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Mr. Thomson holds that the introduction ofa supreme 
will int{) the system of Kapila was not the work of Patan. 
jali himself, but of some other perllons intervening bet.ween 
bim and KapUa. Judging from the mere form of the doc­
trine as it appears iu t.he Yoga Sutras, we might naturally 
incline to the same opinion, as tbis form is not sufficiently 

J apologSiic to have been the carliel:lt authoritative statement 
of the uoctrine; but when we remember that one great 
obsta.cle to the satisfactory study of Hindu philosophy it! the 
fact that we seldom see processes, but only results; that, 
further, the real utterances of a great teacher have rarely, if 
ever, come down to us, save in the scholastic formulas of his 
disciples; and that when any new statement of a doctrine 
bad gained currency, all former treatises upon the subject 
have usually fallen into disuse, - we may hesitate before 
refusing Patanjali the honor of having remedied (so far as 
be did) tbe prominent defect of the Sankya philosophy. As 
it now stands, however, the Yoga philosophy is less a sys­
tem of mt'taphyllics than a religious scheme, offered as a 
substitute both for the atheistic speculations of the philoso­
pbers, amI the irrational superstitions of the common people. 

(To be concluded). 

ARTICLE Ill. 

SOME REMARKS ON AN EXPRESSION IN ACTS, XXV. 2S.-A 
M.ONOGRAPH. 

BY llJiV. TBBODOllB DWIGBT WOOLSBY, D. D., PllB8IDBNT 01' YALK 

COLLEGB, NKW HAVKlI". 

THE words "of whom I have no certain thing to write 
Trp "vptrp," suggest the inquiry whether a Roman official, 
like Festus, when speaking of the emperor, could, in con­
formity with Roman usage about the year 60 of our era, 
have uttered the words Trp "vp~, which are here attributed 
to him. This inquiry has not been overlooked or unan-
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swered. We name only among ihe commentators on the 
scriptures, Wetstein, in his edition of the New Testament, 
as having furnished a valuable collection of materials for a 
satisfactory anMwer; and, among other writers. Lipsiu~, in 
an excursus on the Annals of 'racitus, ii. 87, and Zell, in his 
Rom. Epigraphik, as baving elucidated a parallel use of 
dominus. We propose to go iuto this inquiry at.w'eater 
It'ngth tban others witbin our knowledge bave done, witb 
the result, as we bope, of setting forth tbe accuracy of the 
evangelist Luke. 

The first question to be answered in considering these 
words is: Whether Luke wishes to represent FestUt; as talk­
ing in the Roman or in the Oriental style. On the latter 
st:.pposition, he might, one may say, attribute to the procu­
rator, without any accurate knowledge of the usages of 
speech prevailing among Roman gentlemen, expressions 
similar to those which he met with in the Septuagint; or 
again, Festus, adopting a more Oriental style than was his 
wont at home in Italy, and accommodating himself to his 
companion king Agrippa, might call the empEc'ror IC"p,or;, 
when he wonld not call him dominus at Rome. This latter 
part of the alternative, however, seems too refined; if any 
one chooses to adopt it, he will, of course, rate the accuracy 
of Luke highly. It is natural enongb to suppose that 
Romans of rank accommodafed themsE'!lves in a degree to 
eastern forms of address, while living in the eastern parts of 
the empire; but if it can be shown that the use of dominus 
and of ICvpwr;;, as titles of the emperor, w~nt along together, 
this of itself will be good proof that Festus in these 
words was talking as a Roman would. The Greeks em­
ployed aVTOICpCtTfJ)P as an equivalent of imperator; they also 
used fJa(rt}..ftJr;; of the emperor, while the Romans, for rea~ons 
obvious from their history, were avoiding rex. But. we shall 
endeavor soon to show that the two agreed in the use of the 
title ""pwr;; and dominus, in whatsoever part of the empire 
this use may have originated. 

But might not Luke put Trp IClJptrp into the mouth of 
Festus without any exact knowledge of what he said, and in 
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imitation of the style of address and of reference which pre­
vails in the ancient scriptures? If such were the calle, he 
would only follow the approved custom of many accurate 
ancient historians, and coulu not be found fault with if he 
did what such truthful writers as Thucydides and Tacitus 
have sanctioned. Tbis ground is taken by Lekebutlch, who 
otherwise hal! done much to vindicate the honellty and accu­
racy of'1.uke. But this cannot be conceded beyond the 
point of admitting that the evangeli::;t reduced his materials, 
derived from his own notes or recollection or from other 
sources, to a Greek style substantially the same everywhere j 
for the adaptation of the spl!eches to the characters shows 
too great a historic art to have proceeded simply from the 
author of the rest of tbe narrative. In the present case, how­
ever, the only way of showing tbe contrary, as far all it call 
be ",hawn, ill to show that Festus would be altogether likely 
to have ul!ed the expression which is ascribed to biro, and 
that the writer, who accompanied Paul a short time after· 
ward on his voyage to Italy, Wall very naturally his attend­
ant on this occasion. 

But before proceeding to our main point, let us briefly con­
sider the use of "vp£O<; among the Jews in addresses to persons 
ofrank,and also the resemblances and difft'rences in the Greek 
and Roman terms translated commonly by our word Lord. 
First, then, ,ropw<;, in the Seventy and in tbe Apocrypha, is the 
usual equivalent. not only for adon (Lord), but also for Jeho­
vah, both when spokeu of and when addressed. Examples in 
proof will not be called for. We cite, as being nearer to the 
times of the New Testament, Judith 11 : 10,11; 12: 6,13,14; 
1 Esdras 11: 17,18; 4: 46. In the New Testament the 
usage is the same: in hundreds of instances both God and 
Jesus are thus spoken of. Indeed, in the Acts, so common is 
it to call the risen Saviour by the title of ICVP£O<;, that the 
reference in a. number of pa.'u'ages is ambiguous. In the first 
and most noticeable of t.hese ambiguous cases, Acts 1: 24, 
we feel compelled to believe that Cbrist is addressed by the 
title "vpu, 1Capo£O"fJ'wG"Ta 7TallT6)V, as continuing t.hat choice of 
bis apostles which he began on earth. Of other beings 
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beRiut's God and Christ, /CUP£OfO is rarely ll~ed in the New 
'l'estament; yet the reason for this lies most probably in the 
infrequency of the other occasions where it could be intro­
duced. The" Greeks," in John 12: 21, apply the term to 
the apo:ltle Andrew; and Mary, in Johu 20: 15, to the sup­
posed gardener, no doubt 11Wre patrio; and in the Greek 
town of Philippi, which had become a Roman colony, the 
jailer (Ac~ 16 : 30) calls Paul and Silas thu~, whict is due, 
perhaps, to the awe which they had inspired in him as being 
in some sort divine persons. Many, however, of the more 
fanatical Jews, at this time, either from religious motivt's or 
from political, because a Rom"an /CUpWfO reminded them of 
subjPctiou, and that to heathen authority, refu~ed to call 
even the emperor by thiR title. Such were the teachings of 
Judas of Galilee to his followers, who regardt'd God (Josl'ph. 
Antiq. x\,iii. 1, 6) alone as r,yE/ufw and SeU7T'OT1JfO; so that, as 
Theophylact (on Luke xiii. cited by Wetstein) fOays, many 
were severely punished VrrEp TOU p.~ El7T'Eill ,wPWII TOil Kaluapa. 

Others, on the contrary, of the less fanatical Jews, did not 
scruple to use such words of the highest personage in the 
Roman world. Philo-Judaells, writ.ing on the legation to 
Caligula, in which he had a part (de leg. § 36), giveR the 

d \, \ " ,.. 'Jt-~, ., ~ , 'IJ. " wor t! /Ca£ €"fro T£fO E£IU Troll EWOTroll on OEU7T'07'1]1I exro IC(U ICVPUJII, 

as part of a letter of Herod Agrippa the first, and in the 
same letter the emperor Caius is more than once called 
&trtr07'1]fO • 

A few words are needed here to discriminate between the 
terms which answer to our word Lord. Of the Latin ones, 
heru.~ is the strict correlative of servus, and differs from domi­
nus in that the latter is the wider term,embracing the relations 
of t.he master to the slave, and of the owner to the property. 
Derived from domus, it denoted first the house-mast~r, and 
then the proprietor. The dominus was such in relation to 
hi~ chattels, including his slaves, but not in relation to his 
wife and his children, great as was his powel" ovpr them. 
This relation was expressed in {he ,,"ord dominium, so 
important in the civil law. The special applicationl.4 of 
dominus, which concern us in this essay, we pass over for 
the present. 
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.dfU'71"oT7]<;"like herus, was in its strict sense a correlut.ive of 
slave, &iJ~; and in an extended sensc was uscd of the 
master o\'er men in political bondage, like the Great King, 
as well as of the gOUR. In a still wider sense it denoteu pro­
prietor or absolute owner of t.hings; as S. 0pTlrtor;, t.he owner 
of a quail; S, oiteCar;, the master of a IlOuse or bousehold; 
wheuce the olteo&U'71"oT7]r; of t.he sacred writers. A Greek 
would have resented the calling (f any magistrate ovt'r free' 
Greeks a SEU'71"OT7]r;, because the term reminued him of its 
correlate, and he had for the holder of u!:'urped and ab80lute 
power another word, TvpallVor;, which although the same at 
its origin with ICoipallor;, took on in time a bad sense. 
Examples of these Ul'es of OfU'71"OT7]r; are too freqm'nt for 
citation. Wc adduce only, Eurip. Hippolyt. v. 8~, ~ AIla.E· 
~EO~ ryap SEU'71"OTa<;, ICaAEill xpEWlI. Compo a fine contrast 
between teo/pallo<;, and OfU'71"OT'TI<;' in Eurip. Alcest. 210-212. 
It is only a seeming exception to what has been said, if in a 
few pa:isages the tragic poets intend by OEU'71"OT"1r; the !jove­
reign or king who i!:' conceived of as having a more uncou­
trolled power in myt.hical ti mes than was known in his­
torical Greece. Thus the chorn", of free persons in the 
Electra of Suphocles, v. 764, says: 

.fU, .fii' .. II II"Q, 3~ 3frnr,h .. ",.. .-oi, 11","", 

nI'6p~"o", &.. rOIlCO", 1~"P""'" -r'''o" 

Kvpwr; is a word of wider meaning, and originally an 
adject.i ve deri ved from teiJpor;, denoting 'laving authority, [lower, 
or validity. The authority or highe::<t power in a state might 
thus be called TO teVPWII, atl by Ari::;tot. (Polit. iii. 10), and a 
pertlon who waf:! hit! own anatlter, was !:laid to be teVpW<; aVror; 
ealJTOiJ, sut Juris. Wit.h the genitive of a per:.lon following it, 
ICvpwr; denote", having power over or in respect to that 
per::;on. A noted ca::;e of thi:4 was where, in Attic law, a 
hu::;balld wal:! called his wife'::; teVpto<;" as having the Tepre­
sentative power for her in legal proceeding:l, since in Attic 
law married women coulJ, no more than millol"l:l, sue or be 
sued ill per:.lon. In this sentle the word has been utled to 
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illustrate the Hebrew Baal, denoting, first, possessor, lord, 
then husband; but without realOon, for the hUlOband was not 
the wife':! /Cvpto<;, Mve in t.he foren!'ic !1en!<e ju~t mentioned. 
As implying the posse!1!1ion of authority or power, JCVpux is 
a broad term, applkable to the relations of political and 
social life, and has no bad sense like aea"lT'rYrrr>, nor the notion 
of property, like dominus. It can des('ribe all who have 
authority, men and gods, and thu:'! became fitted to take that 
place which it occupies in Helleni!:ltic Greek. In the Greek 
clas~ics it is rarely spoken of a sovt"reign, although a few 
example" of such a u~e are to be met with. Com p. Sopb. 
Oer!. Col. 16H, 288, and Ajax 73-!. Ellendt., in his Lexieon 
of Sophode:4, definell it "penes quem jus, potf'Stas, arbilrium 
est." The di8tinction between it and oea"lT'oT7J~ is exhibited 
in a rude way by Ammoniu~, the writ.er on synonymes. 
Dnder Oc(J'7rOT"1~' he ha!:l O. 0 TW" Q,P'lUp(J)II~T(J)II, /Cvpux Oe ml 
7raT~p vlou /Ca~ aVro~ Tt~ eaVTtJUj and again voce KUP'O<;, /C. ~ 
'Yuvat/Co~ 0 Q,II,JP, /Cal TWV "'wv 0 7raT~p' oea"lT'oT7J<; S' Q,pryup'.iJvr,rO'J" 
(~) Ttl/WII ~>,:>\.':.t)v. 

In turning dominus into Greek, both O. and /c. would occur 
to the mind of the Greek writer. When dominus is u:1ed in 
its strict sense of house-ma!:lter, slave·master, no other word 
was so appollite as oea"lT'oT7J~j and in the civil law, we believe, 
Oea"lT'OTe{a answers to dominium. In the later applications of 
dominus, especially where it is u!:led of the Romall emperor, 
either word might be used, but ICVPW~ more readily, as ht-ing 
without that odor of slavery which adhered to the ot.her 
term. On the other hand, in turning ""pux, when used of a 
person pos!:let4sed of powt>r, into Lat.in, dominus is its equiv. 
alent,8.'4 in countless instance!:l where the Vulgate expre~8 
the K. of the 8evellty and the New Testament by thi~ word. 

We are now prepared to remark that, about the end of tbe 
republic, dominus came t.o be ul:!ed of others besides the mal!­
ter of til aves, the proprietor of a thing, and a divinity; it 
came to be applied, at! Dirksen, in his manual of tbe foon­
taills of the ci~i1 law expresses it, "principi et persooia 
domus Augnsta!", aliisque dignitati conl'!picuil:J, adfectuve 
nobis devinctis." 
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The first time in which it is known to have been applied 
to the emperor finely illustrate~ the change in the use of 
words producl"d by moral and social changes in the nation 
making u!le of them. The old free Roman could never have 
shaped his lips to call any man his own dominus. But with 
the empire came in a feeling of subjection. The power of 
the prince, though in theory conferred on him by people, 
was in dpgree and kind that of a master, or a,vTOltpamJJp, 
as the Greeks called him; and a popnlation, like the vast 
majority of the inhabitants of the imperial city, made up of 
freedmE'n and of foreigners from countries where rulers had 
been masters, wou Id feel no great reluctance ill tE'lIing the truth 
by this iIl.sounding title. Accordingly, on one occasion, 
whE'n Augnstus was in the theatre and a mime had uttered 
the words, "0 dominum aequum et bonum," the audience 
expressed loud applause, as if it had been spoken of t.he 
emperor. Angustus, too prudent to show his liking of thi~, 
and possibly too old·fa~hioned to like 'it, by his hand and 
countenance checked the unbecoming adulations of the 
people, and on the next day rebuked. the practice" gravis­
simo edicto." So Suetonius (August. § 53). Other writers 
refer to the same occurrence, as Dion Cas. (Iv. § 12), Philo 
Jud. (de IE'gat ad Caium §23), and Tertullian (Apol. § 34). 
Dion says: Ital. 8EU7T'O~ TOTE inro TOU O~Jl.OlJ O'VOp.aq~Et~, et~ 
Philo says that" the clearest proof that. he was not enchanted 
and pulfpd up by excessive power, was TO,.,.~ &nr&T'I'/II ,.,..".,.~ 
""-' , \ XlL". A A '"." :I. ' , " 1-... II-
HEOll E4IJTOV eHE"'T/U4£ WPOUEt"fl'E£lI, 4,.."", "If", E' """1'1' T'~, 01XT'X,e-

p4IIlEtll." 'l'ertullian's WOrdll, wherE' he alludes to the Bame 
event, are these: "Augustus imperii formator De dominum 
quidem dici se volebat. Et hoc enim dei est cognomen. 
Dicam plane imperatorem dominum, sed more communi, sed 
quando non cogor ut dominum dei vice dicam. Ceterum 
liber sum iIli: dominus enim meus unus est, Deus omnipo­
tens et al"ternus, idem qui et ipsius. Qui pater patriae est, 
qnomodo dominus est 7" This passage is important as 
showing at once that this was a common appellation of the 
emperor, when Tertullian wrote, about A. D. 222, that the old 
nnpleR~antnE'ss of the word to a free mind had not left it, 
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and that a new consecration of it to God had grown up in 
Christian mind~. 

Augustus WIlS not able to effect much by his edict in 
regard to the title dominus. Under Tiberius the usage of 
addressing the emperor in this way continued, but that wary 
prillce rejt'cted the title, as his stepfather had done before 
him. "Acerbe increpuit," says Tacitus of him (Annal. xi. 
87) "eos qui divinas occupationes ipsumque dominum 
dixerant." To the same effect Suetonius (Tiber. ~ 27): 
" Dominus appt"llatus a quodam denunciavit ne se amplius 
contumeliae causa nominaret," etc. A verse in Pbaedros 
(ii. 5), 

Perambulante laeta domino viridia, 

has beE'n cited, as illustrating this usage; but domino here 
has relation ttl the slave of Tiberiu~, of whom the story is 
told. So, too, when Virgil says (Aen. vi. 397) Hi dominam 
Ditis thaillmo deducere adorti, we cannot infer, with Lipsius, 
although he has the authority of Servius for it, that Proser­
pine is 80 called as .being the wife (the lady) of Ploto. 
Charon styles ht>r thu~, as his mistres!l, or t>lse there is allo­
sion to the title AiO"7l'o&va, which she especially bolE'. 

The successor of Tiberius, the infamous Caligula, can 
have had no f4cruple in .regard to this title, since he arrogated 
the higher ones of Hero and God, and called Jupiter bis 
brot.her. (Comp. Dion. Casso Iv. 26. Sueton. Calig. § 22.) 
Philo (de It>gat. ~ 11) reports him as reasoning that, since 
the rule~ over sheep and goats are of a highE'r nature than 
sht>ep and goats, so the ruler over mankind is something 
more t.han mortal. It was in this spirit that the insane 
wretch ordered Petroni us, praefect of Syria, to raise a 
statue to his honor at Jerusalem, and f'!ven after Herod 
Agrippa had induced him to abandon the project, he re­
turned to it, int.ending to have the temple called by tbe name 
of AUx br",,"l10~ viov Tatov. About the same tjme a lH'di­
tion broke out betwf'en the Jews and the Greeks at Alex­
andria, in which the latter endeavored to put statues of the 
emperor in the proseuchae of the former. In reference to tbil 
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difficult.y, Philo and others went to Rome as a delegation 
from their countrymen to mitigate the emperor's mind, and 
there encount.ered deputies of the other faction. In his 
memoir on this embassy, which we ha\'e already cited more 
than once, Philo makes Herod Agrippa addre-ss the emperor 
several times with the title of &trTr~, and puts the same 
word in the mouth of one of hill adversaries, in reply to whose 
calumnious charges the Jewil4h deputies cry out JdJpUl TtUe 
tTV/t:O~vrovlM~a The word, if they spoke Latin, was domi­
nus, in both cases j if Greek, Philo means to mark the ser­
vility of the other faction (u. s. § 48). To Philo ,wp~ 
seemed a very fit word to use towards the emperor. 'H 'Yap 
• JdJpux' 'If'pOCTpiia',r;, says he (de nom. mut. ed. Mangey, 1. 
~81) apxj1r; m~ fJQ4"M~ EO"Tl. 

The style of speaking of the emperor, as the dominus or 
JdJpwr;, went along with, or somewhat after, that of addressi7fg 
him by such a title j but the former would be the less com­
mon, among the Romans at least, on account of the aSl.'ooi· 
ations of dominus with slavery. Under Domitian we find 
the poet Statius (SHv. iv. praef.) writing" multa ex iIlis jam 
domino Caesari dederam." This emperor affected the title, 
as we learn from Sueton. (Domit. § 13) and from Eutropius; 
the latter of whom is incorrect when he says" dominum se 
et Deum primus appeIJari jussit," for Caligula had already 
done as much. He began a circular letter, according to 
Suetonius, with the words "dominus et Deus noster," and 
gladly listened to the acclamat.ion, in t.he theatre," domino 
et dominae feliciter." It is with reference to this that Mar­
tial writes: 

FruBtia. blanditiae. venitiB ad me 
Attritil miserabiles 1abellis : 
DicturuB dominum Deumque Don BUm. 
Jam non est locul hac in urbe vobis: 
NOD 61Jt hie dominus sed imperator. 

Pliny, also, in 'hili panegyric on Trajan, § 2, alludes to the 
88.me thing: "Nusquam ut Deo blandiamur; non enim de 
tyranoo sed de cive, non de domiuo lied de parente loqui­
mur." (Comp. §§ M, 63.) Domin", then, in a distinct 
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political acceptation, as where a vile tyrant like DomitiaD 
wanted men to feel that he was their master, bad not lost 
it.'i old twang; and yet the style of politenei:!s continually 
madeul:!e ofit,-the bel:!t proof of which is afforded by the fact 
that the same Pliny, in his letters to Trajan, calls bim domi­
nus more than seventy times. 

It is needless to trace the uses of this word further down 
in the empire. Some emperors, as Alexander Severns, 
refused to be so called. Avidius Cassiu~ (Vulcat. Gallic. 
in Vita § 5), addressing Mark Antonine, says: rect.e COD­

suluisti mi domine; and Antoninu! D;adumenus (Ael. 
Lamprid. in Vita § 9) in writing.to his mother concerning 
bis father, Opilius Macrinus the emperor, says: "dominus 
noster et Augustus nee te amat nec ipsum se," which he 
might have aaid of his father, though not an emperor, as 
will presently appear. 

The lapidary style affords frequent examples of the !lame 
mode of designating the emperor. In Latin inscriptions the 
form generally was dominus no.~ter (D. N. ; and in the plu­
ral, DD. NN.), and the earliest extant examples belong to the 
age of Dornitian. Thus in Orelli's Collection (1. 143, No. 
021) we have the following Egyptian epigraph, one of the 
very many yet extant on the statue of Memnoo. 

Sex. Liciniu8 Plldens legion is xxii 
xi. K. Januariu8 anno iiii D. N. 

Domitiani Caesal'is All~U8ti 
Germanici, audi [audii] Memnonem. 

Another, found at Corduba in Spain (Orelli 1.180, No. 766), 
begins thus: 

D. N. Imperator Caesar 

Divi Vespasiani Augu8ti, etc., 

and belongs to the same reign. ~ 
In Mommsen's Latin Inscriptions of the kingdom of 

Naples (p. 212), occur the words: "Pro salute optumi 
principia et domini nostri," relating to the same emperor. 

On Greek inscriptions ,wpw,> is found frequently enough; 
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but 8E~, if we are not deceived, almost never. Wets­
tein's only reference is to a marble of Smyrna, in wbich occur 
the words TOV IWpiov K..aJqapo'> '.A.Bpt.aJloV; but we bave not 
found this in Boeckh's Collection, perhaps have overlooked it. 
Without making an exhaustive search, we have noticed 
among the inscriptions of Asia Minor one of Aphrodisias in 
Caria, of uncertain date; another of Stratonicea in Caria, of 
the reign of Adrian, and another of Bagae on the Hermus, 
belonging to the reign of Diocletian, in whicb the title is 
employed. But it is found most abundantly on the monu­
ments of Egypt. Nearly fifty instances have fallen under 
our eye. The earliest pertains to the reign of Tiberi us. 
Then occur Nero, and the emperors of the second century, 
tbe latter very often. With equal frequency, the gods of 
Egypt, as Isis, Ammon, etc. ; or imported gods, as PaD. 
We have noticed no cases in which the line of Lagidae 
received this title, and may infer that it came into vogue 
under the Romans. Inscriptions with this appellation of 
ItVpW<> abound especially on' the statue of MemnoD, at 
Philae, in Elephantina, etc. One, discovered in the oasis of 
Thebes, and belonging to the reign of Galba, is remarkable, 
as containing the words: "the ordinance sent to me Vrro ToV 
IWplov irtEpiJIJOI;, Tib. Julius Alexander," praefect of Egypt, 
- the person speaking being the strategus of the nome. 

The passage whicb we have quoted from Suetonius, in hie 
life of Augustus, affords us another early use of dominus. 
After tbe occurrence in the theatre, Augustus "dominum se 
appellari ne a liberis quidem aut nepotibus, vel serio vel joco, 
pallsus est; atque hujusmodi Blanditiis etiam inrer ipsos 
prohibuit." From this it appears to have grown already into 
a custom for children, adopting perhaps the style of slaves 
in the household, to address their parents by this title, and 
even thull to address one another. That this practice continued 
to be rife, is shown by a passage of Seneca (Epist. 104), 
which is regularly quoted by the commentators on Acts for 
another reasoll. ,. llIud mihi," says he, "in ore erat domini 
mei GaUionis [his brother]; qui, quum in Achaia febrem 
habere coepjsset, protinu8 navem ascendit, clarnitans non 
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corporis esse sed loci morburn." Martial, half a century after­
ward, refers to the custom of calling a father dominus, in the 
following epigram (i. 82) : 

E servo lICis te genitum, blandeque fateris, 
Cum dicis dominum, Sosibiane, patrem. 

The same ullage h! pointed at by Palladas, an epigram­
matist of the end of the fourth century. He speaks of a 
person who, in the hope of getting some present from a friend, 
addressed him as 8oJ.Ulle l/>pO,Tf;P, and when he had no such 
expectation, used l/>pO,Tf;P alone. "Ainap f,ywye," continue:< 
the poet: 

which seems, by the way, to indicate that e and cu, in that 
age, did 110t differ in their sound. 

For another use of dominus, in polite discourse, Seneca is 
again, our earliest voucher. In his t.hird epistle he NlYs: 
"Sic iIlum amicum vocasti, quomodo omnes candidatos 
bonos viros dicimus; quomodo obvios, si nomen non sue­
currit,dominos salutamus." So, too, a crowd wal' addressed, 
under the emperors, as domini or ICIJpl.O£. When Nero, in the 
character of a citharoedus, exhibited himself to the Romans 
in the theatre, he began: K:6pwl JUJU evp.ellc,., JUlV tlKOVa-4TE 
(Dion. Casso lxi. 20). We may add here that in addresses 
to known persons, of no very high rank, the title was em­
ployed. It is thus employed by Petronius, and if the judg­
ment of Dr .. Charles Beck, lately professor at Harvard, refer­
ring him to the first century, should be sanctioned by the 
critics, he would become a very early voucher for it. It is 
found, again, in Apuleius, 8S Luei domine (Metam. ii. 30. j 
iii. 50), domine alone (iv. 75), and domine fili, "sir, 800," 

spoken by Jupiter to Cupido. See also a passage in Quin­
til. vi. 3. 100, a part of which we do not understand. It closes: 
et verus inquit domine. 

It is natural that the use of domina, ICVpl.t:l, should go on 
pari pasllu with that of dominus, ICVP'O,>. AD example or two 
may be produced. When the vUe and crazy NerQ associated 
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with himtlelf Pythagoras as husband and Sporus as wife. 
\ , \ Q ,,\ \~, , 'I': (D' C 1Ca£ ICVpW. 1Ca£ fJfU1'£"",r; Ka, vEcrrro£lIa rollOJJ4'1>ETO Ion. aSlI. 

Ixiii. 13). Another infamous emperor, Elagabalus, affected 
to be a woman, and when Aurelius ZotiCU8 said to him 
KVpu: aVroKpa:rrop xaipe, replied, "'~ J.'E Akye KVPWII' f,y~ 'Yap 
ICVpta ell" (Dion. Casso Ixxix.16, comp.14). The Roman 
women, says Epictetu!\ (Enchirid. 40), at the age of fourteen, 
are called "upl.tu by their husbands j but this means no 
more than that, when married at that early age, a girl is 
called domina, i. e., mistress of the family or slave!:!. In 
the Pall tor of Hermas,oomina is a constant form of address. 
So dominus (e. g., lib. i. vis 1, lib. ii. mand. 5). 

Here we may touch upon the question: What is the proper 
translation of 2 John vv. 1,5, where our translation is" lady"? 
dismillsing as impos~ible the view which is ex prell sed by 
the translation "the lady Eclecta," as giving her the same 
nallle with her sister (vcr. 13), or as requiring the rendering 
" Eclecta" in the one case, and "elect " in the other, and 
regarding as nearly absurd, the opinion of Huther, which 
finds in "vpla the ICVpla e""X1Jala, we have remaining the two 
renderingl'l, "the elect Lady," or "the elect Kyria." The 
former is opposed by the abllence of the article before EKXeICTfj, 
while in thE'! latter case this absence, although not usual, call 
be better endured. Kyria seems to have been a rare proper 
name. 

In concluding this monograph, which is already longer 
than we could have wished, we desire to prescnt to our 
readers, in a brief form, our most important conclusionzl. 

1. About the beginning of the empire the custom grew up 
of addressing the emperor as oominus or /C.6pwr; ; nay, some­
times even ~ecrrroT7Jr; was heard. This Ullage became a part 
of established etiquette. 

2. When the emperor !lpoke of himself as a oominus, it 
grated on Roman ears, 815 savoring of 8lavery. 

3. When the emperor was spoken of in inscriptions, he 
was freely called by these titles. The same probably was 
true of other modes of tlpeaking of him. 

4. When an unknown person, or one whose name was not 
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remembered, or a crowd was addressed, these words were 
used. 

D. Other persons besid~s the emperor were so addressed 
or spoken of. This is true of parents, brothers, even of chil­
dren, and perhaps of other persons important in the view of 
the speaker, and that both with and without appending the 
individual's name. 

6. The same remarks bold of the corresponding female 
terms. 

7. Finally, whatever can be argued with regard to t/Qmi,. 

nus in Italy, can with more force be argued of IC6pUJf; in tbe 
Greek-speaking parts of the Roman empire, and especially 
in the East. 

It can therefore be readily believed, that when Luke, in 
the passage before us, attributes to Festus the- words .,.fj 
'eI'pi"" ~pokt'n of the emperor, be attributes to him what be 
would be likely to say, even as a Roman official. Further­
more, as we have already observed, he was probably on the 
spot, seeing that he sailed soon after with the apostle, and 
he may have been an ear-witDe88 to words which were 
spoken in a public assembly. 

ART I C LEI' V. 

METHOD IN SERMONS. 

BY BBV. LEOIIABD WITHINGTON, D. D., nWBUItTPOBT, MASS. 

V.BRY much attention has been paid by most sermonizers 
to the method, the order, and the division of their dis­
courses. In some associations, it is a ('.onstaDt exercise to 
exhibit the skeleton of a sermon as a subject of criticism; 
and yet the success of this labor, it seems to us, has borne no 
proportion to the labor itself. We have known some cases 
ill which the order of a sermon bas been bad just in propor-


