to be about to do,” or “on
the point of doing;” on the contrary, while it
points to the future, it rather implies delay than
haste; and implies “ futurity” by implying * de-
lay.” Thus—

paxpa uéAher’, aAda raxbvare !

So little is uéAAew “about to,” that we have
in Antigone, 611 —
70 7 Emara, kal 70 uéov,
kal 70 wpiv dwapkeoet,

1 &dip. Col. 218,1627, and Philoct. 1448,
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where 70 ué\lov is yet farther off than ¥wera,
‘deinde,’” and comes after it.

Tt uéXere;! ‘why do you delay?’ says Clytem-
nestra to her attendants; for pakpdv 76 uéAdew,?
‘ to be “ about to,” is a long time coming.!” Fur-
ther examples are needless to show that uéAAew
implies delay, and that, therefore, * shall ”’ of the
the A. V., which only points to the future with-
out specifying the time, is more correct than Dr.
Alford’s ““ about to be.”3

(2) The Greek does not say when these things
are all fulfilled, but “ when all these things shall
be fulfilled.” “All” qualifies “these,” and not
“to be fulfilled,” as Dr. Alford seems to under-
stand it by placing “ all” before * fulfilled,” and
not at its proper place, before “ these things.”

. Ver. 6.

“] am Christ,” A.V.; “I am He, i more
Jaithful,” Dr. A.

“He” is not in the Greek, which simply
means “I, I am;” he or Christ being understood
in this case. ’Eyd e is thus said very often:
e.g. Acts, xiii. 25; S. John, i. 21, and viil. 24,
&c. “I myself” being adroc éyd ei, S. Luke,
xxiv. 39. Since, then, “he” forms no part of
the text, and must be understood as referring to

1 Agam. 908, 1358. 2 Bacch. 178, (Ed. Col. 1074, &e.
3 On uirruy, see Lobeck's Parerg. to Phryn. p. 747, sq.
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Christ, it is very clear that “I am Christ,” A. V.,
is far plainer than “I am ke,” which may refer
to anybody.

Ver. 9.

“ But take heed to yourselves,” A.V.; ““ren-
der Take ye—ye has the emphasis—let your care
be,” Dr. A.

The construction in full of i{avrov, with the
pronoun to which it refers, is so rare—and then,
of course, in the same case—that we had better
look at this sentence as if written vueic 8¢ BAémere
éavrovg, a8 at v. 28, so as to lay the emphasis on
vusic ; in which case it cannot be rendered as Dr.
Alford does. It should then be, “But ye take
heed to yourselves,” and at v. 23, “ But ye take
heed.” For since FAémere is fully rendered here
by “take heed,” which is also like it made the
second person plural by placing “ye” after
“take,” one then says, “Take ye heed to your-
selves,” that is, “ Let no one else do so for you.”
But if “ ye’” is put at the head of the sentence,
thus, “ But ye,” it means, “ Let others do what
they like; you, however, take heed to your-
selves.”

Ver. 10.

« Among all nations,” A.V.; “render Among
all the nations,” Dr. A.

‘We demur to this. (1) The use of the defi-
‘nite article in Greek is, of course, often diametri-
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cally opposed to the English idiom. (2) In this
case ra #0vn was consecrated to mean * the Gen-
tiles,”” gentes, all the nations that were not Jews,
and it is the meaning of it here; so that  among
all the Gentiles” would render the Greek in the
sense given to ra fvn by our Saviour in His
conversation with His disciples. But, since ¢ the
nations ”’ in English has not the same meaning
as ra vy in Greek, “all the nations” requires
in English some such complement as *“of the
earth,” ¢ of the world,” &c. On the other hand,
“ all nations’’ answers the purpose perfectly well,
gince it implies all the nations of the earth, and
no others. The same thing applies to such pass-
ages as S. Matt. xxviii. 19, where “ all nations” is
a fit rendering for wdvra ra 6vn.

Ver. 11.

. “And deliver you up,” A.V.; “to deliver
you up,” Dr. A.
A better rendering.

Ver. 12.

“ Shall cause them to be put to death,” A.V.:
“ render Shall put them to death,” Dr. A.

Dr. Alford seems to forget that favaréw means
both “to put to death” and “to condemn to
death,” which is very much like “ to cause to be
put to death.” Thus, in Themistocles, c. xxiv.,
Plutarch tells us that ’Emwpdrne 6 ’Axapvede
aréorelev Sy &t Tobre Kiuwv dorepov kpivac i0a-
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vérwoev. In the same sense also, obrw O Tob
Naveaviov Bavarwbévroc, ‘having been caused to
be put to death,’ i. e. by Themistocles, on whom
the suspicion rested.! So also in Xenoph., un-
dtva amobBvioxewy dvev riic Vperépac Yipov, rav &
#w Tov karaldyov xvplove elvar Tovc Tpudkovra
Oavarovv.t Oavardw is also found in the same
sense in Plato, IX. Leg., Antiphon and others; so
that the rendering of the A. V. is correct.

Ver. 14.

“ Spoken of by Daniel the prophet,” A.V.;
“omit,” Dr. A.

This clause is not, indeed, in the Vatican
MS., but is found in others, as well as in the
Syriac, Geeorgian, Slavonic, and Ethiopic versions.
So that we need not obey Dr. Alford’s peremptory
order to omit it.

Ver. 19.

“ For in those days shall be affliction such as
was not,” A.V. “For those days shall be afflic-
tion such as hath not been,” Dr. A.

Dr. Alford’s correction reads rather odd at
first; yet it is borne out by Eccles. ii. 23.
“For all his days are sorrow, and all his travail
grief.” :
But as regards the rendering of yéyove by

1 Tbid. c. xxiii. and Agesilaus, ¢. xxxii.
3 Hellen. lib. ii. e. iii. 51.
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“ hath been,” it must depend entirely on whether
yéyove was said with regard to the time when our
Saviour spoke those words, or to the time when
the affliction should happen. As it most likely
refers. to the time when there should be affliction,
“hath been” cannot be construed with a future
tense, because the pret. def. ““hath been” must
refer to a time present, when the action spoken
of has already taken place. One cannot say,
“ To-morrow there will be a storm such as there
has not been for months,” since “hath been’
ends to-day and at present; and yet the question
is about to-morrow; for between to-day and to-
morrow another and greater storm may happen.
One might, however, say, “as was not since the
foundation of the world,” because the indef. pret.
“ was,” embraces all past tenses, especially in
English, in which it is used idiomatically far
oftener than in many other languages; the same
may be said of the second pret. yéyove, which is a
sort of past present, and implies a thing done or
" completed, and which, therefore, is said to “ be”
at any time past, present, or future.

Yer. 20.

“Those days,” A.V.; “the days,” Dr. A.

‘What days P—Good grammar tells everything;
and if it leaves aught to be understood, it must
be so grammatically.

Here, however, whereas in rdc wuépac, either
rabrag may be understood, or rac may be taken
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in a demonstrative sense; “ the” in English has
a defining and distinguishing sense, though now
no longer the demonstrative power of the article
in Greek. Tac nuépac, then, may be said in
Greek ; but seeing it points to the days already
alluded to, it must be rendered in English by
“ those days.”

“ No flesh should be saved,” A.V.; “should
have been saved,” Dr. A.

“ Should have been saved ” is a tense which is
rather difficult to thread out in connexion with
what comes before ; and “should be saved,” seems
to answer the purpose, which is, to say that,
unless those days had been shortened, no flesh
should, or more familiarly, would ultimately be
saved ; whereas ““should have been saved,” can
only be said relatively to the time preceding the
days of affliction, and ending with them; but it
cannot, like ““should be saved,” embrace also the
time that may follow. So that A.V. seems best.

Ver. 25.

“Shall fall,” A.V.; “shall be falling,” Dr.
A., rightly.

Ver. 28.

“ Now learn a-parable of the fig-tree. When
her branch is yet tender,” &ec., A.V. “ Now
learn the parable from the fig-tree. "When now
her branch becometh tender,” &c., Dr. A.
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At first it would seem as if A.V. “a parable,”
were a bad rendering for rijv wapafoAfv. Yet it
is preferable to Dr. Alford’s “the parable,” that
starts on the unsound principle that the Greek
article must always be rendered in English, but
which here cannot make sense, without ¢ which
I have spoken,” or “which I will now speak,”
for complement.

The intention of the Greek, however, is “ this
pa.rable,” which would be a good rendering for
v mapafSoAfv in this place. Failing this, “a
parable,” that requires no complement, being
indefinite, is best; especially as by being stated
to be the parable w]nch the fig-tree teaches, it is
thus clearly defined. ’Awd is as well rendered
“of,” as wapd in “learned of the Father,” &c.
8. John, vi. 45. The reading of A.V., “ When
her branch is yet tender,” however, is in one
respect preferable to Dr. Alford’s, “when now
her branch becometh tender,” although he is,
perhaps, right in rendering here yévyrat, by  be-
cometh.” But he writes as if “now” qualified
“when ;”” whereas #3n is said of araldc yévnrar.
“Now ” is either conjunction or adverb of time
very much like »iv; but where it stands, in Dr.
Alford’s sentence, it reads like a conjunction,
which is not the intention of #8n, that is best
rendered “yet,” said of the time at which the
branch is, or becomes, tender.

“Ye know,” A. V., v. 29, “read it is known,”
Dr. A.

L
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This is a singular rendering of ywdoxers,
which can only mean “ ye know,” or “ know ye.”

Ver. 30.

“ Shall not pass,” A.V.; “shall not pass
away,” Dr. A. Better.

Ver. 32.

“But of that day and that hour,” A.V.;
“but of that day or hour,” Dr. A.

This alteration comes from 3, ‘“or,” which
is found in the Codd. Alex., Vat., and Ephr.,
instead of xaf{ of the Received text. This xai,
however, which is the reading of 8. Matthew, is
also found in every one of the Old versions, one
and all of which read here, “ that day and that
hour.”” Wiyecliffe alone has, “ Treuly of that day
or our;” while Tyndale reads, “ but of the daye
and the houre.” _

“ But of that day or hour,” however, is not a
correct rendering of wept 8 riic Auébpac ixelvng %
titc ®pac: inasmuch as éxefvnc relates to the day
only, and not to the hour, as in English : this is
proved by the article before hour, rii¢c &pac, after
which adriic is understood. “ But of that day or
“of the hour” [in it], or more literally, though too
familiarly, “ but of that there day or of the
hour,” &c. Yet, since “hour” is evidently a
portion of “that day,” and not distinct from it
in point of time, it is clear that «xaf, *and,”
which restricts the event to that one moment, is



ON 8. MARK, CH. XIIL V. 34, 147

a more logical reading than #, “or.” No wonder,
then, if all the Old versions read ““and,” and thus
agree with A. V.,

“No man,” A.V., “render jor perspicuity
nene,” Dr. A.

Dr. Alford must surely mean “no one;” for
“none” would not be so perspicuous as “mno
man.” But “no one” is best; though it matters
very little.

‘¢ Neither the Son,” A.V., “read nor even,”
Dr. A.

“ Nor yet,” would be befter.

Ver. 33.

“ Watch and pray,” A.V. Dr. Alford en-
closes [and pray] within brackets, saying that
“ 4t is omitted in several ancient authorities.”

But it is found in Codd. Alexandr. and Ephr.
though not in Cod. Vatic. It is also in all the
Old versions and many MSS., as well as in 8.
Matt. xxvi. 41. With such authorities for it,
what is the use of unsettling the mind of the
English reader, who may doubt on reading this
whether he need pray at all, so that he watches;
as if he could do the one without the other ?

Ver. 34.

“ As a man taking a far journey,” A.V., “the
original has only going from home,” Dr. A.
“ Going from home,” or “ gone from home,”
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would be ameivai—anip drwy i dwpdrwy—or ix
d6uwv ;* whereas awddnuoc, which is not of fre-
quent occurrence, ixdnuoc being preferable,® de-
rives its meaning from awodfuev, which means
to go not “from home,” +.e. the “house,” but
from the people or country into foreign parts; the
difference between amreyu, ¢ to be absent,” and awo-
Snptw, ‘to go away,’ being beautifully drawn in
dweyu & o¢ ofxe Thuepov — xal yap — wpéwes ué-
Aovra ixeioe amodnueiy — diaokomelv wept Tic axo-
Snulac *— where it is said of a long journey —
death, and what was to follow. '

ot yiic amedpec ;

‘To what part of the world didst thou goP’
said Hercules to his wife, who answers, éweSa-
revov KhewoOfve, ¢ I sailed with Cleisthenes;’ «a-
vavpaxnoac; ‘And thou didst fight at seaP’?
For amodnuéw is * proficiscor,” and awodnufa is,
according to Phavorinus, §rav ri¢ & rij¢c warpldoc
eic aA\odamiv amépyerar— ¢ when one goes away
from his own native land into another country ;’¢
¢mt arparelav amodnuioa, on foreign service;? eic
X@pav paxpav—*into a far country.’®

>Anwddnuoc here answers to amodnuwv, in S.
Matt. xxv. 14; the same parable as in 8. Luke,
xix. 12, where awodnuév is explained by éwopetifn

! Eurip. Or. 562. * Med. 1147.
3 Thom. Mag. 8. v. ¢ Pheedo, p. 148, 146, ed. Lond.
§ Aristoph. Ran. 48, sq. ¢ Schleusn. 8. v.

? Alian, Var. H. xxvii. about Plato. ¢ 8. Luke, xv. 13.
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¢ic xdpav pakpdv, ‘he went into a far country.’
So did Antoninus, when amodnuiicar riic ‘Pdunc
#0E\naev, o¢ O Srowhowy Td v Toic arparomédoc,
xal Ta ¥vn imoduevoc, amdpac Ot riic 'Iraklac,
éwl 78 raic dxOac Tob “loTpov yevduevoc, k. 7. A,
‘he planned to depart from Rome, in order both
to set in order his various camps and to see the
world ; having left Italy, therefore, and landing
on the banks of the Danube,’” &c. Or, as he
would do of whom spake Socrates,— éwére awo-
Snpofne—oémdre E\Oore cic Ty ixelvov—omdére ENbor
*AB#vale,? or he to whom Plato alludes, who was
to amodfuéwy kal améseafar ovxvov xpdvov3— b¢
amedfunae xpbvove ikavoic,* ¢ who went into a far
country for a long time.” Ei & ad olov awodnui-
oal terwv 6 Bavaroc 2w0Hde eic dAhov Témov —
agudpevoc eic Aldov—dpa paddy av &y H arodn-
pfa. ¢ If, however, death is like departing hence
to another place—when I reach Hades, and, being
rid of unrighteous judges here—1I there meet
Minos and Rhadamanthus: will that be so bad a
journey, after all?P’®

So then avfpwwoc awédnpoc is something
more than a man merely “going from home;”
oikfrwp ptv by dv Zxbpy, dv 8 T¢ wapdvri i’ irfpg
amrodnuiv dumopie® Nay, the very passage (8.
Matt. xxv. 41) referred to by the Dean, in con-

' Herodian, lib. iv. p. 95, ed. St,

2 Memor. Socr. lib, ii. c. iii. 12, 8q.

3 Politic. p. 555, &e. 4 S. Luke, xx. 9
% Apol. Soer. p. 363. ¢ Dem. wpés xaar. p. 1345,
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firmation of his rendering, proves the contrary;
sinoe it is rendered by 8. Luke, xix. 12, “a man
who went into a far country.”

The Syriac and Ethiopic read, “ who went on
a journey,” and the Coptic and Armenian, “ who
went into foreign parts.” The Authorised ver-
sion, therefore, is right.

CHAPTER XIV.
Ver. 1.

“ After two days was the feast of the passover,
and of unleavened bread,” A.V., *render the
passover, and the [ feast of ] unleavened bread.”
Dr. A.

This pmposed alteration is unnecessary, and
the A. V. is quite right.

It is, indeed, true that in Numb xvi. 17, the
Passover is mentioned first, on the 14th, and then
the feast of unleavened bread, on the 15th day of
the first month. But it is equally certain that
the term “ Passover” is applied to the whole
feast, in Scripture—whether or not, as 8. Clement
Al. says, it was to be reckoned from the 10th
day, when the lamb was chosen, to the 21st, and
thus occupied the best part of two weeks, ac-
cording to Philo. Thus the Passover itself is
called “the feast’ of the Passover, nobn an, in
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Exod. xxxiv. 25; % fopri} Tov albpwv, 1 Aeyouévn
wiacxa, ¢ the feast of unleavened bread [which]
is called the Passover,” S. Luke, xxii. 1; and
the two were called % éopr#), ‘the feast,” o
waoxa 1 éopri T@v "lovdalwy, the Passover, the
feast (not ‘a feast,” A.V.) of the Jews,” S. John,
vi. 4.

Likewise does Philo speak of foprij—ra ia-
Barfipa, v oi ‘Efpaiot wéoxa kxéAovew —*the
feast, “ the passing through ” which the Hebrews
call the Passover, vrouvnrikny Tic peylorne amwor-
«lag doriv % goprn), kal xapiorhipog; ¢ that feast was
instituted as a commemoration of the great ex-
odus, and is to be kept with thanksgiving.” Svv-
adree 82 roic dwafBarnplowe foprii'—alvpa; ‘but to -
the Passover is attached (or, immediately follows
the P.) a feast—the unleavened bread,” &c.
Here, therefore, both the Passover and the un-
leavened bread are alluded to, each as “a fi
Hence, the custom among the Fathers of calling
the Passover, 9 éopri 7ob wdoxa To¥ wporépov
‘rumikod, vov & aAnluwob,? ¢ the Feast of the Pass-
over, of the first that was typical and of the
present one, which is the true.’” So that, as the
Passover was “ the Feast” of the Jews, is it also
1 Basthiooa rov nuépwv, ¢ the queen of days,” for
Christians, says S. Gregory of Nazianzus.3

‘When, therefore, the A.V. says, “After two
days was the feast of the passover and of un-

! De Sept. Festis, p. 1189, sq.
2 8. Cyril. Hier. Cat. xiv, 3 Orat. xlii.
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leavened bread, it speaks correctly, both as te
fact, and also according to the usual idiom of
those days.

Ver. 2.

“ Not on the feast day,” A.V.; ¢ render during
the feast,” Dr. A.
A better rendering.

Ver. 3.

“And being in Bethany,” A.V.; “render
when he was,” Dr. A. .

Here also is A.V. best. “Owroc, being,’
expresses a length of time during which the
circumstances told took place; whereas “ when”
only points to the time or instant—e. g. “ when
the gun went off”—without implying any dura-
tion whatever. If any alteration were necessary,
it should be “ while he was.” Yet, “ being” is
literal, perfectly correct, and readily understood.

Yer. 5.

“ For it might have been sold,” A.V.; * read
for this ointment might,” &ec., Dr. A.

The principal MSS. and all the Old versions,
except the Arabic, Pol., and Fayy., the Peschito
and the Coptic read rovro 76 ubpov, “ this [here]
ointment ; ro ufpov, however, is omitted, in those
four versions, as well as in some MSS., and in the
Received text. Here the Dean introduces it into
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the text, partly because it is found in S. Matt.
xxvi. 9, while, as we have seen, he removes from
the text of S. Matthew the very words that occur
in parallel passages of 8. Luke. One is, indeed,
sadly put out by all this shifting, the merit of
which it is impossible to see.

Surely these two places are not parallel. In
8. Matthew, “ointment ” is only mentioned twice
at v. 7; and in the 8th verse, we only have,—
“To what purpose is this waste?” (v. 9), “ For
this ointment might have been sold,” &c. So
that 76 ufpov may well come after rovro, in 8.
Matthew. Here, in S. Mark, however, ‘ oint-
ment” would occur three times, at v. 8, 4, 5, if
Dr. Alford’s emendation were adopted. Surely
one’s ear has claims on the consideration of text-
constructors ; and—* Why was this waste of the
ointment made? For it might have been sold,”
reads assuredly better than “ Why was this waste
of the ointment made ? For this ointment might
have been sold,” &c. ; while the meaning of both
readings is precisely the same. Here, then, also,
is the A. V. best. :

“ Three hundred pence,” A.V.; “read three
hundred denarii,” Dr. A.

Alterations like this seem intended only to
make one doubt the wisdom of the reviser. For,
what do the people, for whom the common
version is made, know of ‘“denarii” or ‘dena-
rius,” either, albeit they have it in the “d.” of
“£.8d.P” Whereas they know all about a
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penny, which, in the 17th century, answered well
enough to the value of the ‘denarius” in the
days of Tiberius, 7§d., to stand as an equivalent
in the English translation. A labourer’s wages
was then a penny a-day, as was a denarius in the
days of our Saviour.! The Saxon penig, which
was derived from the Roman denarius, was, it is
true, worth only threepence of the present cur-
rency; but the Roman denarius greatly dimi-
nished in value towards the end of the Empire,
and after that. So that anyhow, since * penny,”
which originally meant caftle and money, was the
Saxon equivalent for the Roman ¢ denarius,” it
clearly is the best rendering for it, in a version
intended for the people; irrespectively of the
actual value of the penny at that time or at
present.
Ver. 8.

“She is come beforehand to anoint,” A.V.;
“render she hath by anticipation anointed,” Dr.
A
.~ Very little need be said about this. The
A.V. is plain, Saxon, and true. Dr. Alford’s
“ anticipation” looks very strange side by side
with “hath” and other English words. IIpo-
é\afe pvploar, moreover, could not be rendered
better than ¢ anointed beforehand;” but how
could the woman do so without *coming > for

that purpose?

! Ackerm. Numism, IIl. p. 8; Bibl, Numism. von C. Cave-
doni. &b. von War].hof, p. 105, sq. .
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Ver. 10.

“ One of the twelve,” A.V.; ¢ /literally, the
one, or that one of the twelve,” Dr. A.

This alteration rests on the insertion of the
article before el¢c in the Vatican MS. ‘O ¢l¢ does
not, I believe, occur, said thus absolutely; but
always when mention is made “ of two or more”
of “the one and the other,” &c. 6 elg...6 elg;
6 elg... 6 8 Erepoc, or @\oc ; of 8lo, 6 €lg . .. kal
6 #repoc.  No instance of 6 elc, as the Dean puts
it, is found in the New Testament, neither does
the Vatican MS. insert the article before el¢ in
any of the following parallel passages, 8. Matt.
xxvi. 14, 47; 8. Luke, xxii. 47; where el¢ raov
Suw8exa is said of Judas Iscariot.

This one instance, then, looks more like an
error of the Vatican copyist than like a true
reading ; for it is not, I believe, good Greek.
The expression, kai éE7j\Oev 6 elg an’ duov, Gen.
xliv. 28, at first seems to bear out Dr. Alford’s
reading, 6 elc; but it depends on &bo ¥rexe pot
"9 yuvi: & o EjA0sv—“one of the two.” So
also dudexa adedpol topsv— 6 elg o vwdpxer 6 O
pukpdc perd Tov w., ch. xlii. 32; which is like,
Abw — foav, 6 e — 6 Ot Erepoc, 8. Luke, vii. 41 ;
but 6o viof — elc i O. xal ele i€ edwr' S. Matt.
XxX. 21; S. Mark, x. 837. Oi wévre Basi)eic ’e'wecav,
kai 6 el Eoriv, 6 aAlo¢ ovmw ﬁ)\Oe, &e., Rev. xvii.
10. The A.YV., therefore, requires no alteration
in this place.
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Ver. 14.

“ Where is the guest chamber P’ A.V.; read
my guest chamber,” Dr. A.

This also rests on uow inserted after xaradvua
in the Vatican and other MSS.: though neither
in the Alexandrine MS. nor in any of the Old
versions, except, indeed, in the ¢ Sahidic,” says
Dr. Alford. This verse, however, is neither in
- the Sahidic N. T. of Woide, nor in “ Miinter’s De
indole Sah. Vers.;” nor yet in Mingarelli’s ¢ Codd.
Bibl. Nanians.” Perhaps Dr. Alford consulted
some Sahidic MSS.; if so, it would be well to
have stated the fact. Likewise, does he quote
the Armenian edition of Bp. Uskan ; but, though
beautifully printed, it is, nevertheless, not to be
trusted ; as it was altered from the Vulgate.
The best critical edition of the Armenian Bible is
that of Venice, 1805, 4to.

Dr. Alford adopts pov here on the authority
of the Vatican, Ephraem and other MSS, and of
the Sahidic version, which he does not specify;
while, at S. Luke, xxii. 11, where Cod. Ephr.
and the Sahidic of Woide read 76 karéAvud pov,
he does not adopt uov. Why then, here, and not
there ? Somehow this arbitrary handling of the
Sacred text does not gain one’s confidence.
Surely, if 70 kard\vud pov, ‘my guestchamber or
my lodging,’ is so right here as not to require a
change in the text, and in the A.V., common
minds cannot see why, on nearly the same au-

.
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thority, it would not be quite as desirable in S.
Luke, xxii. 11.

Ver. 15.

“ There make ready for us,” A.V.; “and
there make ready,” &c., Dr. A. .

Dr. Alford inserts at before 2kei, on the au-
thority of the Vatican MS. and of the Coptic,
Gothic, and Ethiopic versions. On the other
hand, the Alexandrine MS., the Armenian, Pes-
chito, Georgian, Slavonic, and Arabic versions do
not read «ai, but agree with the A. V., that reads
much the best. For “and” before ¢ there make
ready,” does not suit the cadence of the verse.
Dr. Alford, however, overlooked the Syriac Pes-
"chito, when he said that it inserts xaf; for it
omits it.

Ver. 18.

. “One of you which eateth with me, shall
betray me,” A.V.; “render one of you shall
betray me, he that eateth with me,” Dr. A.

It is not easy to discover the merit of this
correction; inasmuch as both renderings mean
the same thing; the A. V. being the clearer of
the two. “ One of you, he that eateth with me,
shall betray me,” might, perhaps, be more literal ;
yet is no alteration required. ‘O 200fwv must be
taken in a future sense; unless we think that
v. 19 took place while Judas, 6 ¢uBamwrduevoc, was
dipping in the dish with the Sayviour.
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Ver. 22.

¢ Take, eat,” A.V.; “ omit eat, as in all the
most ancient authorities, and read, Take [this],”
Dr. A.

The mass of evidence is decidedly in favour of
Dr. Alford’s correction. Not only do most MSS.
and all the Old versions omit * eat,” but even
Wiycliffe has only “Take ye;’” while Tyndale
gives: “ Take, eat.”” This reading yet increases
the difficulty of the question connected with the
words of institution or consecration of the Eu-
charist, which are differently given in the four
places where they are mentioned; and that go
to prove, says Bp. Jeremy Taylor, that Christ
left us nothing definite on the subject. This, too,
shows how wholly the matter lies between Him
and the communicant; since four priests, admi-
nistering the Holy Communion, according to
Scripture, would do it in four different ways.

Ver. 24.

« Of the new Testament,” A.V.; “omit new;
better render tn consequence, covenant instead of
testament,” Dr. A.

Here the same authorities do not favour the
Dean. The Alexandr. MS. and others, together
with the Sahidic, Peschito, Ethiopic, Armenian,
Arabic, &c., except the Coptic, read “ of the new
covenant or testament,” the word being the same,
as in 8. Luke, xxii. 20; S. Matt. xxvi. 28; and in
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1 Cor. xi. 25. Why then strive to prove the
reading false in this place?

Ver. 27.

“ Because of me this night,” A.V.; “omit,”
Dr. A.

The Vatican MS. and many others omit this
clause, “ as taken from S. Matthew ” (?) says the
Dean. The Alexandr. MS. and others, however,
together with all the Old versions, the Coptic of
Wilkins (though not that of Schwartze) included,
have it. Likewise Wycliffe reads, “ All ye shal
be hurtt thorowe me thys nyght.” The A.V.,
therefore, requires no alteration.

“ Scattered,” A.V.; “scattered abroad,” Dr.
A.

Better, perhaps, as it is the same word as in
8. Matt. xxxi. 31.

Ver. 31.

«“If I should die,” A.V.; render must,” Dr.

A.
We should say not. “ Should,” not only in
its original meaning, but in its present usual ac-
ceptation, renders the subjunctive of 8¢y, which
“must” does not; because it is not in English,
oconjugated, as in Icelandic and other Scandi-
navian dialects, and is, therefore, of no particular
tense. Thus, “if I must die,” said thus abso-
lutely, and without some adverb of time, means
“if I must die now.” Whereas, “if I should
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die,” “if it behoue me to dye to gidere with
thee,” Wycliffe; “If I shulde dey with the,”
Tyndale —leaves the question as it is in Greek,
uncertain, conditional, and fature.

Ver. 38.
“The spirit truly is ready,” A.V.; “is will-
ing,” Dr. A.
Better, perhaps, since the word is the same
as in 8. Matt. xxvi. 41.

Ver. 45.

“ Master, Master,” A.V.;  render Rabbi,
Rabbi,” Dr. A.

The change does not seem desirable. ‘ Rabbi,
Rabbi,” means nothing for the common people;
whereas  Master, Master,” which they all under-
stand, and which renders the Hebrew Rabbi,
“ My Master, or Superior,” conveys to them the
meaning of the words spoken by Judas to the
Saviour.

Ver. 47.

«“ A sword,” A.V.; “render his sword,” Dr.
A.

Right, and so reads the A. Saxon, “ his swurde
ébreed.”

“ A gervant,” A.V.; “ render the servant,”
Dr. A.

Also best, for rov dovAov.
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Ver. 48.

“Are ye. come out?” &c., A.V.; “Ye are
come out,” Dr. A.

The punctuation in the Greek text is, of
course, of little authority. Of all the Old ver-
sions, the Ethiopic and Slavonic alone read it as
an interrogation, that seems also to read best in
English.

“ Against a thief,” A.V.; “render a robber,”
Dr. A.

A much better rendering. “ Thief,” A. Sax.,
theof, is xAéwrne, and robber, A. S., reafere, is
Ayorfic; both agreeing in their respective ety-
mology ; reafere, from reaf, spoil, as Aporiic also
from Anic and Anilouar. See S. John, x. 1, 8.

Ver. 49.

“ But the Scriptures must be fulfilled,” A.V.;
“ render but that the Scriptures may be fulfilled,”
Dr. A.

This rendering is more literal, but not so
correct in this place as that of A. V. The Dean’s
correction requires “but so it is,”’ or it is so,”
&c., as complement, to make sense; whereas
AV. 1mp11es this, and conveys nearly the same
meaning.

Ver. 51.
“ And the young men,” A. V.; “read they,”

Dr. A.
M
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Dr. Alford tells us that the Received text in-
troduces veavioxot, from veavioxoc in the former
part of the verse, or from v. xparovew avrdv.
This, however, is hardly probable. The reading
is found in the Alexandr. MS. and several others,
in the Gothic, Ethiopic, Armenian, Sclavonic, and
Sahidic versions; the Coptic, Arabic, and A. Saxon,
however, omit it ; while the Sahidic reads “the
officers ”” for oi veavioxo.. This is a familiar ex-
pression in some Eastern languages, for ‘sol-
diers.” The reading, therefore, is not without
authority, and may be kept.

“Followed him,” A.V.; “read with him,”
Dr. A.

Dr. Alford adopts ovvnkoloife for fixoXot e,
on the authority of the Vatican, and one or two
more MSS.; but how could that young man
follow Christ with Him? The o?v, ¢ with,’ refers,
in such a case, not to the person one follows, but
to some other person with whom one follows a
third. The only two instances in which ovva-
kodovleiv occurs in the New Testament prove the
case. In S. Mark, v. 37, He suffered- no one
avvakodovlijoar, ‘to follow Him together,’” save
Peter, James, and John; and S. Luke, xxiii. 49,
the women, ai ocvvaxodov@icacar adrey, ¢ who toge-
ther followed Him from Galilee.’

Here, however, that young man followed alone,
and, therefore, could not follow “with” Him. If
ovvnkolotfz must be adopted, then render * fol-
lowed Him with the rest of the band,” &c. Alto-
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gether, then, the Received reading #kolotfe is
best.

Ver. 53.

““ Were assembled with him,” A.V.; “render
come together to him,” Dr. A.

The rules of grammar that guide the Dean in
his renderings are not always clear. Here he ren-
ders ovvépyovrat avry as if it were ¥pyovrar, they
come, obv, ‘ together,” avrg, ‘to Him;’ but, besides
that this very peculiar rendering would stand
alone in the New Testament, we may doubt whe-
ther #pxeolal T, ‘to come to some one,” be good
Greek.

*Epxeofa: often is in the tragics construed with
the dative, for to come “as a dream,” to happen,
Zpxeral ot mukpdv Béapa,' ob aot 748 HXOe kaxd,?
and in prose we find Zpxzsfar Adyy,®  to come to
the point;’ but when said of one person coming
to another, Zpyopa: is mostly construed with some
preposition like mpdc, c. ace. or iwi, c. dat. &c.
Svvépxoual T, therefore, always is “to come
with some one else,” even with the pronoun un-
derstood, as ovvépyopat i¢ BovAny, ‘I come to the
council with [the others].’” Thus Hérpoc ovviA-
Oev adroic,® ¢ Peter came with them; ovviA@ov
avrg,® ‘they had come with him; the women
cvvednlvbviar adre,’  who had come with him;’

! Eurip. Op. 940. 2 Hippol. 838.
3 Plato, x. Rep. p. 183. 4 Acts, ix. 39.
s Id. x. 28, 45. ¢ S. Luke, xxiii, 55.
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and so in every other instance. But in order to
make the reading better Greek, as well as clearer,
when ouvépyopar adre is not intended to mean
“to come together with him,” but “ to come toge-
ther to him,” then is ovvépyeaflar construed with
mwpdc avrov ; a8 in several MSS. in this place and
in 8. Mark, vi. 33. Here, therefore, cvvépyovrat
airg must be rendered ““they came together with
him,” unless we ‘prefer the reading ovvépy. #pdc
avrdv. The A. V. might, perhaps, be sltered to
“and with him assembled ;”’ as the histor. present
may well be rendered in English by the preterit.

Ver. 54.

“ Even into the palace,” A.V.; “render even
within into,” Dr. A.

Hardly. “Ewc #ow &c mijv adAijv means “as
far as the interior, into the hall of the high-
priest.” It is not, therefore, *“ even within into,”
that reads somewhat rugged, but “followed him
within, even into.” This rendering is not literal ;
yet, inasmuch as fwc, ‘as far as,” refers to the
innermost part of the building into which Peter
went, “ even’’ must in English refer to the hall
of the high-priest, and not to “within;”’ since that
hall was farther in than * within.”

“And sat,” A.V.; “and was sitting,” Dr. A.

Right.

“ And warmed himself,”” A.V.; “and was
warming himself,” Dr. A. Also right.
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Ver. 62.

“In the clouds-of heaven,” A.V.; *render
with the clouds of heaven,” Dr. A.

“In” must in this place be taken to mean
““on,” as it often does now, and did yet oftener in
A’ Saxon; e.g. “militant here in earth.” Taken
in this sense it is preferable to “ with,” as render-
ing for perd, which, if rendered “with,” followed
by the definite article “ with the clouds,” must
mean “ in company with them.” This, however,
is not the intention of the passage, which simply
says that the Son of Man will come, borne on the
clouds of heaven. If, therefore, neither ¢ in”’ nor
“or” will do, and “ with” is adopted, then rav
vepeAdwv must be rendered ¢ clouds,” without the
article, “and coming with clouds;” because,
when thus construed, “clouds’ accompany Him,
and not He them.

Ver. 68.

“I know not, neither understand ‘I,” A.V.;
“render 1 neither know Him, nor understan »
Dr. A.

This alteration rests on Dr. Alford’s reading
oVre olda obre ixlorauar, for the Received Text,
ovk olda 0bdt iwlorapuar. Both readings are well
supported ; the Received Text by the Alexandr.
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MS. and others; and Dr. Alford’s rendering by
the Vatican MS. and one or two more. Other
MSS. vary the negations.

The only question of interest is, what does
olda refer to: to Christ, or to * what thou sayest?”
Now it is self-evident that two connected nega-
tions, “ neither — nor,” naturally refer to the
same person or thing, unless otherwise expressed,
e.g. “ I neither know nor love him;” “I neither
know nor understand what thou sayest,” &c.
Whereas two different negations not necessarily
dependent on each other, like ‘not” — ¢ nor,”
may apply, the one to one person or thing, the
other to another. Oix olda 0bd: ixforauar means,
therefore, “I know (perceive) not, nor yet under-
stand what thou sayest;” or else, but not so
naturally, “I know him not, nor yet understand
what thou sayest.”” So that Dr. Alford, by adopt-
ing oVre—obre, limits it to r{ od Aéyec ; whereas
ok — ovdé may possibly refer, the one to * what
thou sayest,”” and the other to Christ.

The Peschito reads, “I know not what thou
sayest;” the Coptic, oddt—oddt said of r{ av
Aéyec 3 so also the Gothic, Armenian, and Ethio-
pic, while the Sahidic says in so many words, Dje
ude andisoun ammoph an, ude andighn eredjo ammos
an dje u, ‘that I neither know him, nor find out
that which thou sayest, what it is.’
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Ver. 69.

“And a maid,” A.V.; “and the maid,” Dr. A.
Of course ; since it was the same maid who had
spoken to him before; # #aidlokn, like 7 wapBévoc,
S. Matt. i. 23, is definite.’

“Saw him again,” A. V.; “omit again,”
Dr. A.

Dr. Alford rejects wdAw as an interpolation;
but it seems to come naturally after % wa:dloxy,
‘the maid,” showing that she was the one who
had said so before, and now said it again. The
Received reading and A. V. are both supported
by the Peschito, Armenian, Slavonic, Georgian,
and Ethiopic versions, as well as by the Alexandr.
MS. and others. The Gothic version connects
wdAwv with fjp€aro, which seems to be its proper
place ; but the Coptic and Sahidic versions omit
it; and the Arabic and A. Saxon versions read,
“and another maid saw him,” &ec.

Ver. 70.

“ For thou art a Galilean,” A. V. ; “render for
thou art also a Galilean,” Dr. A.

Better; inasmuch as in «ai ydp, ydp cannot be
left out. We might, however, doubt whether
“ for thou also art a Gtalilean,” is not better. But
if it were 8o, perhaps should we then have «ai ydp
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TaA\aiog €l o0, as in the Coptic,.antok u GQalileos

pe.
“ And thy speech agreeth thereto,” A.V.;
“ omit,” Dr. A.
This clause, however, is supported by the
Alexandrine and other MSS., and by the Old
versions, except the Coptic and Sahidic.

S. LUKE.
CHAPTER XIX.

“ And Jesus entered,” A.V.; “render and he
entered,” Dr. A.

As Jesus is in italics in A. V. no one can mis-
take it for an incorrect rendering. But being at
the beginning of a chapter, seldom read in con-
nexion with the preceding one, especially in
church, Jesus is well put there to introduce the
narrative. If the two chapters were read together,
and here .éloeA@Jv were only rendered “he en-
tered,” it would refer to Bartimsus, the last
subject named. And if this chapter were read
singly, no one would know who entered Jericho,
unless Jesus were said to be here alluded to.
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Ver. 3.

“For the press,” A.V.; “render multitude,”
Dr. A.

The A.V. is not amiss, but, on the contrary,
it is well rendered here ; and in the parallel pass-
ages, S. Mark, v. 27, 30; 8. Luke, viii. 19.

*OxAoc implies two principal ideas: (1) & mul-
titude of people, and (2) the thronging and jos-
tling or pressing of the same ; hence dxAeiocOar awd
wv. does not mean to have a multitude of unclean
spirits within one, but to be knocked about and
tormented by them, S. Luke, vi. 18; Acts, v. 16.
Thus 3xAoc has a very different meaning in S.
Matt. ix. 25, where it is put for the people that
were in one small room ; and in ch. xiv. 5, where
it is said of the multitude of which Herod was
afraid, &c. Such a crowd thronged Christ, 8.
Mark, iii. 9; v. 81, &c., as on the present occa-
sion, when it evidently was not the thousands or
the hundreds of people that would hinder Zac-
cheus from seeing Jesus; but, being little of
stature, he might have been prevented from so
doing by only twenty people around the Saviour.
It was very much the same thing in the case of
the woman who came through the press to touch
the hem of His garment. Here, then, “the
press”’ conveys the idea implied in xAog, 8oric
t0A3. 7ov K. ¢ the multitude that pressed the Sa-
viour,” 8. Mark, iii. 9.
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Ver. 13.

«“ His ten servants,” A.V.; “render his own
ten servants,” Dr. A.

‘Eavrov i8 in the Greek here; and idfovc in S. *
Matt. xxv. 14, and there rendered ¢ his own ser-
vants;”’ so that it should be so rendered here
also, if no number were given, as in S. Matthew.
But seeing the i8i0t dobAot mentioned there are
here limited to “ten,” that tell how many were
tavrod, “ his own ”’; “own”’ is not necessary in
English, because whereas “his” can only apply
to the man himself, and “ ten ”’ says how many
were his servants, the Greek construction here
would hardly suffer another pronoun than éavrov;
as avrov might refer to some one else, than to the
master himself. ¢ His ten servants,” therefore,
may remain; “own” being implied in * ten,”
inasmuch as there were in the household many
gervants not “ his own,” but belonging to other
‘members of the family, or to the family in gene-
ral. “His own” servants, however, were ¢ ten”’ in
number.

“Ten pounds,” A. V.; “Uterally, mins,”
Dr. A.

Exactly ; but the common people would no
more understand “min®’ for pounds, than
“ denarii ” for pence. The object is not to give
the exact amount in avoirdupois of the sum given,
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for even a ‘“mina” would be somewhat difficult
to calculate ; but the object is to give the Eng-
lish people a correct idea of our Saviour’s mean-
ing, in words they can understand. And they
all understand pounds, shillings, and pence.
“Mine” and “denarii” are suitable for notes
or commentaries, But not for the text itself.

Ver. 15.

“ How much every man had gained by
trading,” A.V.; “read and render what business
they had carried on,” Dr. A.

A.V.is by far the better rendering of the two.
Acampayparebopar occurs but seldom; once here
and twice in the Phado of Plato, where d:a-
wpaypareboaclar Tov Adyov,! means to treat a
subject ; “pertractare queestionem ;”’ or dwamp. Tijv
airfav,? to discuss and examine a cause in all its
bearings ; and when said of money, “to turn over
money, to make money by trading with it.” This
is the meaning of it here, and not “ what business
they had carried on,” for the lord did not care to
know that, so much as to know what interest he
would receive together with his money.

Besides, the Dean, in his eagerness to find
fault with the Received Text, even when, as in
this place, it is borne out by the Alexandrine MS.
and others of note, and by most of the Old ver-
sions, not only rejects i, but also reads dampay-

! P, 227, ed. Lond. ? Ibid. p. 810.
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pareboavro—ri diawpaypareboavro, thus wantonly
spoiling the elegant and pointed construction of
the original tva yvg ric i diawpaypareboaro, ¢ ut
sciret quis et quid lucratus fuerit; ‘that he
might know who among them and how much
every one had gained by trading.” The rendering
of the A.V. is, therefore, better than the Dean’s,
as the Received Text is also better Greek than his
own, and, probably, nearer being *the Word of
God” he is trying to “ discover.”

The Gothic reads wha wharaisuh gavaurhieds,
“ what every one had wrought out, or made.”
The Syriac, “ what every one of them had traf-
ficked.” The Armenian, “who, what he -had
gained,” ric rf Samwp. The Coptic, Arabic, and
Slavonic versions, however, read with the Dean;
while the Georgian has ‘“how much the money
had increased.” The Dean’s reading is also that
of the Vatican MS., while that of the Received
-Text is the Alexandrine MS., which 1is, at least, as
good as the Vatican copy.

Ver. 18.

“ Hath gained,” A.V.; “render hath made,”
Dr. A.

Hardly idiomatic, though here we have ¢zofnos,
while at v. 16, there is #posepydsaro.

Ver. 20.

“ And another came,” A.V.; “read the
other,” Dr. A.
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Here, again, the Dean reads 6 #repoc, ¢the
other,” with the Vatican MS., and others that
follow it ; while the Received Text very properly
omits the article with the Alexandrine and other
MSS. also. For 6 &repoc can only mean ¢ the
other” than the two already mentioned ; so that
“the other” must be “the third;”’ but there
were ten servants, every one of whom received a
pound. “The other” cannot, therefore, mean the
tenth, or the one, whoever he be, who hid his
. lord’s money, since there were seven other ser-
vants not mentioned ; it must be * another,” one
of the eight remaining after the first two
already spoken of.

In a case like this, the versions that use no
article can be no authority, as regards the use
of it in this place, e.g. the Vulgate renders
6 Oebrepoc, v. 18, and either & #repoc or frepoc
here by “alter;” the Armenian, Slavonic, A.
Saxon, and the Syriac read *another;” the Ara-
bic, probably revised on the Coptic, which has
¢ the other one,” reads ‘ the other;”’ the Gothic
has “some one;” while the Ethiopic, Wycliffe,
and Tyndale, read “the third.”

Ver. 26.
“Taken away from him,” A.V.; “from him
18 omitted in many ancient authorities,” Dr. A.
So it may be; but those ancient authorities
are assuredly not free from error. For an’ adrobv
is clearly needed here; and neither the sense nor
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the sentence are complete without it. Accordingly,
it is found in the Alexandrine and other good
MSS., and the Syriac, Armenian, Ethiopic, Go-
thic, Arabic, Coptic, &c. versions also have it.
Nevertheless, in spite of such authorities, Dr.
Alford thinks best to reject aw’ airov from his
text, because the Vatican MS. does not adopt the
reading. It is, indeed, difficult to see the merit
or the object of such criticism.

Ver. 34.

“The Lord hath need,” A.V.; ¢ literally that
the Lord,” Dr. A.

Dr. Alford adopts re before 6 Kipiog, to tally
with v. 31; and also because it has most autho-
rities in its favour. The addition is of no great
importance; yet are v. 31 and 34 not parallel
At v. 31 the Lord said, “If any man ask you,
‘Why loose ye the colt ? thus shall ye say unto him
[we do so] because the Lord hath need of him.”
Here, however, the disciples spake as of their own
accord; 87« here being no part of the order re-
ceived from their Master; as in many like
instances.

Ver. 40.

“ If these should hold their peace,” A.V.;
“ render shall hold their peace,” Dr. A.

’Eav, with the subjunctive suwmfiowow, ren-
dered “if they shall hold their peace,” as if it
were the indicative with «{? Well might the
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stones cry out. The pret. indic. is, of course,
right in the apodosis, therefore have we xekpd-
Eovrar; but, as the protasis must be rendered, «if
these should hold their peace,” so must the
apodosis in English be also in the subjunctive ;
as the same rules of syntax do not hold good in
both languages. The A. V., therefore, is right.

Ver. 45.

~““That sold therein,” A.V.; * therein s
omitted by many ancient authorities,” Dr. A.

By the Vatican MS. and two more, and by
the, Coptic and Armenian versions; but it is
sanctioned by the Alex. MS. and several others;
by the Syriac, Gothic, Ethiopic, Arabic, and Sla-
vonic versions. The A.V. may, therefore, retain
it.

“ And them that bought,” A.V.; “ omit, with
many ancient authorities, and the express testimony
of Origen,” Dr. A.

This clause, however, is found in the Alex.
and Ephr. MSS,, with several others, as well as in
S. Matt. xxi. 12; in the Gothic, Syriac, Ethiopic,
Armenian, and Arabic versions; so that the au-
thorities are more than evenly balanced in favour
of A V.

Ver. 46.

“ My house is,” A.V.; “read and my house
shall be,” Dr. A. .
This is the reading introduced by Dr. Alford
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from the Vatican MS. The Received Text, how-
ever, follows the Alexandrine and Ephraem MSS.,
with others also, and several of the Old versions,
viz., the Coptic, Gothic, Syriac, Arabic, and Sla-
vonic; while the Armenian reads Zorat, and the
Ethiopic, * shall be called.”

S. JOHN.

CHAPTER XV.

Ver. 2.

“ He purgeth it,” A.V.; “render cleanseth,”
Dr. A.

Dr. Alford’s rendering is no better than A.V.,
for “to cleanse” a tree, is not a very common
idiom. If any alteration were made, it should be
“he pruneth it.” But A. V., as it stands, is
perfectly well understood.

“ That it may bring forth,” A.V.; *render, as
above, bear,” Dr. A.

Rightly, for there is no reason why the same
word should not be rendered alike in the same
verse.

~
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Ver. 3.

“ Now ye are clean through,” A.V.; “render
ye are clean already by reason of,” Dr. A.

Dr. Alford probably means, “ Ye are already
clean,” &c., as the adverb qualifies the verb, and
not “by reason of.” But no change is necessary ;
and I need not bring forward examples to show
that #8n, though it mean (1) “already,” with
respect to the time past, also (2) means ““now,”
with respect to the time to come; and (3)
sometimes ‘“now,” conj. with regard neither to
the past nor to the future; exactly in the way in
which “now ” is used as conjunction in English.!
And such a conjunction is needed in this place,
which begins, as it were, 8 new paragraph of
application or address to the disciples. So that
A.V. is right.

Ver. 5.

“ For without me,” A.V.; “for apart from
me,” Dr. A.

A very much better alteration by the late
Prof. Scholefield is * severed from me;” * for,
severed from me, ye can do nothing;” which is
the real meaning of this passage. When the
A.V. was made, however, “ without’’ was often
used for “outside,” its true meaning; and even
now its usual acceptation renders this place suf-
ficiently well.

! See above, p. 145.
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Ver. 6.

“ And men gather them,” A.V.; “ render and
they,” Dr. A.

A.V. is best, inasmuch /as, grammatically,
“ they "’ refers to * branches;”’ but, as it does not
so intellectually, thence follows confusion of style.
So that ““ men gather,” which exactly renders the
idea implied in ovvayovau, is best.

“ And they are burnt,” A.V.; “render and
they burn,” Dr. A.

We should say not: xafopa: means, mid.
“] am being burnt,” ¢.e. “I burn,” intrans. ; or
it may be passive, for “I am lighted or burnt.”
And this seems here the intention; not that the
branches should go on burning, to give light like
a lamp, or warmth, like fire on the hearth; but
that they should be consumed. Kafera: is here,
then, in the sense of karakalerar, &c.— kal 6pg &re
6 Pérog xalerar wupl, 6 O Paroc ob karexalero.!
Therefore do many MSS. read xaraxafera: for
kalerar, in the parallel expression, 8. Matt. xiii.
40, which is the reading of the Received Text and
of the Vatican MS., and is, nevertheless, rejected
by the Dean.

The remarks I made on this passage in my
“ Grospel of St. John,” do not appear to me quite
correct. 1 treated xaferar, in the semse of kaid-
uevoc Avyv., without sufficient attention to the
meaning of it here.

! Exod. iii, 2.
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Ver. 7.

“Ye shall ask,” A.V.; “read ask (impe-
rative),” Dr. A.

The imperative, which is not so uspal in the
apodosis after Zav with the subj. in the protasis,
is, nevertheless, supported in this place by most
MSS., and the Coptic, Gothic, A. Saxon, Arme-
nian, and Ethiopic versions; and does, indeed.
read better than the future.

“ What ye will,” A.V.; “render whatsoever,”
Dr. A.

‘0 #av Oé\nre, does not mean “ whatsoever ye
will,” but “ that which — what ye may will, or
wish for.” The Syriac reads, “ All that you may
like to ask for, shall be done unto you.” “ What-
soever”’ is8 § 7t dv, v. 16.

Ver. 8.

“ So shall ye become,” A.V.; “read and render
and so shall ye become my disciples,” Dr. A.

A better rendering. Evidently, if the part of
a disciple is to be like his master, then does the
disciple of Christ become His, by growing like
unto Him. But this is very slow work.

Ver. 9.

« Continue ye,” A.V.; *render, as below,
abide,” Dr. A.
Rightly.
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Ver. 12.

“I have loved you,” A.V.; omit “have,”
Dr. A.

The 1st aor. #ydwnoa is also better rendered
“ I loved,” than “ I have loved.”

Ver. 15.

“ Henceforth I call you not servants,” A.V.;
“ pender no more do I call you servants,” Dr. A.

Oikére is “ no more,” “mno longer.” The
reading of the A.V., therefore, though not so
literal as Dr. Alford’s, has, nevertheless, the same
meaning. The Gothic reads: Thanaseiths isuts
ni qitha skalkans, “ No more, or no longer call I you
servants ;” A. Saxon only: Ne felle ic eow fo
theowan ; I do not reckon you to servants.” Wy-
cliffe: “ Now I schal not seye you servantis;”
and Tyndale : “ Hence forth call I you nott ser-
vauntes.” The Old versions agree in rendering
the Greek, “ No more call I you servants, or my
servants,”” &c. Correctly speaking of time, how-
ever, it should be ““no longer.”

* For the servant,” A.V.; ¢ Because the ser-
.-vant,” Dr. A.

Perhaps better.

“For all things that I have heard of my Fa-
ther I have made known unto you,” A.V.; “Be-
cause I made known unto you all things that I
heard from my Father,” Dr. A.
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The Dean’s construction is that of A.V. in-
verted. A.V. is literal, and quite as intelligible.

Ver. 16.

“Ye have not chosen me,” &c., A.V.; “Ye
did not choose me,” &c., Dr. A.

The 1st Aor. ¢EeheEdunv is better rendered, not
“T chose,” &c., but “I chose you for myself,” mid.

“Ordained,” A.V.; “appointed,” Dr. A.

*EOnka may be rendered either way ; but the
rendering of A.V. is, perhaps, the better of the
two in this place.

“ Whatsoever ye shall ask,” A.V.; “omit
shall,” Dr. A.

Then it would be the present subj. instead of
the fut.indic. "0 7t av airfionre—is “ whatsoever

b4

ye may ask;” dv cannot be left out.

Ver. 18.

“If the world hate you,” A.V.; “ render
hateth,” Dr. A. .

Rightly, &l — woei implies a certainty that
should be expressed also by the indicative in
English.

“Ye know,” A. V.; ¢ better imperative,
know,” Dr. A.

Perhaps; it is, however, a matter of choice.
Yet the Gothic, A. Saxon, and Wycliffe, read it
in the imperative, “ wite ye;” while Tyndale
altered it to “ ye knowe.”
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“It hated,” A.V.; render “ hath hated,” Dr. A.
A better rendering for ueulonxe.

Ver. 20.

“The servant is not greater than his lord,”
A.V.; “render there is no servant greater than
his lord,” Dr. A.

This at first looks like a singular render-
ing of oix Zort [forw, Cod. Vat.] SobAoc pel-
Zwv rob «. avr. though it be the rendering of
the Peschito, “ there is no servant that is greater
than his lord ;” of the Ethiopic and Arabic ver-
sions; while the Coptic, Armenian, Georgian, and
Slavonic, agree with the Gothic, A. Saxon, Wy-
cliffe, and Tyndale, in reading, “The servaunte
is not greater than his lorde.” And this ren-
dering seems justified by the parallel passages,
8. Matt. x. 24, 8. Luke, vi. 40, where -uslwv is
rendered Vwép; odx ¥ore palbnric vwip Tov didda-
xalov, ovdt SovAoc vrép Tov xlplov avrod,  the
disciple is not above his master, nor the servant
above his lord.”

“If they have persecuted,” A.V.;  omit
have,” Dr. A.

The first aorist of this verse had better be so
rendered.

“ My saying,” A.V.; “render word,” Dr. A.

Rightly.

“ But all these things,” A. V.; “ howbeit all
these things,” Dr. A.
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“ Howbeit ” may, perhaps, be a better con-
junction in this place than “ but;” yet is it a
mere matter of taste; and not worth the change.

Ver. 22.

“They had not had,” A.V.; “they would
not have had,” Dr. A.

This also is preferable; yet is the change not
necessary.

“No cloke,” A.V.; “render, for perspicuity,
no excuse,” Dr. A.
~ The change, here also, is not necessary, inas-
much as “cloke” is consecrated by occurring in
this and other places in the New Testament ; and
having thereby become a household word, is per-
fectly understood.

Ver. 26.

“ He shall testify,” A.V.; “render bear wit-
ness,” Dr. A.

Better. It is very evident, from the style of
the A. V., that more than one mind worked at it,
as e.g. in the use of “testify ” side by side with
“ witness,” which is a much better term.

Ver. 27.

““ Ye also shall bear witness,” A.V.; * render
ye are witnesses,” Dr. A.

The A. V. “bear witness” — *“ye also bear
me witness ”’— underst. uo{— might, perhaps, be
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better than “ ye shall be witness.” For there is
no future in Greek. At the same time paprvpeire
is in the present like fore, though this refers
to the past. This, then, should be altered to ‘ be-
cause ye are with me from the beginning,”
which is as idiomatic in English as in Greek.
“And ye also bear me witness, because ye are
with me from the beginning.”

These few chapters from the Gospels, in
Greek and English, will enable one to judge of
the kind of alterations the Dean of Canterbury
would make both in the Received Text and in the
English version of the Bible. In this first half
of the New Testament for English readers, he
gives the text of the Authorised Version so cut
up with words and passages in italics, with
clauses enclosed within brackets as doubtful, and
the words “ omit,” * render,” *read,” &c., occur
so often, with no explanation beyond the Dean’s
ipse dizit, that the English reader—for whom, as
wholly ignorant of Greek and criticism, Dr. Al-
ford prepared his work—must either turn aside
from it, or think the Version he was taught to
venerate a mass of corruption, and the language
he ought to follow little else than an uncouth
idiom, to be set aside and forgotten.

In the latter half of the work, containing the
Epistles, the Dean prints the Authorised Ver-
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sion unaltered, and his own Revised version, side
by side in parallel columns; an arrangement
which is, on the whole, better. In order to do
him justice, therefore, we will briefly examine the
chief alterations he has made'in the short Epistle
of 8. Paul to Titus.

THE EPISTLE OF S. PAUL TO
TITUS.

CHAPTER 1.

Ver. 1.

“ An apostle of Jesus Christ,” A.V.; “An
apostle of Christ Jesus,” Dr. A.

As I have not at hand Dr. Aiford’s Greek
Epistles, I do not know whether or not this be a
translation of his Greek Text. But any how,
the A.V. reads much better ; the cadence and
rhythm of the sentence are better in “ an apostle
of Jesus Christ,”” than *of Christ Jesus;” and,
since the sense is the same, the advantage of the
alteration does not appear.

« According to the faith,” A.V.; ¢ for the
faith,” Dr. A.

kara wiorw, however, is “according to the
faith.”
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“ And the acknowledging,” A.V.; “and the
knowledge,” Dr. A.

"Emfyvwoig is more than “knowledge,” which
simply means ‘ acquaintance with;” for it im-
plies the act of the mind, which, being satisfied
with the certainty of a lore of any kind, assents
to it as true; +.e. acknowledges it. Now, in a
sensible man, such an act can only proceed from
research and conviction, which are both implied
in irfyvwae.

¢ After godliness,” A.V.; “according to god-
liness,” Dr. A.

No great difference, though A. V. is best.

Ver. 2.

“ Before the world began,” A.V.; “ before
eternal times,” Dr. A.

This, indeed, is 8 new reading in English.
Xpdvoc, in Greek, is very seldom found in the
plural; once or twice in Plato; in -Sophocles
also; but never either in Aschylus or Homer;
and only once or twice in the LXX.; very sel-
dom in Demosthenes; never in Aristophanes;
neither has it occurred to me in Aristotle; but I
have not yet read the whole of his works.

The reason for which xpdvoc seldom occurs in
the plural is, that 6 & xpévoc iori 7o apiBuod-
pevov, kai ovX ¢ aplfuobuev,' “time is mot
that by which we reckon, but that which is
reckoned ;”’ hence xpévoc came to mean a period

! Arist. Nat. Ause. iv, 11, 8.
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of time — réAeto¢ & av &ln xpdvog, Saov ¢’iv99;.nrog .
ot '— xpbvoc Tékov—a year, or a month, and,
therefore, used in the plural ; e. g.

&€ fpoc el apxrovpov ixunvove xpdvove.?

 Six months from the spring to the autumn ;’
wpb déka xpdvwv, ) pera Ofka ¥rn,3 ‘ ten « times”
ago,’” or after ten years; therefore, also, are xpdvo
said to be walawof, pdxgor, woAof, ixavol, &e.

paxpol walawof 7’ &v perpnleiev xpdvor*

Xpdvou aidvior, however, is so unusual an ex-
pression, that, even in the LXX., we have xodvot
ai@vog, Esdr. iv. 15, instead of it, inasmuch as,
with regard to aiwv, taken for  the existence of
the gods,” Aristotle says that it isa word of divine
origin, and that, roiro rodvoua Oclwc ¥pOeyxrar
wapd Tov apxalwv. To ydp réhoc 10 mwepiéxov TOV
tii¢c édorov Jwiic xpbvov — alwv éxdoTov kékAnrat
—*the span of every man’s life is said to be his
geon, or lifetime.” Kard rov avrov Ot Aéyov kal
ro 70U wavroe ovpavoy Téloc kal TO TOV wavra
Xpdévov kal Tijv areplav wepiéxov Téhoc alwv ioriv,
amd Tov a&l elvar édnpoe Ty irwvvulav, abdvaroe
kal Oeiog.> ““In the same way, won (eternity), so
called from def, ¢ always,” is immortal and divine,
and embraces the end of the whole heaven, and
the bounds of the whole time and of infinity.”

! Eth. Magn. i. 4, 5. * (Ed. Tyr. 1187.
3 Ammon. i. v. xasgis. ¢ @Fd. T. b61.
8 Arist. De Celo, 9, 14, 15.
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Clearly, then, every xpdvoc, or period of time,
be it a year or a month, or a number of years,
included in “ xpdvoi,” cannot be aiwviog, itself
“ eternal,” since it is, de facto, a measured period.
Neither can xpdvot be literally rendered in Eng-
lish; for “times,” or * the times,” is said in a
very different way ; so that *eternal times” re-
quires some explanation, and, any how, is not
idiomatic. Therefore, does the Dean render xpé-
voic alwviorg, Rom. xvi. 25, * during eternal
ages;” albeit, in 2 Tim. i. 9, he adopts * eternal
times” instead of it. But the truth is, that
alwwioc here is not “ eternal,” but “ of eternity ;”
now “ times, or years of eternity,” are very much
like eternity itself; so that, either *from all
eternity,” or ‘“before the world began,” &c., is
quite as true as “before eternal times,” and far
more idiomatic.

Ver. 3.

“But hath in due times manifested his word
through preaching which is committed to me
according to the commandment of God our Sa-
viour,” A. V.

“But in its own seasons made manifest his
word in the preaching, with which I was en-
trusted according to the commandment of our
Saviour God,” Dr. A.

These two renderings ought never to have
been set side by side; leastwise by the Dean
himself. For in the A. V. we have the most per-
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fect sequence of —subject [God] ¢ hath”— then
the adverb, “in due times,” qualifying the verb
“manifested,” and therefore placed before it;
then the object, ¢ his word,” which is, therefore,
placed after the verb.

Whereas Dr. Alford says: But ‘“in its own
seasons :”’ whose is ““its,”” and where is the sub-
ject? It is a frequent mistake to put the genitive
before the subject, e. g. “ his business being over
the man came,” &c., whose business — the man’s,
or that of some one else ? But here, “its own
seasons ”’ is made to relate to “ word ”’ that comes
after “his” referring to “God” in the pre-
ceding verse, so that the order is: (1) no subject ;
(2) genitive of the object; (3) no adverb, as “own
seasons ”’ belongs to “word”; (4) the verb;
(5) the genitive of the subject which is not men-
tioned, and (6) the object itself. Such grammar,
though “revised,” is assuredly not so good as that
of the English version.

“In due times,” A.V.; “in its own seasons,”
Dr. A.

There is here an antithesis between xpdvot
aldvioy, and katpol 1diot, katpde being uépoc xpbvov
— fimobrne xpdévov'— “a portion or a quality
of time.” Granted, then, that xawoic, is ‘sea-
sons;’ idfotc does not assuredly qualify Adyov avrod,
as Dr. Alford seems to think, in “its own seasons”
—but idfoic qualifies xatpoic, 88 alwviwy does xpd-

! Thom. Mag. p. 207, and Ammon. s. v.
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vov, 8o that kaioic idfoic means “in due, or proper
seasons.”

“ Through preaching,” A.V. “in the preach-
ing,” Dr. A,

"Ev knplypart, may be rendered either “ with,
through, orin preaching,” yet not * in the preach-
ing.” But since the word of God was not made
manifest by the preaching of 8. Paul alone, there-
fore is there no article before xnpyuar: ; for were
it &v 7@ knp. 8 imorellny it would then imply that
8. Paul’s preaching alone was of the word of God.
But since there were other apostles and evan-
gelists who made manifest the word of God, &v
knptypar: implies that fact and embraces the
whole of that preaching ; and § émoretOnv applies
only to that portion of it which was committed to
S. Paul. Therefore must it also be ¢ through the
preaching ;”’ ¢ the preaching ' being the means of
making manifest the word of God.

“ Which is committed to me,”” A. V. “with
which I was entrusted,” Dr. A.

There is, of course, no comparison between
the flow of A. V. and the ruggedness of the
revision. A.V.renders wapar{Onu and miorebopar
by “to commit to,” which implies trust; and
mierebouar by “ to be put’in trust,” as ¢moretOny is
rendered in 1 Thess. ii. 4, and “committed to
trust,” 1 Tim. i. 11. As all these expressions are
good renderings of the Greek, the choice lies
between the better or the worse combinations of
vowels and consonants.



ON EP. TO TITUS, CH. II. V. 3. 191

“Of God our Saviour,” A. V. “ of our Saviour
God,” Dr. A.

Nothing is gained by this very strange con-
struction ; for of two substantives in apposition,
the first qualifies the second : thus, “our family
name” does not mean that “our family” is a
““name,” but it means that such a ‘“name ”’ is that
“of the family.” So that, as Dr. Alford cannot
surely read the Greek as if it were “ our Saviour
God,” that is, “our Saviour who is God ;”” ¢ God ”
in “Saviour God” is qualified by “Saviour;”
and brings it to the correct rendering of the
A. V., “of God our Saviour,” whether this be
said of the Father or of the Son.

‘0 swrip, ¢ the Saviour,’ thus said absolutely of
Christ, never occurs in the New Testament ; but
either ©edc or ’Incovc Xpiorde is added, to show
of whom swrijp, which means both Saviour and
Preserver, is predicated as an epithet, érlkAno,
which, of course, never takes the article, except
when the subject or noun has one also, as rév Afa
Tov cwrijpa. So that the article in rov swrijpoc
nuav Ocov must refer to Ocod, and not to swrijpoc,
as, e.g. in this line of Aristophanes—*

70D owriipoc iepedc dv. Addg,

that must be rendered “ being priest of Jupiter
Soter,” or “Jupiter the Saviour.” This is a very
common epithet of ¢ Zevg,” originally the same
as “©edc ;” but having become a proper name, it

! Aristoph. Plut. 1186. 2 Ib. 1175.
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is seldom found with the article, except when
particularly specified, as in this case.

There is, then, no difference between iepov
owripoc mixAnewv Awdc,! and Awbc iepdv, imixAnory
owrijpoc ;* but in either case it is a temple of
Jupiter, surnamed Soter, or Saviour. So that,
whether we have rob owriipoc nudv Ocob, as in
this place, and in 1 Tim. ii. 3, Titus, ii. 10, iii. 4,
as we have rob owriipoc Aiéc, and

rob kara xfovoe
“Atdov vexp@v awrijpoc,’

or read Oob owrijpoc Nuev, a8 in 1 Tim. i. 1,
like Awc owripogc, which occurs continually—
matters very little. In all these cases swrip, in
the New Testament, is an epithet, whether of
“ Saviour,” for Christ, or of “Saviour” and
¢ Preserver,” said of the Father; as e.g. in 1 Tim.
iv. 10, where swrfip means ‘Preserver” of all
men, specially of those that believe. Aristotle
uses gwrip in precisely the same way: Swrijp utv
vyap Svrwe amavrwv 0Tl kal yevérwp—o6 Oede,*
¢God really is the Preserver and Father of all
things ;’ owrflp e Myerar kal ENevbfproc, érbuwe,
w¢ Ot 10 mav emelv, ovpavibe T kal xB6vioc—
wévrwv avroc airoc dv;’ ‘but He is called Saviour

[or Preserver], and bountiful withal, from the

! Pausan. Arcad. c. 30. 2 Ib. Cor. ii. c. 81,
3 Asch. Ag. 1360. 4 De Mundo, 6, 4.
4 1Ib, 7,8.
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very nature of the case; since, in one word, He
fills heaven and earth, being, as he is, the Origin
and Cause of all things;’ cvwéxwv v rov SAwv
apuoviav xai cwrnpfav,! ‘holding together the har-
mony and preservation of the whole.’

The A.V., then, is right in rendering alike
this and 1 Tim. i. 1, and the other parallel pass-
ages, thus agreeing with 8. Chrysostom. While
the Syriac, Armenian, Coptic, &c., versions read
both places (this and 1 Tim. i. 1) alike, “ of God
our Saviour;” and the Gothic follows the Greek
literally.

Ver. 4.

“ To Titus, mine own son,” A.V.; “To Titus,
my true child,” Dr. A.

T'vhoroc, said of a child, is opposed to vdfoc,
‘bastard *—véloc yap €l xov yvhoioc, ‘for thou
art a bastard, and not legitimate.’

NéOy O mj elvar ayxiorelay

watdwv dvrwv yvnotwy,®

‘for if there be any legitimate children, illegiti-
mate ones have no right of kin.” T'viotioc maic, 6
ydévy yeyovdc is also opposed, as by Demosthenes,
to Tq moury, ‘to a factitious,” or adopted child.
So that yvnely rékvy cannot be ¢ true’” child, for
this would be aAnfj réxvy, and would mean not
that the child was “genuine or legitimate,” but
! De Mundo, 6,30. 2 Thom. Mag. s. v. «ifn.
3 Aristoph. Av. 1650, 1654.
o
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that he was ‘true,” ¢.e. truthful. Then, again,
récvov, which means child of either sex, said of a
man, may well be rendered “son.” So that
yvnofy técvy means, here, “to my genuine or
legitimate [child] son,” ydvy vyeyovwe, i.e. be-
gotten through the Gospel, 1 Cor.iv. 15 ; Philem.
10; 1 Pet. i. 3; and this is far better rendered
“my own son,” A.V., than “my true child,”
Dr. A.

But Dr. Alford makes so many alterations in
his Revised Version that I will only notice the
principal ones.

Ver. 9.

“ As he has been taught,” A.V.; “according
to the teaching,” Dr. A.

Kard mjv didaxhv may mean either-the doc-
trine of the apostles, or that which Titus had
taught by their authority. In this case “the
teaching *’ does not render rjv duday#v, because
whereas 7 didax# is here well defined, and was
well understood by Titus, *the teaching ”’ may
mean any kind of teaching.

“Be able by sound doctrine, both to exhort

and to convince,” A.V.; “be able both to exhort
in the sound doctrine and to rebuke,” Dr. A.

“To exhort’ may not, like “to convince,” refer
to the gainsayers; but &v 7 d:daoxalig must be “by
or with sound doctrine,” inasmuch as the sense of
“to exhort in sound doctrine” is not very clear.
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Ver. 11.

“For filthy lucre’s sake,” A.V.; “for the
sake of base gain,” Dr. A.
A.V. is assuredly best.

Ver. 14.

“That turn away from the truth,” A.V.;
“that turn themselves away from the truth,”
Dr. A.

’Awoarpepouévwy, though a middle verb, is well
rendered by the neuter “to turn away;” for “ to
turn oneself”’ means “to turn oneself round.”

Ver. 15.

“But even their mind and conscience is de-
filed,” A. V.; “but both their mind and con-
science is defiled,” Dr. A.

A. V. by affixing “their”’ only to “mind” looks
upon “mind and conscience” as a compound
substantive, and thus says, “is”’ defiled ; and so,
does not exactly render the Greek which has
xat 6 vove kal 1 ocvveldnate. Dr. Alford’s render-
ing is more correct in this respect; but not in
writing “both their mind and their conscience is
defiled ;”” he probably meant to say * are defiled.”
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Ver. 16.

“They profess,” A.V.; “they make confes-
sion,” Dr. A.

Why not say,”“ they confess,” if a change is
necessary P But A. V. renders well Beov épuolo-
yovaw eidévar. Moreover, if Dr. Alford thinks
“profess” a bad rendering here, why does he
keep it in 8. Matt. vii. 25, xal rére opuodoyfow,
“ And then will I profess unto them,” &ec.P

CHAPTER II.

Ver. 2.

“ Temperate,” A.V.; “discreet,” Dr. A.

If Aristotle? correctly describes -rbv cupova,
A V.is a.ssuredly right.

“Sound in faith,” A.V.; “sound in their
faith,”” Dr. A.

“Yywatvovrag 4 wlare, is “sound in the faith.”
“The faith ” means “ the faith once delivered to
the saints,”” the Christian faith; ‘ their faith’’
may mean a.nythmg they choose to believe. A.V.
omits the article, wrongly ; but Dr. Alford does

! Eth. Nic. iv. 14, s.
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not mend matters by introducing “ their *’ instead
of “the.”

“In charity, in patience,” A.V.; “in their
love, in their patience,” Dr. A.

Neither charity nor patience could take the
article, because neither is like “ the faith,”” defined
and limited to one kind; but in rendering the
article by “their,” it means that the aged should
be sound not in charity and patience as each vir-
tue is in itself; but in the particular kind of love
and of patience they choose to practise.

Ver. 3.

“Not given to much wine,” A.V.; “not en-
slaved to much wine,” Dr. A.

A singular expression. Dr. Alford seems to
forget that the first requisite of a Common version
of the Bible is that it should be  understanded of
the people.” Now, if any alteration were neces-
sary, “in bondage, or slaves to much wine” would
be preferable to ““enslaved to [by] much wine”
But no change is needed. “Given to much
wine ” is quite clear and correct enough.

\

Ver. 4.

“To love their husbands, their children,”
A.V.; “to be lovers of their husbands,—of their
children,”” Dr. A.

This, too, falls oddly upon the ear. * Lover”
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is 8o generally used as an adjective in the mascu-
line that it seems to have no feminine. “To love
their husbands,” &ec., however, renders the Greek,
and is assuredly more idiomatic.

Ver. 5.

“XKeepers at home,” A. V.; “workers at
home,” Dr. A.

Dr. Alford here adopts the Alexandrine read-
ing with preference to the Vatican, which is fol-
lowed by the Received Text, oikovpoic, instead of
oikotpyovc, the Alex. MS. The Armenian reads
“ good managers ” or “ good housekeepers;” the
Coptic, “ good managers ;”’ Syriac, “ who manage
well their houses;” the Ethiopic, “good tem-
pered and manage well their houses.”

Oixovpéc means ““one who takes care of the
house and manages it;’’ and that it implies
“keeping at home ” is proved by these lines of
Aristophanes :

4 8’ o rd 2 2 \
6 & frepoc oldc aTiv olkovpdc udvov,
alrov pévwv yap —!

Ver. 9.

 Ezhort servants,” A.V.; “exhort bond ser-
vants,” Dr. A.
Here and everywhere else in the ““ Authorised

! Vesp. 950sq.
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Version revised,” does Dr. Alford print as of the
text words that are not in it, as e.g. “exhort;” .
while he is at great pains to tell, in his notes, that
the words printed in italics in the A. V. are not
in the text; a very gratuitous information, since
the italics speak for themselves. This is indeed
“ constructing the text >’ with the version thereof
as well; and also treating the English reader with
no great consideration.

Here Dr. Alford renders dovAoc by “bond-
servant,” as also in Eph. vi. by “bondmen,”
giving his reason for it. Why, then, does he
render dovAot by “servants,” in Col. iii. 22, a
parallel passage to this? and in Phil. i. 1, &e.,
where Paul and Timotheus are mentioned as dov-
Ao, why not “bondmen”” of Christ? The Dean
renders this word either way, it appears, to suit
his own convenience ; yet has the term SovAoc the
same meaning everywhere. And the A. V. is
right in rendering it “servant ”” and “ servants,”
the question being not between  lords of life and
death over slaves,” but between ¢ masters and
servants,” in all countries alike ; the social posi-
tion of each depending on the custom of the
country.

If the Dean chooses to render dotAoc by
“bondman,” he must do so everywhere, and call
S. Paul, Timothy, and ourselves also, “bondmen
of God,” “of the Lord Jesus Christ.” He does
not do so, because in such cases it would not be
readable. But it is no wiser in the case of ser-
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vants ; for if the English reader of his Revised
Version happen to be a servant, he may naturally
conclude that what refers to ‘‘bondmen” does
not in the least concern him; so that he may
“answer again, purloin, and be unfaithful;”’ as the
apostle’s words only apply to “slaves.” Therefore
does 8. Chrysostom render dobAoc, in his Homily
on this chapter, by oixérnc, ¢ household servant,’
throughout, and not “slave.”

“For the grace of God that bringeth salva-
tion hath appeared to all men,” A.V.; “for the
grace of God was manifested bringing salvation to
all men,” Dr. A.

Here is the A. V. right. The construction of
the Greek is % xdpic ydp Tob Oeov % cwriptoc,
iwepdvn waow avlp. ¢ for the saving grace of God
appeared, or hath appeared to all men.’ The
onginal and the A. V. imply that the grace of
God is swrfpioc, ¢ saving,’ or salutary, under all
circumstances ; and that it appeared or was mani-
fested. Whereas Dr. Alford, rendering the ad-
jective as if it were a pres. part., like raidebovaa,
makes “bringing salvation” an accident of the
manifestation of that grace; thus giving a very
different sense to the passage.

“Teaching us that, denying,” &c., A.V.; “Dis-
ciplining us, in order that, denying,” &c., Dr. A.

If the Dean wished to be literal, he ought not
to have rendered waidefovoa by ¢ disciplining,”
for this would be ualnrebovea. His intention,
however, is good ; and he seems right in under-



ON EP. TO TITUS, CH. II. V. 13. 201

standing wacdebovoa nuac, va, ‘teaching, train-
ing us so, that denying,” &e. Thus Plato, raira

’ ¢rolet Boukomvoc madsbey Tode 1roM-rac, W ac
BeXrlorwy abrov dpxor,! &e.

Ver. 13.

“Of the great God and our Saviour Jesus
Christ,” A. V.; “of the Great God, and of qur
Saviour Jesus Christ,” Dr. A.

I will not enter upon the controversy connected
with this passage. Every one knows that the ren-
dering adopted by Dr. Alford was made most of
by the Arians of the fourth and following cen-
turies. Wherefore do the Fathers, 8. Cyril of
Alexandria,? S. Athanasius,® and others, read with
the A. V., “of the great God and Saviour Jesus
Christ,” meaning that Jesus Christ is here the
great God; at which S. Chrysostom asks—IIov
glow ol Tov Ilarpdc éAdrrova Tov Yidv Aéyovrec ;*
‘ Where are those who make the Son inferior to
the Father ?”

Dr. Alford seems aware of the unanimous opi-
nion of the Fathers on this verse, but does not
think it so weighty as his own interpretation.
If, however, he had leoked at the Greek he would
have seen (1) that éxipdvea is never said but of
God the Son; and (2) that, in order to read the

! Hipparch, p. 35. 2 Admon. in Gent. p. 6.
3 Cont. Ar.vol. p.159; De Ess. P. F. 8. S, p. 225.
4 In Tit. Homil, v.
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text as he does, it should have been ro¥ usydlov
Ocov kal 7o owr. nuav 'Incov Xporov ; whereas
the absence of the article before swrijpoc is con-
clusive on this point; showing that xal swrijpoc
I. X. belongs to rob ueydAov B¢ov, and qualifies it ;
making One Person of the whole.

Even the Dean’s MS., the Vatican, omits the
article before owrijpoc, giving here precisely the
same construction as at 1 Tim. i. 1, ka7’ émraysy
B¢ob owriipoc Nudv kat K. I. X., which Dr. Alford
does not alter there (except in omitting “lord ),
but follows the A. V. 'Why, then, not render the
same construction in the same way here also,
where even his favourite Vatican MS. fails him for
his own rendering ?

CHAPTER III

Ver. 2.

“To be no brawlers, but gentle,” A.V.; “to
be not quarrelsome, forbearing,” Dr. A.

As we saw above,! the Dean makes no distine-
tion between the adjective “no’’ and the adverb
“mnot.” “No brawlers” means that Christians
were not to be among such people; “not quarrel-
some’ means that they were to be not quarrel-

! See above, p. 119, sq.
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some," but something else. The negative should,
therefore, be put before the verb, “mnot to be
quarrelsome ;”’ in either case, however, it requires
a “but” after it; otherwise the “not ” applies also
to the following “ forbearing.”

This “but” is not required with the Greek
apaxoc, because this contains no negation, but
only an a privative; so that audyoc is treated as a
positive term, audyove elvai, to be dudxove, ¢ gen-
tle,” &e. The negation ““not,” however, or the
negative adjective ‘“mno,” denies what follows,
and turns the Greek order “to be dudyovc,” into
the vefo ““not to be brawlers,” &c., and thus re-
quires a different construction, with “but” follow-
ing, whether in Greek or in English, ovk #A8ov—
dA)d ; odk Eorw iudv dovvar—dAAd ; vueic OF oy
olrwe, dAAG ; oV yap ol dkpoarai—dAAd.

From the nature of the case this antithetic
construction with “but ” cannot very often occur
with uf ; yet does it sometimes happen, e.g. un év
opladuodovAelaic —dANd; i wc éxOpdv Ay —
dA\\d, &c. So also in English, “ to be no brawlers,
but gentle,” A.V., is right.

Ver. 3.

“ For we ourselves also were sometimes fool~
ish,” A.V.; “for we ourselves also were once
foolish,” Dr. A»

As in the former verse, so also in this does
Dr. Alford seem to care neither for Greek nor for
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English. (1), Horé does not mean &wak, ‘once,’
but “ sometimes,” aliquando, unquam — opposed
to uawore, ‘never.” Thus, speaking of the man
born blind, rov wort TvgAdy, A.V. rightly ren-
ders it, ¢ that aforetime was blind ;”’ a rendering
which the Dean does not alter there. Iloré is,
however, well rendered, ‘once,” at one time,
in Rom. vii. 9, where the short period of man’s
innocence in Eden may be spoken of as of
““ once,” when compared with the time that fol-
lowed; but woré is well rendered “in times
past,” in Rom. xi. 30; a reading which the Dean
also adopts. It is so rendered likewise in Gal. i.
13, 23, and also “once,” ¢.e. “at one time,” &ec.
In English, however, “once,” properly means
“once, and not twice,” and is only known by
the context to mean ¢ at one time,” which “time”’
may have been of some duration.

Here, therefore, does the A. V. render worf
correctly by “ sometimes,” for they were *fool-
ish,” more than once, and at various times;
whereas the Dean, by using “once,” which is
liable to misconstruction, but, especially by put-
ting it before “foolish,” instead of before “ were,”
makes the Apostle say, “ For we ourselves also
were once foolish;”’ that is, not “twice;”’ inas-
much as “once,”” thus prefixed to *foolish,”
qualifies it precisely in the same way as would
“very;” “once foolish” being  foolish, once
only,” as “very foolish”’ is “foolish in a great
degree.” If the Dean will have “once,” he must
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construe it thus: “For once we ourselves also
" were foolish,” &. But A.YV. is much better.

Ver. 4.

“ But after that the kindness,” A.V.; “But
when the kindness,” Dr. A.

Here the Dean’s rendering seems best, and
most natural.

“The washing of regeneration,” A.V.; “the
font of regeneration,” Dr. A.

This, in sooth, is a strange alteration. Aov-
Tpdv means, in general, both “a bath or bathing-
place,” and “ water used for bathing or wash-
ing;” a particular kind of swimming or plunging
bath, however, was called Banrioriipiov, or koAvu-
PBi#Bpa; two terms which were adopted by the
Fathers and other ecclesiastical writers, for a
“ baptistery,” the place, bath, or vessel, in which
holy baptism was administered in the Church.
In English, however, “ baptistery ” is said only of
the part of the Church set apart for that purpose,
while the term ¢ font,” from ¢ fons,” is used for
the vessel that contains the water used for
baptism.

But, inasmuch as (1) “regeneration,” as it is
here understood, does not depend on the shape of
the vessel, or on the place, be it a river or a lake,
.in which a person is baptized, but on the washing,
which is the outward and visible sign of that
regeneration; and as (2), a *baptistery,” or
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“font,” is a species of “bath,” Aovrpdv — not
only may we not say *font” for Aovrpdv, but
must render it by the evident intention of the
Apostle — washing.

Ver. 7.

“ That being justified,” A.V.; ‘ that having
been justified,” Dr. A.

If Dr. Alford can prove that the justification
once wrought does not either last to the present
time, or was not lasting at the time then present,
when the Apostle wrote, then is he right in
rendering Sicaiwlelc as he does. If so, however,
why does he render it by “ being justified,” and
not by “having been justified,” in Rom. v. 1,
and what difference is there between the justi-
fication ”’ alluded to there and the “ justification ”
mentioned in this verse ?

Ver. 8.

“And these things I will that thou affirm
constantly,” A.V.; “and concerning these things
I will that thou affirm constantly,” Dr. A.

The Greek sentence may be understood in two
ways, either “as regards these things, I will that
at all times thou use persuasive language,” or,
“I will that thou at all times persuade others of
these things.” If Dr. Alford’s construction be
adopted, then, assuredly must either “that they
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are 80,” or some such complement, be added after
“affirm constantly,” inasmuch as ““one affirms a
thing,” and not “ concerning ” it. But the A. V.
is correct enough to require no alteration; since,
“to affirm concerning a thing that it is so,” is
the same as “to affirm the thing itself.”

“To maintain good works,” A.V.; “to prac-
tise good works,” Dr. A.

One really would think that the Dean alters
for the pleasure of altering.

Ipotorapar properly means “I place myself
before,” or “at the head,” with a genitive of the
thing, governed by mpd; thus mpoloraclar rwv
mwpaypdrwy,! “to be put at the head of affairs;”
wpotoraclar v ‘ENNvwvi—wpoisrduevor Tob 3h-
uov 3—those at the head of the people to protect
and govern, and to provide for it ; wposrdvrec Tob
wpdyparoc *— wpoarivar riic ephvne >—all imply
not “ practising,” but being at the head of affairs
or of business, to see to, provide for, and maintain
it. The sense, therefore, of mpoloracfar kaAdv
{oywv, is to be at the head of good works, fore-
most in suggesting, doing, and forwarding them ;
all of which are included in A.V., ¢ to maintain
good works;” while the Dean’s, “ to practise good
works,” looks like an oversight.

! Herodian. lib. vii, p. 162. ? Demosth.
3 Plut. Lysand. 19. 4 Demosth.
¢ Aschin.
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Ver. 10.

“ After the first—reject,” A.V.; avoid,”
Dr. A.

Hapairéopar means both “ to reject, renounce,
avoid, and eschew ;” also “to excuse oneself.” The
rendering must depend on the sense put upon the
Apostle’s words.

Ver. 12.

“ For I have determined there to winter,”
A.V.; good English, which the Dean alters to
“ for there I have determined to winter ’—which
contains two inaccuracies. (1), It should be, ¢ for
there have I determined;” and (2), by putting
“ there ”” before ¢ determined,”” he makes the
Apostle say that, when at Nicopolis, he had deter-
mined to winter —somewhere else. The A.V.,
however, by placing “ there ”” before “ to winter,”
determines that the Apostle’s intention was to
winter at Nicopolis, and nowhere else.

Ver. 13.

“ Bring Zenas—diligently,” A.V.; “Forward
zealously on their journey, Zenas—and Apollos,”
Dr. A.

Here again does the Dean alter for the worse
the grammatical English of the A.V., which very
properly places first “Zeno and Apollos,” and
“their journey’ after them; while the Dean
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speaks of “their journey,” before mentioning
them. Whose journey is it, then? It is the
same inaccurate grammar as above, at ch.i.v. 8,
p- 189.

[pomréurw also means both ““ to send before, to
forward,” and “to accompany;” also, by impli-
cation, “to provide the necessary things for a
journey.” Thus amdvra 8 rov Kigov mpovmeu-
wov amavrec,! ‘ When Cyrus departed, they all
accompanied him.” So, also, mpovméumero iv rd&e,*
—*‘he sent on, made to move forward.” The
question is, therefore, whether Titus was to bring
them on, by coming with them, or only to pro-
vide for their wants. In either case, owovdalwe is
better rendered “diligently * or “carefully”’ than
“ zealously.”

Ver. 14.

“ And let ours also learn to maintain good
works for necessary uses,” A.V.; ¢ Moreover, let
our people also learn to practise good works for
the necessary wants,” Dr. A.

The alteration proposed by the late Professor
Scholefield, “ to profess honest trades,” instead of
“to maintain good works,” deserves attention,
standing, as it does, in connection with * neces-
sary uses.” It certainly is better than “to prac-
tise good works for the necessary wants.” What
necessary wants? “The”” defines and determines

! Cyrop. L iv. 25. 2 Id. V. iii, 53.
P
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a certain set; whereas A.V. leaves that open;
which is a better and more idiomatic rendering of
rac avaykafac xpefac, though the article be found
in Greek. Xpefa also is used by the best authors,
for both “ use’ and for “ want,” e. g. by Aristotle
himself, #v xpefq elva,! “to be in want,” and &i¢
rag xa@’ nuépav xpelac,? may mean either * daily
wants” or “daily uses.” But rjv udv yap rofrwv
xoelav padlwe eidhaec,’ clearly means “thou shalt
easily perceive the use of these things,” while rov
piv ydp @AAwv &v av v xpelg yevduefa means
“of the other things, of which we may be in

want.’’ ¢

Ver. 15.

“ Greet them that love,” A.V.; ¢ Salute
them,” Dr. A.

The same word occurs twice in the same
verse ; wherefore does A.V. give us the Latin
“salute ” once, and the Saxon ‘“ greet >’ also onceP
This is more agreeable to the ear, and means the
same thing as “ salute,” said twice.

Those few chapters will suffice to show the
nature of Dr. Alford’s work.

After making allowance for the errors in judg-
ment or in scholarship, into which I may have

! Politie. i. 9, 18. ? Econ, ii. 17, 2:
? Isocr. Orat. L. p. 13, ed. Oxf. 4 Ibid. Orat. x. p. 203.
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fallen while endeavouring to ward, from the
Received Text and the Authorised Version, the
Dean’s attacks upon both, there will yet be good
reason left for thinking that it is not his place
to despise either; as well as for wishing that he
had a deeper knowledge of the Greek text, and
was thorough master of his mother-tongue, ere he
attempted to correct the one and to construct the
other.

A man who, like him, sets to a work of this
kind, apparently without the slightest hesitation
or misgiving in his own powers, thinking it the
easiest thing in the world to make wholesale
changes in the Greek text and in the joint
labours of more than fifty learned men of old,
instead of dealing with the utmost reverence and
caution, not only forms an unworthy estimate of
the work he undertakes—but he also recklessly
wounds the feeling of deep respect and affection
with which men, nowise his inferiors in judg-
ment or scholarship, still continue to look upon
the Received Text and the English Bible.

Both these have, indced, lasted more than
two centuries; a long time, in truth, for those
who think that wisdom, learning, and scholarship
have only just dawned on the land, and that,
until now, all was darkness and ignorance.
‘Wise men, however, do not think so; but rather
take the long life of those two monuments of
ancient piety and learning as a proof of their
real merit and excellence. And while such men



212 REMARKS, ETC.

readily give the Dean of Canterbury full credit
for his plodding industry, and also for sundry
useful hints in his renderings—they yet, on the
whole, confess, that a better acquaintance with
his work only tends to deepen their reverence
and to strengthen their affection for their old
friends and companions, the Received Greek
Text of the New Testament and the Authorised
Version of it—mfeither of which they ever intend
to give up; not even at the Dean’s bidding.
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