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CHRYSOST. ad Galat, 1, 17, °

Officii mei est obscura disserere, manifesia persiringere, in dubiis immorari. — HIERONTM.
Prafat, lib, 1il. cap. L Commentar. in Epist. ad Galatas.

Non hic audeo pracipilare sententiam, intelligat qui polest, fudicet gui potest, utrum majus sit
justos creare quam tmpios justificare—AUGUSTIN. Tract. LXXIL in Jognnts Evangelium.

I myself can hardly believe that I was so plentiful in words, when I d1d publicly expound
this Epistle of Paul to the Galatians, as this book showeth me to have been. Notwithstanding,
I pergeive all the cogitations which I find in this treatise, by so great diligence of the brethren
gathered togcther, to be mine; so that I must needs confess, either all or perhaps more to have
been uttered by me, for in my heart this one article reigneth, eveu the faith of Christ, from
whem, by whom, and unto wkom all my divinc studies daily have recourse, to and fro, continu-
ally. And yet I perceive that I could not reach anything near unto the height, breadth, and
depth of such high and inestimable wisdom; only certain poor and bare beginnings, and as it
were fragments, do appear. Wherefore I am ashamed that my so barren and simple commen-
taries should be set forth upon so worthy an apostle and elect vessel of God.—LUTHER, Prefuce.
to C tary on Galati English translation, London 1575.
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PREFACE.

—

HE object of this Commentary is the same as that stated

in the prefaces to my previous volumes on Ephesians,
Colossians, and Philippians. Nor do its form and style greatly
vary from those earlier Works. Ouly it is humbly hoped, that
longer and closer familiarity with theapostle’s modes of thought
and utterance may have conferred growing qualification to ex-
“pound him. The one aim has been to ascertain the meaning
through a careful analysis of the words. (rammatical and
lexical investigation have in no way been spared, and neither
labour nor time has been grudged in the momentous and re-
sponsible work of illustrating an epistle which contains so vivid
an outline of evangelical truth. To find the sense has been
my first step, and the next has been to unfold it with some
degree of lucid and harmonious fulness. How far my purpose
has been realized, the reader must judge; but, like every one
whe undertakes such: a task, I am sadly conscious of falling far
short of my own ideal. While I am not sensible of being
warped by any theological system, as little am I aware of any
deviation from recognised evangelical truth. One may differ
in the interpretation of special words and phrases, and still
- hold the great articles of the Christian creed. I have gone
- Over every clause with careful and conscientious effort to
arrive at its sense, and without the smallest desire to find a
meaning for it that may not jar with my theology. For
“Theology,” as Luther said, “is nothing else than a grammar
and lesicon applied to the words of the Holy Spirit.” I am
well aware that scholastic theology has done no small damage
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to biblical interpretation, as may be seen in so many of the
proof-texts attached to Confessions of Faith. The divine words
of Scripture are “spirit and life,” and have an inherent vitality,
while the truth wedged into a system has often become as a
mummy swathed up in numerous folds of polemical dialectics.
Several features of this epistle render its exposition some-
what difficult. In some sections, as in the address to Peter,
the apostle’s theology is but the expression of his own experi-
ence; brief digressions and interjected thoughts are often oc-
curring ; longer deviations are also met with before he works
round more or less gradually to the main theme. The epistle
is not like a dissertation, in which the personality of the author
is merged ; it is not his, but himself—his words welling up
freshly from his heart as it was filled by varying emotions of
surprise, disappointment, anger, sorrow, and hope. So, what
he thought and felt was immediately written down before its
freshness had faded; vindication suddenly passes into dogma,
and dogma is humanized by intermingled appeals and warnings,
—the rapid interchange of I, We, Thou, Ye, They, so lighting
up the illustration that it glistens like the changing hues of a
dove’s neck. The entire letter, too, is pervaded by more than
wonted fervour ; the crisis being very perilous, his whole nature
was moved to meet i, so as to deliver his beloved converts
from its snares. One result is, that in his anxiety and haste,
thought occasionally jostles thought ; another idea presses upon
him before the one under hand is brought to a formal conclu-
sion; his faculty of mental association being so suggestive and
fertile, that it pressed all around it into his service. These
peculiarities show that the letter is an intensely human com-
position—the words of an earnest man writing in the fulness
of his soul to other men, and naturally throwing himself on
their affection; while there lies behind, in conscious combi-
nation, that divine authority which conferred upon him the
apostleship in connection with the appearance and voice of the
Saviour, and that divine training which opened up to him those
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sudden and perfect intuitions which he terms Revelation. The
contents and circumstances of the epistle endeared it to Luther,
for it fitted in wondrously to his similar experiences and trials,
and he was wont to call it, as if in conjugal fondness, his
Katherine von Bora. - One may also cordially indorse the
eulogy of Bunyan: “I prefer this book of Martin Luther’s
(except the Bible) before all the beoks that I have ever seen,
as most fit for a wounded conscience.” TFor the epistle un-
veils the relation of a sinner to the law which condemns him,
and from which, therefore, he cannot hope for acceptance,
and it opens up the great doctrine of justification by faith,
which modern spiritualism either ignores or explains away.
Its explicit theology is, that fhrough faith one enjoys pardon
and has the Spirit conferred upon him, so that he is free from
legal yoke; while his life is characterized by a sanctified
activity and self-denial, for grace is not in conflict with such
obedience, but is rather the spring of it—death to the law
being life to God. It is also a forewarning to all time of the
danger of modifying the freeness and fulness of the gospel,
and of allowing works or any element of mere ritual to be
mixed up with the atoning death of the Son of God, as if to
give it adaptation or perfection.

Any one writing on Galatians must acknowledge his obli-
gation to the Grerman exegets, Meyer, De Wette, Wieseler, and
the others who are referred to in the last chapter of the Intro-
duction. Nor can he forget to thank, among others at home,
Bishop Ellicott, Dean Alford, and Prof Lightfoot, for their
learned and excellent labours. Each of these English com-
mentaries has its distinctive merits; and my aope is, that this
volume, while it has much in common with them, will be found
to possess also an individual character and value, the result of
unwearied and independent investigation. Ellicott is distin-
guished by close and uniform adherence to grammatical canon,
without much expansion into exegesis ; Alford, from the fact
that his exposition extends to the whole New Testament, is of
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necessity brief and somewhat selective in his remarks ; while
Lightfoot himself says, that “in his explanatory notes such
interpretations only are discussed as seemed at all events possi-
bly right, or are generally received, or possess some historical
interest;” and his collateral discussions occupy longer space than
the proper exposition, I have endeavoured, on the other hand,
to unite grammatical accuracy withi some fulness of exegesis,
giving, where it seemed mnecessary, a synopsis of discordant
views, and showing their insufficiency, one-sidedness, ungram-
matical basis, or want of harmony with the context; treating
a doctrine historically, or throwing it into such a form as may
remove objection ; noticing now and then the views and argu-
ments of Prof. Jowett; and, as a new feature in this volume,
interspersing several separate Essays on important topics.
Authorities have not been unduly heaped -together; in the
majority of cases, only the more prominent or representative
names have been introduced. The text is for the most part,
but not always, the seventh edition of Tischendorf, to whom
we are indebted for the Codex Sinaiticus ¥, and for his recent
and exact edition of the Vatican Codex of the New Testament.

My thanks are due to Mr. John Cross, student of Balliol
College, Oxford, for looking over the sheets as they passed
thrgugh the press,

And now, as an earnest and honest attempt to discover the
mind of the Spirit.in His own blessed word, I humbly dedicate
this volume to the Church of Christ.

JOHN EADIE,

6 THORNVILLE TERRACE, HILLHEAD,
GLASGOW, 1st January 1869.
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INTRODUCTION.

I.-THE PROVINCE OF GALATIA.

HE Galatia or Gallogrecia of the ¢ Acts,” the region to
which this epistle was sent, was a central district in Asia
Minor, bounded on the north by Bithynia and- Paphlagonia, on
the south by Cappadocia and Phrygia, on the east by Pontus
and Cappadocia, and on the west by Phrygia and Bithynia.
The Roman province of Galatia was considerably larger than
this territory, and comprised Liycaonia, Isauria, Phrygia, and
Pisidia—the kingdom as ruled by the last sovereign Amyntas.'
Some critics therefore hold that this epistle was sent espe-
cially to believers in Lystra and Derbe; Mynster, Niemeyer,
Paalus, Ulrich, Béttger, and Thiersch arguing that in the
reign of Nero, Galatia included Derbe and Lystra along with
Pisidia, and that therefore in Acts xiii, and xiv. there are full
details of the apostle’s missionary labours in the province. But
Galatia is not used in the New Testament in this wide Roman
sense ; it has always a narrower signification. TFor by its side
occur the similar names of Mysia, Pisidia, and Phrygia. Nay,
Liycaonia, Pisidia, Phrygia—all included in the Roman province
—are uniformly mentioned as countries distinct from Galatia ;
the obvious inference being that the terms denote various locali-
ties, without reference to political divisions. Thus the author of

! Galatia quogue sub hoc provincia facta est, cum antea regnum fuissel
primusque eam M. Lollius pro pratore adminigiravit, Eutropius, vil 8.—To
&’ Apdyro TEASUTHORUTOS 00 TOTg ToLioiy abrod Tar doxiy Ewitpelen, dAN i¢
Ty Dmroop tofiyenys, xal obrw xel i Taharin werd vis Aveaosing Pogeios
doyovra foge. Dion Cassiug, liii. 3, vol. ii. p. 48, ed. Bekker. See also
Btrabo, xii. 5, 1. Pliny puts the Lystreni in the catalogue of the tribes -
oceupying the Roman province : Hist. Nat. vii. 42.
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the Acts describes the apostle and his party as going “throughout
Phrygia and the region of Gualatia” (Acts xvi. 6); and these are
again distinguished from Lycaonia and Pisidia, Acts xiil. 14,
xiv. 6, 24. Nay, the phrase first quoted—rnyv Ppuyiav xai T
Taratucyy xopav, ©“ the Phrygian and Galatian country”—
implies that while Phrygia and Galatia were different, they
were closely connected geographically; for the Gralatian district
was bounded south and west by Phrygia, nay, it had originally
been Phrygian territory before it was conquered and possessed
by the Ganls! The towns of Lystra and Derbe, “cities of
Lycaonia,” with Iconium and Antioch, are never regarded as
belonging to the apostolic Gralatia, though the Roman Gralatian
province apparently included them.. At the same time, in the
enumeration of places in 1 Pet, i. 1, an enumeration running
from east to west, (falatia may be the Roman province men-
tloned with the others there saluted.

The compound name I'aAXoyparria—Gallogrecia—Greek
Gaul, is connected with the eastward migration of a fragment
of the great old Keltic race which peopled western Europe.
Indeed, Keltai, Galli, Galatz, are varying forms of the same
name. The first of these terms, Kenrol, Kéray, is probably
the earliest, being found in Hecatzeus® and Herodotus ;° while
the other form, Faidria, is more recent (6yré), as is affirmed
by Pausanias,* though it came to be generally adopted by
Greek writers as the name as well of the eastern tribes in Asia
Minor, as of the great body of the people to the west of the
Rhine. It occurs on the Augustan monument in the town of
Ancyra; and being applied alike to the Asiatic and Enro-
pean Gauls, there needed occasionally some geographical nota-
tion to be added, such as that found in Blian®—Taidras
Eiofos Tots ths “Egas Méyer 8pav Towaita; and it has been
found on an inscription dug out from Hadrian’s Wall in the
north of England. Diefenbach® shows that this name had an

1 Btrabo writes: iv 3¢ 77 gesaoyain Tiv ve Hpuyias, 7 fo7i wépos 4 ve tow
Tarroypuixdy heyopivn Tararin : Geog. 1. 5, 31.

2 Fragment. 19, 20, 21, ed. Miiller.

3 Hist. ii. 33, iv.-49. Polybius, ii. 13; Diodorus Sic. v. 22. See
Suidas, sub voce Tannes, and the Etymologicum Magnum, sub voce Tararia.

¢ Descript. Gree. 1. 8, 5, vol. i. p. 18, ed. Schubart.

5 De Nat. Anim. xvii. 19, vol. i. p. 382, ed. Jacobs.

¢ Celtica, il. p. 6, ete., Stuttgart 1839-40.
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extensive range of application. Ammianus Marcellinus® says,
Galatas—1ta enim Gallos Sermo Gracus adpellat ; and Appian?
explains, és i Kentigaw v viv Aeyopévmy Iehatiav. Galli
__Téxnoi, Gauls—was the current Roman name, though the
other terms, Kelt and Galatian, are also used by Latin writers
—the last being confined to the people who had settled them-
selves in Phrygia. Julius Casar’s® words are, tertiam qus ipso-
rum lingua, Celtew, nostra Galli appellantur. Livy,' in narrating
the eastern wars in (ualatia, calls the people Galli. I'ad\ia
is also employed by late Greek writers, and at a more recent
period it almost superseded that of Galatia.” Theodore of Mop-
suestia has Tas vir warovuérns T'adidas—ad 2 Tim. iv. 10,
Fragm. p. 156, ed. Fritzsche. Diefenbach® quotes from Galen,
De Antidot, i, 2, a clause identifying the three names : karodoy
vap abrods émor uéy Taldras, &vwoi 8¢ T'dAhovs, avwnbéorepor
8¢ v Kénrov dvopa. Strabo” reports some difference of lan-
guage among the western Galatee—a statement which may be
at once believed, for, not to speak of Welsh and Erse, such
variations are found in places so contiguous as the counties
of Inverness and Argyle. Appian,’ speaking of the Pyrenees,
says, “that to the east are the Kelts, now named Galatians and
Gauls, and to the west lberians and Keltiberians.” But the
names are sometimes used vaguely, and sometimes also for the
sake of inter-distinction, as in the definition of Hesychius,
Kentoi é0vos érepor T'aratdv; in Diogenes Laertius,’ Kehrols
wat Ioidrars; and in fine, we have also the name Kerto-
vahatia. These ethnological statements imply that the know-
ledge of ancient writers on the subject was not only vague and
fluctuating, but often merely traditionary and conjectural, and
that the various names—Greek and Roman, earlier and later,
eastern and western—given to this primitive race, led to great
confusion and misunderstanding. Perhaps it is not far from
the trath to say that Kelt was the original name, the name em-

Yxv.9. 2 Hann. iv. p. 115, vol. i. ed. Bekker. 3 Bell. Gall. 1.

) * Hist. xxxviil. 12, 27. For these various names, see also Contzen,
die Wanderungen der Kelten, p. 3, Leipzig 1861 ; Gliick, die bei C. J.
Cesar vorkommnende Keltischen Namen, Miinchen 1857.

5 Wright's Celt, Roman, and Sazon, p. 325. 8 Celtica, ii. 7.
" Geog. iv. 1, 1. 8 Hisp. i. p. 48, vol. i. ed. Bekker.
? P. 1, vol. i. ed. Huebner.
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ployed by the people themselves; and that the Greeks, on getting
the name or some peculiar variation of it, represented it by
Gaalatee ; while the Romans, by another initial change far from
being uncommon, pronounced it Galli—the ¢ or at in Kelt
or Galat being a species of Keltic suffix.! Not only is the
initial letter of Kelti and Galli interchangeable, but there is a

" form Kaaria, Kd\aTov, allied, according to some, to Cael-
don—the Giauls of the hills—Celadon, Caledonii. The northern
form of the word is Gladhael, Gaidheal, or Gaoidheal, of which
the Scottish term Gael is a contraction. Hence Argyle is ar-
Gadhael, the coast of the Gael, and Argyle has become Argyll,
just as Gael became Gall, Galli. The conflicting mythical
derivations of the name need not be referred to; it seems to
be allied to the Irish Gal, “a battle,” Gala, % arms,” and will
therefore mean “armed”—pugnaces, armati? This derivation
is abundantly verified in their history, for they were, as Strabo
says, “warlike, passionate, and ever prepared to fight.”® The
essential syllable in the earlier name is found in Celtiber,
KextifBnp; and the other form, Grall, makes the distinctive part
of Gallicia, a province in the Spanish peninsula, of Galway
and of Galloway, connected with the idea of foreign or hostile ;
hence the old Scottish proverb about the fremd Scots of
Galloway.” = The same syllable formed portion of the grand
chieftain’s name latinized by Tacitus into Galgacus, into whose
mouth, in his oration before the decisive battle, the son-in-law
of the Roman general puts those phrases which in their point
and terseness have passed into proverbs: omme ignotum pro
magnifico ; solitudinem factunt, pacem appellant.*

The Celtic races were among the earliest migrations from
the East, and occupied western Euorope; they were as far
west, according to Herodotus, as to be ¢ beyond the Pillars of
Hercules” —¢they are near the Kynete, which are the most
western population of Europe.”® They were also found in
northern Italy, France, and the British Isles. Many Latin

1 I —derivans in nominibus Gailicis vel Britannicis vetustis.  Singularts
accedens ad radicem—as Critognatus from gnd. Zeuss, Grammatica Celtice,
vol. il. pp. 757, 758, Lipsize 1853.

2 Do. vol. i. p. 993. . 3 (eog. iv. 4, 2.

4 Agricolz Vita, Xxx. p. 287, Op. vol. iv. ed. Ruperti.

% ii. 33, iv. 49. Plutarch, Vite, Marius, p. 284, vol. ii. ed. Bekker.
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terms connected with war are of Keltic origin.! But the
ocean prevented any farther westward progress, and in their
restlessness the Kelts retraced their steps, and commenced a
series of movements towards the East. After some minor
expeditions, and in the year 390 B.c., a portion of them, under
Brennus or Bran, crossed the Apennines, captured Rome,
and spread themselves over the south of Italy. According to
Livy and Diodorus, these invaders came from the vicinity of
Sens, and were therefore Kelts according to Ceesar’s account
of the races of Gtaul. Others suppose them to have belonged
to the Kymric branch of the Gauls: KiuBpor—Kuippeplod?
About 279 B.c. another body of Gauls, under a leader of
the same name, rushed eastward into Greece, overran Thrace
and Macedonia, found immense wealth, and enriched them-
selves for another and more violent expedition,—their forces
being said to consist of 150,000 infantry and 61,000 cavalry.
These hardy hordes—dyréyovor Tirfives, late-born Titans—
swarmed thick as snow-flakes—wipdSeocaiv éowkdres, as the
poet describes them.? On pushing their way to Thermopyle
so famed in olden story, they met 20,000 Gireeks assembled to
defend the pass, the shore being guarded also by an Athenian
fleet. The Gauls, in spite of their numbers, were beaten
back; and one party of them, crossing the mountains into
ZEtolia, ravaged the country with incredible barbarity. The
leader then marched in haste on Delphi, gloating over
the rich prize that should fall into his hands—the sacred
treasures and statues and chariots dedicated to the sun-god;
profanely joking, according to Justin,* that the gods were so
rich that they could afford to be givers as well as receivers.
But the Delphian Greeks, mustering only 4000, proved more
than a match for Brennus and his impatient troops. The
defenders had an advantageous situation on the hill, and,
aided by a stern and intense wintry cold, they bravely re-
pulsed the barbarians. Their general, wounded and carried off

! Prichard's Fastern Origin of the Celtic Nations, p. 124, Latham's ed.

? Appian, Celic. vol. i. pp. 34, 42, ed. Bekker; Diodor. Sic. v. 82;
Arnold’s History of Rome, vol. 1. p. 524, ete., 3d ed.

® Callimachus, ad Delum. 175, p. 33, ed. Blomfield.

* Justin, xxiv. 6. Contzen, Wanderungen der Kelten, p. 193, ete.;
Wernsdorf, De Repub. Galat. vii. ; Pausanias, Descript. Graee. x. 19,

b
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the field, was unable to bear his mortification, and committed
suicide; and the impetuous invaders, on being beaten, fled in
panic—a mnational characteristic, and a few of them escaping
the slaughter that accompanied their disorderly retreat through
an unknown and mountainous territory, reached their brethren
left behind at Thermopyle. According to Greek legend,
Apollo’s help! led to the discomfiture of the invaders. Justin
says that a portion of these marauders, the tribe called Tecto-
sages, returned with their booty to Tolosa—Toulouse ; but the
story is uncertain, and the fluctuations of these Celtic tribes,
ever in quest of new territories and plunder, cannot be dis-
tinctly traced—the hazy reports of their movements hither and
thither cannot be clearly followed. The expedition to Delphi
had bred fierce dissension among the leaders of the force, who,
like all Keltic chiefs, were too self-willed and independent to
maintain harmonious action for any length of time. Two
leaders, named in a tongue foreign to their own, Leonnorius
and Lutarius, had escaped the great disaster by refusing to
join in the march ; they and their followers fought their way
through the Thracian Chersonese to the Hellespont, and after
some quarrels and vicissitudes were carried across into Asia
Minor. Nicomedes 1., king of Bithynia, being at war at the
time with his brother Zyboetes, gladly took these foreign mer-
cenaries into his service, and by their help gained the victory,
but at a terrible expense of misery to his country. In the
campaign they had acted as it pleased them, and divided
the prey among themselves. According to one statement,
Nicomedes gave them a portion of the conquered country
which was on that account called Gallogrecia. According to
other accounts, the Gauls, disdaining all such trammels as
usually bind allies or hired legionaries, set out to conguer for
themselves, threw themselves over the country west and north
of the Taurus, and either forced it to tribute or parcelled it out
as a settlement. The Syrian princes were terrified into sub-
mission for a season; but their spirit at length revived, and one
of them, Antiochus, got his surname of Soter from a victory over
these truculent adventurers, or rather over one of their three
tribes—the Tectosages. Such, however, was the importance
attached to them, that the princes of various countries subsi-
t Diodorus, Biblioth. Hist. vol. iii. p. 2, Excerpta Vaticana,
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dized them, and they are found in Egyptian as well as in
Syrian battles. But they were dangerous friends; for after
helping to gain a battle for Antiochus Hierax, they turned and
compelled him to ransom himself and form a bond with them.
Their spreading over the country like a swarm—ovelut examen,
and the terror Gallici nominis et armorum invicta felicitas, are
referred to by Justin.' In this way they became the terror of all
states, an ungovernable army, whose two-edged sword was ever
ready to be drawn to glut their own lust of booty, and which, when
paid for, often cut on either side of the quarrel for which they
had been bought, and was seldom sheathed. They knew their
power, and acted according to their wild and rapacious instincts.

But their unquenchable turbulence became intolerable, Atta-
lus, prince of Pergamus and father of oumenes, gained a great
victory over theni, or rather over the two tribes, the Trocmi
and Tolistoboii ; he refused to pay them tribute, and hemmed
them into the provinece proper of Galatia, about B.c. 230.2 Yet
we find Attalus employing another horde of the same hirelings
in one of his wars, who, as their wont had been, broke loose
from ali restraint, and plundered the countries and towns along
the Hellespont, till their defeat by Prusias, about B.C. 216.2
But Rome was about to avenge its earlier capture. Some
Gallic or Galatian troops had fought on the side of Antiochus
at the battle of Magnesia ; and the consul Manlius, against the
advice of the decem legati who were with him, at once invaded
their country, while the native Phrygian hierarcly, trodden
down by the Gauls, encouraged the invaders. The Gauls, on
being summoned to submit, refused—stolida ferocia; but they
were soon defeated, in two campaigns and in a series of battles,
with prodigious slaughter. Certain conditions were imposed on
them, but their country was not wrested from them. They may
by this time have lost their earlier hardihood, and, as Niebuhr
remarks, have become quite effeminate and unwarlike, as the
Goths whom Belisarius found in Italy. Fifty-two Gallic chiefs
walked hefore the triumphal car of Manlius at Rome, B.c. 189.
In subsequent years they were often employed as indispensable
auxiliaries; they served both with Mithridates and with Pompey
who showed them some favour, and some of them -were at
Actium on the side of Antony. Roman patronage, however,

! Hist. Philip. xxv. 2.~ 2 Livy, lib. zxxviti. 16, 3 Polybius, v. 11.
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soon crushed them. Deiotarus, first tetrarch, and then made
king by Pompey, was beaten at Pharsalia, but he was defended
at Rome by Cicero; the second king of the same name was
succeeded by Amyntas, on whose death Augustus reduced the
country to the rank of a Roman province, B.c. 25, the first
governor of which was the propraetor, M. Lollius. The differ-
ence between the limits of Galatia and the Roman province
so named has been already referred to. '
The Gauls who had so intruded themselves into Asia
Minor, and formed what Juvenal® calls altera Gallia, were
divided into three tribes: the names of course have been
formed with Greek terminations from the native terms which
may not be very accurately represented. These three tribes
were the ToaiordBoyior, to the west of the province, with
Pessinus for their capital ; the Texroodryes in the centre, with
Ancyra for their chief city which was also the metropolis of the
country; and the Tpoxuos, to the east of the territory, their
principal town being Tavium.” Each tribe was divided into
four tetrarchies, having each its tetrarch, with a judge and a
general under him ; and there was for the twelve tetrarchies a
federal council of 300, who met at Drynaemetum, or oak-
shrine—the first syllable of the word being the Keltic deruw,
oak (Derwydd, Druid), and nemed in the same tongue mean-
ing a temple? That, says Strabo, was the old constitution—
Tdhai pey oty Y oty Tis 1 Srdratist
~ The previous statements, however, have been questioned,
and it has been denied that those fierce marauders were Gauls.
There are, it is true, contradictions and uncertainties among
the old writers about them,—statements that can uneither be
fully understood mor satisfactorily adjusted. The outline is

1 Sat. vii. 16.

2 Memnon in Photit Bibliotheca, pp. 227-8, ed. Bekker. The spelling of
the names varies, and under the Emperor Augustus the epithet Sefaoryval
wag prefixed to them. Who would not have thanked Tacitus, if in his
Life of Agricola, instead of his stately Latin terminations, he had spelled
the proper names as nearly as possible according to the pronunciation of the
natives of Pictland or Caledonia? But the Romans looked with conterpt on
such an effort. Pliny sneers at a barbara appellatio (Hist. Nat. iii. 4), and
a professed geographer says, Cantabrorum aliquot populi amnesque sunt, sed
guorum noming nostro ore concipi nequeant. . Mela, De Situ Orbis, iii. 1.

8 Diefenbach, Celtica, i 160, 4 xii. 5.
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often dark, and the story is sometimes left incomplete, or filled
in with vague reports, legends, or conjectures. But the wild
wanderers referred to were generally believed to be Gauls
proper from the west, and probab.ly of: the' great le{SlOIl of
Kymri or Welsh Kelts. Latham, in his edition of Prichard’s
Eastern Origin of the Celtic Nations, p. 104, etc., throws out
the conjecture that the Galatians were from Austrian Gallicia,
and therefore of Sclavonic origin ; but his arguments are
neither strong nor strongly put. Others maintain that those
Gauls or Galatians were of a German stock, There are ob-
seurities in the distinctions made by Greek and Latin authors
between the Grerman and Gothic races, of which Suidas under
Kéntol is an example; for he says the Kelts are called Geermans,
adding, that they invaded Albion, and are also called Senones
—a Gothic race beyond all dispute. Dion Cassius falls into
similar blunders. ¢ Some of the Kelts,” he says, ¢ whom we
call Germans, holding the whole of Keltike toward the Rhine,
have made it to be called Germany.”! He places the Kelts on
both banks of the Rhine, or rather with this odd distinction, év
apiaTepd péy ™ te Takatlav . .. év dckid 8¢ Tods Kerois.
He also identifies Kelts and Germans, calling the latter Kehrol,
and the Belgians Kehtikol; nay, vaguely regarding Kehtiwr
as a Celtic territory bordering on Aquitania, he sometimes gives
it the special meaning of Gallia, and at other times uses it in
the broader sense of Western Europe containing Kelts and Geer-
mans.’  Other old writers were apparently quite as bewildered
on the subject, and as various in their references. A know-
ledge of the .geography and the history of outlying regions
could not be easily obtained in those days, and much of it
must have been the result of oral communication, so liable to
mistake, exaggeration, and distortion. But a distinction was
usually made, though it was not consistently adhered to; and
the hypothesis that these Gauls were of a Teutonic origin
is quite contrary to the current traditions and the ordinary
beliefs of the carlier times. There are extreme views on
both sides; such as the theory of Mone,® that Gtermany as

b liil. 12, xxxix, 49. .

? xxxix, 46, 49, Sec Brandes, das Ethnographische Verhaltniss der
Kelten und Germanen, p. 203, Leipzig 1857,

3 Celtische Forschungen, Freiburg 1857,
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well as Gaul was peopled with Celts, and that of Holtzmann,!
that the two peoples named Celts and Germans were both
alike a Teutonic race. Something like national vanity has
been mingled with this dispute, which is not unlike a fierce
and famous quarrel nearer home as to the origin and blood of
the Picts. Thus Hofmann, in his Disputatio de Galat. Antiq.
1726, cries: Fn igitur coloniam Germanorum in Grecia—en
virtutem majorum nostrorum que sua arma ad remotissima loca
protulit. Selneccer (Wernsdorf, De Repub. Galat.) is jubilant
on this account: cum ad Galatas scripsisse Paulum legimus,
ad nostros majores Germanos eum seripsisse sciamus. Germani
ergo epistolam hane sibi vindicent, ut heredes et posteri’ Luther
also says, ¢ Some imagine that we Germans are descendants of
the Galatians. Nor perhaps is this derivation untrue, for we
Germans are not very unlike them in temper.” ¢ The Epistle
to the Gralatians is addressed to Germans,” Olshausen writes ;
“and it was the Grerman Luther who in this apostolical epistle
again recognised and brought to light the substance of the
gospel. It can scarcely be doubted that the Galatians are the
first German people to whom the word of the cross was
preached.” Tournefort warms into enthusiasm when his travels
carry him among Keltic affinities. Gleams of the same spirit
are found in Thierry ; and Texier says more distinctly, Pour
nous, nous ne devons pas nous rappeler, sans un sentiment
d'orgueil national, que les Glaulois ont pénétré jusqu'd centre de
P Asie mineure, sy sont établis, et ont laissé dans ce pays des
souvenirs tmpérissables.®

Now, first, the names of these Galatian tribes appear to
be Keltic names. The Tolisto-boii, or perhaps Tolisto-boioi,
are Keltic in both parts of their appellation. For Tolosa is
yet preserved in France and Spain;* and the second portion
of the word is Keltic also, the Boii being a well-known Gallic
tribe—a turbulent and warlike race who left Transalpine Gaul,
crossed into morthern Italy by the pass of the Great St.
Bernard, fought against the Roman power at intervals with

1 Kelten und Germanen, Stuttgart 1855. See Prof. Lightfoot's Essay,
in his Commentary on Galatians, p. 229,

2 Wernsdorf, De Repub. Galat. 94,

3 Revue des Deux Mondes, 1841, p, 575.

4 Diefenbach, Celtica, ii. p. 339.
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varying fortunes, but on being at length driven out of the
country, settled on a territory named from them Boien-heim
—home of the Boli—Bohemia.! The Tectosages bear also a
Keltic designation. A Gallic tribe of the name is mentioned by
Cwesar as being also a migratory one, like so many of its sisters:
Germanie loca circum Hercyniam silvam Volew Tectosages occu-
paverunt atque ibi consederunt ;2 and Tolosa Tectosagum occurs
in Pom. Mela, ii. 5, as among the cities of Gallia Narbonensis.
The Tectosages are supposed indeed by Meyer and others to have
been a (terman tribe, called by Cesar Volea Tectosages; but
Volez has no connection with the Teutonic Folk or Volk, for they
were a Keltic race who had conquered a settlement in Grermany
and adopted Grerman manners (Cemsar says these things not from
his own knowledge), while the great body of the tribe occupied
the basin of the Graronne, with Tolosa (Toulouse) for its capital.
The name of the Trocmi is more obscure. Some, as Strabo,
followed by Texier, derive it from a chief; Bochart took it from
Togarmah ;? others connect it with Opnires—Thraces ; while
others identify them with the Taurisci—mountain-dwellers.*—
Secondly, the persons engaged in the expedition into Greece,
and the chiefs noted among them afterwards, have Keltic names
like the Gallic ones in Cesar; ending in riz (chief), like Dum-
norix; Albiorix, Ateporix occur after the lapse of two cen-
turies ; or in marus (mar, great), as Virdumarus, and in farus
or torus, as Delotarus, tar being equivalent to the Latin trans.
The leader Brennus (king) was called Prausus — terrible
(Gaelie, bras; Cornish, braw). Brennus had a colleague or
Zwdpywy ; “Pausanias calls him Axiéywpros,’ and Diodorus
Siculus Keysépros. In the Kymric tongue the name would be
Kikhouiaour, or Akikhouiaour, which without the angment «
would be Cygwiawr.—Thirdly, names of places often end in the
Keltic briga (hill) and sacum.”—Fourthly, Pausanias refers to
a plant which the Greeks called «dxxos, the kermes berry, but
which the Galatians ¢pwvfi T4 émiywple call 3, or according to
a better reading fowys), the dye being called doywér.® Now, the
Kymric has hesgen, a sedge, and the Cornish has heschen.

! Tacitus, De Germania, c. 28. 2 De Bell. Gall. vi. 24.
8 Phaleg. iii. 11. 4 Diefenbach, Celtica, ii. 256.
% x. 19, 8 Thierry, Hist. des Gaulois, i. 122,

T Zeuss, Celt. Gram. 772. 8 x, 36. Suidas, sub voce.
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Pausanias® tells also that one mode of military arrangement
among the invading Gauls was called Tpipapkioia, from their
native name for a horse, pdpras; tri or tri being Celtic for
three, and march or mare the name of a stced. In Irish and
Gaelic and Welsh, #rimarchwys signifies “ men driving three
horses.”—Fifthly, the long lance, the distinctive weapon of the
infantry, was the yaZoov ; hence the epithet yatodrar T'ahdrar®
It is in Irish gad, a lance, gaide, gaisthe, s solitaria often falling
out.’> It is often incorporated into proper names, as Rada-
gaisus, Graisatorix, not unlike Breakspear, Shakespear. It is
allied to the Saxon goad, and the old Scottish gad, the name
of a spear and a fishing-rod. The account of the word and
epithet given by Polybius is wholly wrong. T'afeos occurs in
the Sept., Josh. viii. 18, and in the Apocrypha, Judith ix. 9.
—Sixthly, Jerome is a witness whose testimony may be trusted,
for it is that of an ear-witness. He had sojourned both among
the Treviri for some time when a young man-—adolescen-
tulus, and he had journeyed to Galatia, and seen its capital
Ancyra. In aletter to Ruffinus he refers to a pilgrimage—
totum Galatice et Cappadocie iter.* In the preface to the second
Look of his Commentary he says, Scit mecum gui videt Ancyram
metropolim Galatie civitatem.” Not only does he mention Lis
being in Gaul, but he writes more definitely to Ruffinus, in
the letter already quoted—quum post Romana studia ad Rhent
semibarbaras ripas eodem cibo, pari frueremur hospitio. In his
second book against Jovinian he tells a story about the canni-
balism and ferocity of the matio Scotorum whom he saw in
Gaul;® and-more precisely still, he informs Florentius of a
literary work, librum Sancti Hilarii quem apud Treviros manu
mea ipse descripseram.” Now, Jerome’s distinct words are :

1x 18

2 Polybius, ii. 23, Gasum occurs Bell. Gall. iii. 4. Athensus, lib. vi.
p. 548, Up. vol. ii. ed. Schweightuser.

3 Zeuss, Celt. Gramm. p. 64, * Op.vol. i. p. 10. & Op. vii. p. 430.

© Vol. ii. p. 835. The tribes called Scots in those days were Irish; and
Trish wanderers came gradually over to Argyleshire, and founded the old
kingdom of Dalriada. St. Columba is called utriusque Seotiz patronus,
there being a Scotia and a Dalriada in Ireland as well as in Britain. Pro-
bably the name Scot itself i3 allied to Scyth, the vague title assigned to a
wild and distant race.

7 Op. vol. i. p. 15, ed. Vallara. Venetiis 1766,
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«Tt is true that Gaul produces orators, but Aquitania boasts
a Greek origin"—et Galate non de illa parte terrarum, sed de
ferocioribus Gallis sint profecti. . . . Unum est quod inferimus,
Galatas excepto sermone Graeco quo omnis Oriens loquitur, pro-
priam linguam eandem pene habere quam Treviros! So that
six hundred years after their first settlement in Asia Minor
their old language was spoken by them.

But, according to Meyer, Winer, Jablonski, Niebuhr, Hug,
Hermes, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Holtzman,* German
was the language spoken then, as now, in and around Treves.
This statement, however, though partially true, does not prove
the point contended for. For there had been an intrusive change
of population toward the end of the third century, A colony of
Franks had settled in the territory of the Treviri, and natu-
rally brought their language with them—Ieppavois of viv
Ppdryyor karovvrar® Yet the older tongue survived, and might
survive for a long period afterwards, like the Welsh tongue of
the present day, centuries after the annexation of the princi-
pality to England. Wieseler argues from the testimony of early
writers as to the (Gtermanic descent and blood of the Treviri.
Tacitus says indeed that the Treviri and the Nervii affected a
German origin,—a confession that they were not pure Germans,
and he proceeds to distinguish them from peoples which were
German faud dubie. Strabo indeed seems to admit that the
Nervii were a Geerman race.” But the Treviri are called Belgw®
and Gauls again and again, as by Tacitus in his Annal.i. 42, 43,
iil. 44. In his ffist. iv. 71, 72, 73, Cerealis addresses them,
Terram vestram ceterorumgue Gallorum. ... Cwsar says, Tre-
viros quorwm civitas propter Germanie vicinitatem . . .; hee
civitas fonge plurimum totius Gallie equitatw valel . . .; Gallus
inter (allos,"—in which places they are distinguished from
Germans; and Pom. Mela writes, Clarissimi Belgarum Treveri.”
Their leaders’ names are Keltic, such as Cingetorix. Some
doubt is thrown on this by the way in which Pliny speaks of
them,’ and there may have been, as Thierry allows, some Grerman

1 Op. vol. vil. pp. 498-430. 2 Kelten und Germanen, p. 88.
8 Procopius, Bell. Vandal. i. 3.

* De Germania 28. 5 Geog. iv. 24.
& Bell. Gall. viii. 25, v. 3, v. 45, vi. 2, vii. 8. 7 i, 2

8 Hist. Nat. iv. 31.
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tribes mixed up with them, as was the case among the Keltic
Belgians.! Cesar'’s statement, De Bell. Gall. ii, 4, may be ac-
counted for in the same way, and the apparently Teutonic
names of some of the leaders in the invasion, such as Tutarius
(Luther) and Leonnorius, may be thus explained. Great stress
is laid on the names of these two leaders, and on the name of a
tribe called Teutobodiaci, and a town oddly styled Germano-
polis. Thierry supposes that the Tolistoboii were Teutonic,
‘because of the name of Lutarius their leader. But the Teu-
tonic origin of even these names has been disputed. With
regard to the first word, there is a Keltic chieftain in Caesar
named Lucterius,’ and Leonorius is the name of a Cymric saint.?
The second syllable of the tribal name is found in the name of
the warrior queen Boadicea, in the name Bodotria, and the o
being resolvable into wua, the word assumes the form of budid,
victoria.® Zeuss also adduces such forms as Tribodii, Catbud,
Budic, ete. Germanopolis, as Prof. Lightfoot remarks, is an
exceptional word, and probably denotes some fragment of an
exceptional population ; or the name may have been one of later
introduction, as the Greek termination may indicate. The name
does not appear till more recent times, it being conjectured
that a foreign colony had been planted there® Still more,
the dissyllable German itself, not being the native Teutonic
name of the people, may have a Keltic origin,—according to
Grimm, from garm, clamor, or according to Zeuss, from ger or
gair, vicinus.®

Lastly, Ammianus Marcellinus, writing in former times,
speaks of the tall stature, fair and ruddy complexion of the Gauls,
and the blue eyes of their women;” and Diodorus® describes the
white skins and yellow hair of the “Ex\oyardrar. If any faith
can be placed in national resemblance of form and feature in

1 Hist. des Gaulots, i. p. 225, 2 Bell. Gall. vil. 7.

3 Diefenbach, Celtica, ii. 254,  * Zeuss, Gram. Celt. vol. i. p. 27.

5 Wernsdorf, De Republica Galat. p. 219.

6 G C. vol. ii. p. 375. Some deny that the Belgm were Kelts. Czesar
distinguished them from the Celtee and Aquitani; but it is admitted that
among them were German colonies who had expelled the aborigines and
settled ncar the Rhine, so that many Germans were mixed up with them.
But the people itself was Keltic, and fo them Cewmsar gave the generalized
name of Belgee—the name being allied to Belg, Fir-bolg in Irish.

7 xv. 19. 3 v. 28, 32.
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two periods so remote, Texier may be listened to: Sans chercher
& se faire illusion, on recomnait quelquefois, surtout parmi les
pasteurs, des types qui se rapportent merveilleusement & certaines
races de mos provinces de France. On voit plus de cheveus
blonds en Galatie qu’en aucun autre royaume de U Asie mineure,
les tétes carrdes et les yeux bleuw rappellent le caractére des
populations de Pouest de la France. Cetle race de pasteurs
est rdpandue dans les villages et les yaéla (camps nomades) des
environs de la métropole.!

All these points enumerated are conclusively in favour of
the cld and common belief of the Keltic origin of the Galatians.

The original population of the province indeed was Phrygian,
though in the current name no account is taken of that people,
but of the Greeks who were settled in it, as in all the Tast
since the period of Alexander’s conguests, so that Strabo calls it
Taratia “EMvjveor? The partial amalgamation of these races
must have occupied a long time. The Phrygian superstition may
Lave taken hold of the Kelts from some points of resemblance
to their ancestral faith and worship; and they learned to use
the Grecian language, which was a kind of common tongue
among all the tribes round about them, while neither the
Phrygian nor the Gallic vernacular was wholly superseded.
The Gauls had ceins with Greek inscriptions prior to the
Christian era. The comsul Manlius, addressing his troops,
says of the Galatians : J7i jam degeneres sunt mizti, et Gallogrecs
vere quod appellantur . . . Phrygas Gallicis oneratos armis.’ The
Galatian lady who is praised by Plutarch and others for killing
her deforcer, spoke to her attendants in a tongue which the
soldiers knew mnot. The Jewish dispersion had also been
spreading itself everywhere, and was found in Galatia. The
population was therefore a mixed one, but it was profoundly
pervaded by a Keltic element which gave it character. The
manifestations of that temperament occasioned this epistle, and
are also referred to in it. The I'ahatixd of Eratosthenes has
been lost, and we can scarcely pardon Jerome for giving us no
exiracts from Varro and other writers on Galatia, forsooth on
this weak pretence,—quia nobis propositum est, inctrcumeisos
homines non introducere in Templum Dei.

 Revue des Deus Mondes, 1841, p. 598. 2 Geog. 1. 4
¢ Livy, xxxviii. 17,
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II.—INTRODUCTION OF THE GOSPEL INTO GALATIA.

It was during the apostle’s second great missionary circuit
that he first preached the gospel in Galatia, probably about
A.D. 51 or 52. A mere passing hint is given, a mere allusion
to evangelistic travel, as it brought the apostle nearer to the
sea-board and his voyage to Europe. The simple statement is,
“ Now when they had gone throughout Phrygia and the region
of Galatia, and were forbidden of the Holy Ghost to preach
the gospel in Asia.”’ The apostle had proposed to visit Asia
or Ephesus, but the set time had not come; and on arriving in
Mysia, he and his party prepared to go north-east into Bithynia,
but ¢ the Spirit of Jesus did not suffer them”—such is the better
reading. Thus checked and checked again, passing by Mysia,
they were guided to Troas, the point of embarkation for Greece.
They could not therefore purpose to preach in Bithynia after
such a prohibition, and probably the prohibition to preach in Asia
suggested the opposite continent of Europe. If the apostle had
any idea of crossing to Europe at this time, the effort to ad-
vance into Bithynia may have been to reach Byzantium, and
get to the West by the ordinary voyage and highway.? These
brief words with regard to Galatia are thus a mere filling
up of the apostle’s tour, during which he was guided into a
way that he knew not, and led by a path that he had not
known. When it is said that he went through the Galatian
territory, it is implied that he journeyed for the purpose of
preaching, as is also shown by the contrast that he was for-
bidden “to preach” in Asia—preaching being the one aim and
end of all his movements. In the cities of Gualatia, then, the
apostle preached at this time, and naturally formed associations
of believers into churches. But nothing is told of success or
opposition, of inquirers, converts, or antagonists.

The apostle’s own reference to this visit is as brief, inci-
dental, and obscure as the passage in Acts. “Ye know how,
through infirmity of the flesh, I preached the gospel unto you
at the first:” Gal. iv. 13, The plain meaning of this decla-
ration is, that he was detained in the province by sickness, and
that on this account, and not because of any previous plans and

1 Acts zvi. 6, 7. 2 Wieseler, Chronol. p. 82.
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arrangements, he preached the gospel at his first visit to Galatia.
The phrase 8¢ dobéverav admits grammatically of no other mean-
ing, and wpdrepoy refers to the earlier of two visits. See the
commentary under the verse. But he reminds them of his
cordial welcome among them as “an angel of God, even as
Christ Jesus;” asserts, too, that in their intense and demonstra-
tive sympathy they ¢ would have plucked out their eyes, and
given them to him,” and that they overlooked that infirmity
which tended from its nature to create loathing of his person and
aversion to his message. See commentary on iv. 14. Their
impulsive and excitable nature flashed out in enthusiastic re-
ception of him; and their congratulations of one another on the
message and the messenger were lavished with characteristic
ardour,—all in sad contrast with their subsequent defection.
But we learn, too, from some allusions in his appeals, that in
Galatia as everywhere else, he preached Christ and His cross,
—pictured Him clearly, fully, as the one atoning Saviour,—
and announced as on a placard to them the Crucified One.
That preaching was followed by the descent of the Spirit;
miracles had been wrought among them, and their spiritual
progress had been eager and marked—“Ye were running
well.”  But the bright morning was soon and sadly overcast.
Some indeed suppose that an earlier visit than the one
now referred to is implied in Acts xiv. 6, which says that Paul
and Barnabas, on being informed of a persecution ripening
against them in Iconium, “fled unto Derbe and Lystra, cities
“of Liycaonia, and unto the region that lieth round about.” But
these geographical notations plainly exclude Galatia, as we
have seen in the previous chapter ; and % wepiywpos, the
country surrounding Lystra and Derbe—cities toward the
south of Lycaonia, cannot include Gualatia which was situated
so far to the north, Phrygia lying between. Such references
as Macknight gives in proof to Pliny and ‘Strabo have been
already disposed of. Koppe maintains that the mention of
Barnabas in Gal. ii. 13 presupposes a personal knowledge of
him on the part of the Gralatians, which could only be acquired
through an earlier visit. But Acts xiv. 6 will not, as we have
just seen, warrant any belief in such a visit; nor does the state-
ment of the strength of that current of Judaistic influence
which at Antioch carried even Barnabas away, really imply
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any more than that his name, as the apostle’s recognised fellow-
labourer, must have been in course of years quite familiar to
them. It is a mistake on the part of Koppe and Keil to affirm
that the visit on the second missionary circuit was one of confir-
mation only, which must therefore imply previous evangelical
labour. It is true that Paul and Barnabas resolved on such 2
journey, and that, from a difference of opinion as to the fitness
of Mark to accompany them, Paul and his new colleague
Silas carried out the intention. ¢ They went through Syria
and Cilicia confirming the churches,” xv. 41; then proceeded
to Derbe and Lystra where Timothy joined them; and the
result of the tour is formally announced thus: “ So were the
churches established in the faith, and increased in number
daily.” DBut this daily increase implies that the confirmation
of believers was not the only service in which the apostle en-
gaged ; he also preached the gospel so as to gain numerous
converts. The description of this journey ends at xvi. 5, and
the next verse begins a new and different section—the account
of a further journey with a somewhat different end in view,
preaching being the principal aim and work.

During his third missionary circuit, a second visit was paid
by the apostle to the Galatian churches, probably about three
years after the first, or about A.D. 54. As little is said of this
visit in Acts as of the first. It is briefly told in xviii. 23, that
“he went over the Galatian country and Phrygia in order,
strengthening all the disciples.” The apostle passed through
Phrygia in order to reach Galatia, and therefore Phrygia pre-
cedes in the first account; but at the mext visit he passed
through Galatia in order to reach Phrygia, and Galatia natu-
rally stands first in the second account. The results are not
stated, but we know that the effects of this “strengthening”
were soon exhausted. It may be safely surmised that the
allusions in the epistle to his personal presence among them,
which have in them an element of indignation or sorrow, refer
to his second visit—all being so fair and promising at his first
residence. During the interval between the first and second
visit, incipient symptoms of defection seem to have shown
themselves ; the Judaistic teachers had been sowing their errors
with some success. The constitational fickleness of the people
had begun to develop itself when novelty had worn off. He
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did not need to warn them about “another gospel” at his first
visit ; but at the second visit he had felt the necessity of utter-
ing such a warning, and that with no bated breath : He, the
preacher of such a gospel, angel or man, let him be accursed.
The solemn censure in v. 21 might be given at any of his visits,
for it fitted such a people at any time ; though perhaps, after a
season of suppression at their conversion, these sins might re-
appear in the churches during the reaction which followed the
first excitement, At the second visit, the earlier love had not
only cooled and its effervescence subsided, but estrangement
and misunderstanding were springing up. Such a change is
implied in the sudden interrogation introducing an exposure
of the motives of those who were paying them such court, and
superseding him in their affections: “Am I become your enemy
because 1 tell you the truth?” See commentary under iv. 15,
16, 17.  The apostle had the fervent and abiding interest of a
founder in the Galatian churches: in the crisis of their spiritual
peril, he travailed in birth for them—suffered the throes of a
first travail at their conversion, and those of a second now,
that ¢ Christ might be fully formed in their hearts.”

1t is probable that the apostle followed in Galatia his com-
mon practice, and preached ¢ to the Jews first, and also to the
Greeks.” The historian is silent indeed on this subject, and it
is wholly baseless in Baur, Schneckenburger, and Hilgenfeld
to allege that the reason of the silence is because Paul did
not follow his usual method, there being in fact no Jews to
preach to. Hofmann inclines to the same view, though not for
the same reasons. But the view of Baur assumes a primarily
improbable hypothesis, that Luke constructed his narrative for
the purpose of showing how the gospel was transferred from
the rejecting Jews to the accepting Gentiles. In reply, besides,
it may be stated, that on that ground the accounts of his labours
at Lystra and at Athens must be taken as exceptions, which
certainly show the improbability of the hypothesis. The rea-
son alleged by Olshausen for the historian’s brevity, viz. that
he wished to bring the apostle over as speedily as pessible to
Rome, is nearer the truth; only Olshausen’s argument can
scarcely be sustained, that Luke thereby consulted the wishes
and circumstances of his first readers. Nor is it less likely that
the apostle at his first visit, and so far as his feeble health
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permitted, would labour in the great centres of population—
in Ancyra, Pessinus, Tavium, and Gordium.! But we have
several indirect arguments that many Jews had settled in the
province and neighbourhood. 'We find in Josephus a despatch
of king Antiochus, in which be says that he had thought proper
to remove two thousand Jewish. families from Mesopotamia
and Babylon into Lydia and Phrygia.? ‘Wherever there was an
opening for gain, wherever traffic could be carried on, wherever
shekels could be won in barter or commercial exchange, there
the Jews were found, earnest, busy, acute, and usually success-
ful,—the Diaspora surged into all markets; yet in the midst
of its bargains, buying, selling, and getting gain, it forgot not
to build its synagogues. Josephus quotes an edict of Augustus
addressed to the Jews at Ancyra, protecting them in their
special religious usages and in the enjoyment of the Sabbath ;
and he ordains that the vrjpiopa formally granted by them
be preserved (dvarelijrar), along with his decree, in the temple
dedicated by the community of Asia in Ancyra.® Names and
symbols found in the inscriptions lead to the same conclusion.
So that there was to be found in the territory a large Jewish
population, to whom the apostle would prove that Jesus was
the promised Messiah. How many of them received the gospel,
it is impossible to say.

The churches, therefore, were not made up wholly of
Gentiles, as Baur, Schneckenburger, and Hilgenfeld contend.
That there was a body of Jews in them is probable also from
the clauses in which the apostle identifies himself with them :
“we Jews by nature,” ii. 15; “redeemed us from the curse
of the law,” iii. 13; “we were kept under the law,” iii.
23; “we are no longer under a schoolmaster,” iii. 25; “ we
were in bondage under the elements of the world,” iv. 3.
Heathen believers are specially appealed to in many places,
iv. 8-12; and to preach to them was his special function,
i. 16, ii. 9: they are assured that to get themselves circum-
cised is of no avail, v. 2; and the party who would force cir-

1 Strabo writes: Tieoowoiis O Zowiv dpmageion Tiy Tadey #érvioran, Geoy.
xil, 5, 3; and Gordium is described by Livy—id haud magnum quidem
oppidum est, sed plus quam Mediterraneum, celebre et frequens emporinm,
tria maria pari ferme distantia intervalle habet : xxxviii. 18,

2 Antiq. xid. 3, 4. 3 Thid. xvi. 6, 2.
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cumeision upon them are stigmatized as cowardly time-servers,
vi, 12, 13. These Gentiles are regarded by Storr, Mynster,
Credner, Davidson, and Jowett as proselytes of the gate; but
the assertion has no sure foundation. Some may have been
in that condition of anxious inquirers, but in iv. 8 they are
accused of having been idolaters; and the phrase ¢ weak
and beggarly elements,” to which again—mahiw—they desired
to be in bondage, may characterize heathenism in several of its
aspects as well as Judaism. See commentary oniv. 8. But it
is no proof of the exisience or number of Jewish Christians to
allege that Peter, i. 1, wrote to elect strangers in Galatia ; for
Swagmopd may be there used in a spiritual sense, and it is certain
that many words in that epistle must have been addressed to
Gentiles : ii. 11, 12, iv. 3. DBesides, the apostle makes a free
and conclusive use of the Old Testament in his arguments—a
mode of proof ordinarily unintelligible to a Gentile. Again
and again does he adduce a quotation as portion of a syllogistic
argument, conscious that his proof was taken from what was
common ground to them both—from a source familiar to them
and acknowledged to be possessed of ultimate anthority. Tt is
true that the Old Testament contained a divine revelation pre-
paratory to the new economy, and that the apostle might use
it in argnment anywhere ; but there is in this epistle a direct
versatility in handling the Hebrew Scriptures, as well as an
uncommon and esoteric application of them, which presupposes
more familiarity with them and their interpretation than Gen-
tiles by birth could be easily supposed to possess.

The amazing success of the apostle’s first labours in the
midst of namerous drawbacks, might be assisted by various
secondary causes, such as the novelty of the message, and
the unique phenomenon of its proclamation by one who was
suffering from epileptic paralysis. The Celtic temperament,
so easily attracted by novelty, might at once embrace the new
religion, though, on the other hand, nothing could be more
remote than the Phrygian cultus from the purity and simplicity
of the gospel. Yet that gospel, presented in the enthusiastic
eloquence of a man so wildly earnest as to appear * beside
himself,” and yet so feeble, so stricken, and so visibly carrying
in himself the sentence of death, arrested and conquered them
with ominous celerity. It is impossible to say what about the

¢
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gospel specially captivated them, though there is no doubt that
the cross was exhibited in its peculiar prominence. The appeal
in iii. 1 would seem to imply, that as the public and placarded
presentation of the Crucified One is brought forward to prove
the prodigious folly of their apostasy, it may be inferred that
this was the doctrine by which they had been fascinated, and
which spoke home, as Prof. Lightfoot surmises, to their tradi-
tionary faith in the atoning efficacy of human blood.! That
the blood of bullocks and of goats could not take away sin,
was a profound and universal conviction in old Gaul, if Casar
may be credited; and man for man appeared a juster and more
meritorious substitution. Might not, then, the preaching of
the man Jesus put to death as a sacrificial victim throw a
wondrous awe over them, as they saw in it the realization of
traditionary beliefs and hopes ?

Still Christianity had nothing in common with the Phry-
gian religion, which was a demonstrative nature-worship, both
sensuous and startling. The cultus was orgiastic, with wild
music and dances led by the Corybantes—not without the
usual accompaniment of impurities and other abominations,
though it might have mystic initiations and secret teachings.
Rhea or Cybele (and Rhea might be only another form of
épa, the earth), the mother of the gods, was the chief object
of adoration, and derived a surname from the places where her
service was established. The great Mother appears on the
coins of all the cities, and many coins found in the ruins of
the Wall of Hadrian have her effigy. At Pessinus her image
was supposed to have fallen from heaven, and there she was
called Agdistes. Though the statue was taken to Rome during
the war with Hannibal, the city retained a sacred pre-eminence.
Strabo says that her priests were a sort of sovereigns endowed
with large revenues, and that the Attalian kings built for her a
magnificent temple.” The Keltic invaders are supposed to have
been accustomed to somewhat similar religious ordinances in
their national so-called Druidism. But the Druidical system,

! Quod, pro vila hominis misi hominis vita reddatur, non posse aliter
deorum immortalium numen placart arbitrantur, publiceque ejusdem generis
habent instituta sacrificia.—DBell. Gall. vi. 16. Strabo adds that some of
their human victims were crucified, Geog. iv. 4, 5.

2 Ibid. xii. B, 3.
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fong supposed to be so specially characteristic of the Keltic races,
has been greatly exaggerated in its character and results. The
well-known description in Casar was based on reports which
he harmonized and compacted ; and the value of those reports
may be tested by others which follow in the same Book as to the
existence of a unicorn in the Hercynian Forest, and as to another
animal found there like a goat, which had no knee-joints, and
which was caught by sawing through the tree on which it leaned
when asleep, for it could not rise when it had been thrown
down.! The statement of Cmsar, based on mere unsifted
rumour, was amplified by succeeding writers; and Pliny,’
Strabo,” Ammianus Marcellinus,* and Pomponius Mela® have
only altered and recast it, while Lucan® and Tacitus” added
some new touches. If the Druids held the high and mysterious
rank assigned to them in popular imagination,—if they dis-
pensed laws, taught youth, offered sacrifices, possessed esoteric
science, and held great conventions,—how comes it that they
never appear in actual history, but are only seen dimly in the
picturesque descriptions of these (ireek and Roman authors,
not one of whom ever saw a Druid? 1In all the previous inter-
course of Gaul with Rome, no living Druids ever appear on
the scene, and no one notices their presence or influence in any
business—in any consultations or national transactions. Caesar
never alludes to them save in the abstract,—never,in his marches,
battles, or negotiations in Giaul and Britain, comes into contact
with one of them, or even hints at their existence. Tacitus
relates that when the Capitol was burned during the struggle
between Otho and Vitellius, the Druids predicted (Druide cane-
bant) from that occurrence the fall of the empire.® The same
author records, indeed, how at the iuvasion of Mona (Anglesea)
they were seen in terrible commotion, the Druidesses like weird
women or furies screaming and brandishing torches. His pic-
ture, however, is coloured for effect, since no genuine informa-
tion is imparted by his description.’” Ausonius describes the
Druids as an ancient race, or rather caste, but he has no allu-
sion to their sacerdotal character. Descent from them is in

! Bell. Gall. vi. 12-18, 25. ? Hist. Nat. xvi. 93,
® Geog. iv. 4, 4. txv. Q. 5 De Situ Orbis, iv. 2.
% Pharsalia, p. 14, Glasguz 1785. 7 Annal. xiv. 3.

8 Hist. iv. 54. 8 Annal. xiv. 30
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his view a special honour, like that from any of the mythical
deities : stirpe Druidarum satus, $i fama non fallit fidem ; stirpe
satus Druidum! Lmucan also vaguely alludes to them in the
first book of his Pharsalia, and they help to fill up his claborate
picture.? Again, if the Druids had possessed the authority
claimed for them, how is it that we never find them in flesh
and blood confronting the first Christian missionaries? The
early church makes no mention of them, though there was a
continuous battle with heathenism from the second century to
the age of Charlemagne. It is remarkable that in no classic
author occurs the term Druid as a masculine noun and in the
singular number. The forms Druides and Druidee do not always
distinctly determine the sex; but the feminine term undoubt-
edly occurs so often as to indunce a suspicion that the order
consisted chiefly of females. It is somewhat remarkable that
in the Keltic church of the Culdees in Ireland, the person
holding the office of Co-arb was sometimes a female, and that
office was one of very considerable territorial influence. The
only living members of the Druidical caste that we meet with
are women, /lius Lampridius puts among the omens pre-
ceding the assassination of the Emperor Alexander Severus,
that a Druidess accosted him with warning—mulier Dryas eunti
exclamavit Gallico sermone® Vopiscus® tells of Aurelian con-
sulting Gallic Druidesses—Gallicanas Dryadas—on the ques-
tion whether the empire should continue in his posterity; and
he further relates that Diocletian, when among the Tungrians
in Graul, had transactions with a Druidess as to futurity : cum
i quadam caupona moraretur, et cum Dryade quadam muliere
rationem convictus cotodiani faceref. These Druidesses appear
in a character quite on a level with that of a Scottish spaewife.
Divitiacus the Aduan, a personal friend of Cicero, is said by him
not to be a Druid indeed, but to belong to the Druids, and he
is described as being famous for fortune-telling and guessing
as to events to come.” The Druids were probably a sacerdotal
caste of both sexes that dealt chiefly in divination. Suetonius
says that Druidism, condemned by Augustus, was put down

! Pp. 86, 92, ed. Bipont. 2 P. 14, Glasguze 1785.
8 Scriptores Historiz Augustz, vol i. p. 271, ed. Peter, Lipsio 1865.
4 Scriptores Historie Auguste, vol. ii. pp. 167, 223, do. do.

5 De Divinatione, i. 40.
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by Claudius.! An extirpation so easily accomplished argues
great feebleness of power and numbers on the part of the
Draids, and no one else records it. Yet Tacitus afterwards
describes the seizure of Mona and the cutting down of the

rove. The anecdotes given by Vopiscus-—one of which he
had heard from his grandfather (avus meus mihi retulit)—ex-
hibit them as late as the third century. The nearest approach
to the apparition of a living pagan Druid fighting for his faith
is that of a Magus named Broichan at the Scottish court of
Brud king of the Cruithne or Picts, who dwelt by the banks
of the Ness. The magic of St. Columba proved more powerful
than his; and the Magus, if he were a Druid, was not a whit
exalted above the mischievous Scottish witches. In a Gaelic
manuscript quoted by Dr. M‘Lauchlan, and which he ascribes
to the 12th or 13th century, this Magus is called a Druid
Dr. M‘Lauchlan is inclined to hold that the old Scottish
heathenism had magi, and that these were of the order of the
Druids; but he does not point out a single element of resem-
blance between the Scottish Geintlighecht and the description
of the Druids in the sixth book of the Gfallic War, or between
it and the Zoroastrian system to which he likens it. The
oriental aspect of the Scottish paganism is faint, save in super-
stitious regard for the sun in some form of nature-worship.
The naming of the four quarters of the heavens after a position
assumed towards the east, the west being behind or after, the
north being the left hand, and the south the right hand, may
spring not from the adoration of the elements, but from univer-
sal instinct, as it is common alike to Hebrew and Guaelic.? The
connection of cromlechs, upright pillars and circles of stones,
with the Druids is certainly not beyond dispute. The Roman

! Vite Claudii, xxv. But the spelling Druidarum in the clause is
challenged ; and as the interdiction by Augustus referred tantum civibus,
the extirpation may have been also confined to Rome, and may be likened
“to the expulsion of Jews from the capital. Indeed the two events are told
in the same breath. '

* Early Scottish Church, p. 85, Edin. 1865,

3 Druid is connected with dru, an oak. The supreme object of
Druidical worship is ealled by Lucan, Teutatis : Pharsalia, i. 445. Maxi-
mus Tyrius says that the Kelts worshipped Dis, and that his image was
an high oak. The name Teutatis is said to signify strong, and the oak
was the symbol of strength. Max. Tyr. Dissert. p. 400, ed. Cantab. 1703.
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Pantheon was not very scrupulous as to the gods admitted into
it; and if the Druids were extirpated, it must have been for other
reasons than their religion. What kind of theology they taught,
it is impossible to say ; the careless way in which Casar speaks
of the population of Gaul as being divided into equites and
plebs as in Roman fashion, and in which he gives Roman names
to their objects of worship, takes all true historical value from
his account. Not more trustworthy is Pliny’s statement about
the amulet used by the Druids which himself had seen,—a
large egg, to the making of which serpents beyond number
contributed ;' and on his sole authority rests the tradition of
the white robe of the arch-Druid, the misletoe, and the golden
sickle. The Druids, if a sacerdotal caste, were apparently de-
voted to astrology or some other kinds of soothsaying, and they
are socially ranked by Casar with the equites. According to
Strabo? and Ceesar,?® they affirmed that souls were immortal like
the world—that matter and spirit had existed from eternity.
Some liken Druidism to Brahmanism, and Valerius Maximus*
pronounces it a species of Pythagoreanism. But so little is
really known of the songs of the Bards, the ritual of the Ovates,
or the teaching of the Druids—¢iNdaopor xal Beordyor,” that all
attempts to form a system rest on a very precarious foundation
—“y chercher davantage c'est tomber dans Uhypothése pure.’®
They served in some idolatrous worship, and they taught
immortality in the shape of transmigration, though they seem
to have had also a Flaith-innis or Isle of the Blessed. Their

1 Hist. Nat. xxix. 121 Angues innumer: zstate convoluts salivis faucium
corporumque spumis artifici complexu glomerantur . . . vidi equidem id ovum
mali orbiculati modici magnitudine. For an interesting dissertation on the
Druids, see Burton, History of Scotland, vol. i. chap. vi., and an article by
the same author in the Edinburgh Review for July 1863. On the other
side, compare The Celtic Druids, or an attempt to show that the Druids were
the priests of Oriental colonies, . . . who introduced letters, built Carnac and
Stonchenge, ete., by Godfrey Higgins, London 1829.

2 Geoy. iv. 4, 4. 3 Bell. Gall. vi. 14.

¢ Memorab. ii. 6, 9. 3 Diodorus Sic. v. 31.

8 Pressense, Histoire des trois Premiers Sitcles de I'Eglise Chrétienne,
deuxieme série, tome premier, p. 54, in which section a good account of
Druidism is given, with a review of the theories of Henri Martin in his
Histoire de France, vol. i. p. 48, and those of M. Reynaud in his article on
Druidism in the Encyclopédie nouvelle.
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system might find some parallel in the Phryglan worship, and
be absorbed into it, But in a word, there is no foundation what-
ever for what has been apparently surmised sometimes, that so-
called Druidical teaching might have disposed the Gualatians to
that immediate reception of the truth which is described in this
epistle. The attempt to prove from a symbolic tree called Esus
figured on an old altar found under Notre-Dame in Paris, that
the Druids worshipped a personal god not unlike the Jehovah
of the Old Testament, is only a romantic absurdity.

The Phrygian system of religion was one of terror,—
Paul's was one of confidence and love; dark, dismal, and
bloody had been the rites of their fathers,—the new economy
was light, joy, and hope. Perhaps the friendless, solitary
stranger, unhelped by any outer insignia, nervous and shat-
tered, yet unearthly in his zeal and transported beyond him-
self in floods of tenderness and bursts of yearning eloquence
on topics which had mever greeted their ears or entered their
imagination, might suggest one of the olden sages who spoke
by authority of the gods, and before whose prophesying their
fathers trembled and bowed. But apart from all these auxi-
liary influences, there was the grace of God giving power to
the word in numerous instances ; for though with so many—
perhaps with the majority—the early impressions were so soon
effaced, because profound and lasting convictions had not been
wrought within them, yet in the hearts of not a few the gospel
triumphed, and the fruit of the Spirit was manifest in their

lives, The Christianity planted in Galatia held its place, in
 spite of numerous out-croppings of the national character, and
in spite of the cruelties of Diocletian and the bribes and tor-
tures of Julian, In the subsequent persecutions not a few were
found faithful unto death.

TII.—OCCASION AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE.

The Judaists had apparently come into the Galatian churches
before the apostle’s second visit {Credner, Schott, Reuss, Meyer),
though at that period the mischief had not culminated. But
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the course of defection was swiftly run, and after no long time
the apostle felt the necessity of decided interference. Neander
and De Wette, however, date the intrusion of the false teachers
after the second visit. Who these Judaists were, whether Jews
by birth or proselytes, has been disputed. They might belong
to either party,—might have journeyed from Palestine, like
those who came down to Antioch, and said, ¢ Except ye be cir-
cumeised after the manner of Moses, ye cannot be saved ;” or
some of them might be proselytes, contending for the obligation
of that law to which they had conformed prior to the introduc-
tion of the gospel. Most likely what had happened in the
Galatian province was only a repetition of what had taken
place at Antioch, as the apostle himself describes it in the
second chapter. There were myriads of Jews who believed,
and who were all zealous of the law ;! and an extreme faction
holding such opinions were the mveterate enemies of the apostle
of the Gentiles. It was so far innocent in Judza to uphold
the Mosaic law and its obligation on Jewish believers, but it
was a dangerous innovation to enforce its observance on Gentile
converts as essential to salvation. For the Mosaic law was not
meant for them ; the rite of circumcision was adapted only to
born Jews as a token of Abrahamic descent, and of their in-
clusion in the Abrahamic covenant. The Gentile had nothing
to do with this or with any element of the ceremonial law, for
he was not born under it; to force it on him was to subject
him to foreign servitude—to an intolerable yoke. Apart from
the relation of circumcision to a Jew, the persistent attempt to
enforce it as in any way essential to salvation was deroga-
tory to the perfection of Christ’s work, and the complete de-
liverance provided by it. Legal Pharisaism was, however,
brought into Galatia, circumcision was insisted on, and special
seasons were observed. To upset the teaching of the apostle,
the errorists undermined his authority, plainly maintaining
that as he was not one of the primary twelve, he could on that
account be invested only with a secondary and subordinate rank
and authority ; so that his teaching of a free gospel, uncon-
ditioned by any Mosaic conformity, might be set aside. The
apostle’s doctrine on these points had nothing in the least
doubtful about it. The trumpet had given no uncertain sound.
1 Acts xxi. 20.
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But while the false teachers were undermining his apostolic pre-
rogative, they seem to have tried also to damage him by repre-
senting him as inconsistent in his career, as if he had in some
way or at some time preached circumcision. He had circum-
cised Timothy, and had been, as his subsequent life showed,
an observer of the ¢ customs,” and it was insinuated that he
accommodated his message to the prejudices of his converts.
Since to the Jews he became as a Jew, there might be found
in his history not a few compliances which could be easily
magnified into elements of inconsistency with his present preach-
ing. In some way, perhaps darker and more malignant, they
laboured to turn the affections of the Gualatian people from
him, and to a great extent they succeeded. We learn from the
apostle’s self-vindication what were the chief errors propagated
by the Judaists, and what were the principal calumnies directed
against himself.

These open errors and vile insinuations did immediate
injury. The noxious seed fell into a congenial soil among the
Galatians. Their jubilant welcome to the apostle cooled into
indifference, hardened into antagonism. Their extreme readi-
ness to accept the gospel indicated rather facility of impression
than depth of conviction. The temperament which is so imme-
diately charmed by one novelty, can from its nature, and after
a brief period, be as easily charmed away by a second attrac-
tion, Their Celtic nature had sincerity without depth, ardour
without endurance, an earnestness which flashed up in a
moment like the crackling of thorns, and as soon subsided,—
a mobility which was easily bewitched—witched at one time by
the itinerant preacher, and at another time witched away from
him by these innovators and alarmists. What surprised the
apostle was the soonness of the defection, as well as the extent
of its doctrinal aberrations and its numerical triumph. It had
broken out like an infectious pestilence. The error involved
was vital, as it supplanted his gospel by another ¢ which is not
another,” neutralized the freeness of justification, rendered
superfluous the atoning death of the Son of God, set aside the
example of Abraham the prototype of all believers in faith and
blessing, was a relapse to the weak and beggarly elements, and
brought an obligation on all its adherents to do the whole law.

Besides, there was apparently in the Galatian nature a
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strange hereditary fondness for ritualistic practices; the wor-
ship of Cybele was grossly characterized by corporeal maim-
ings. 'What was materialistic with its appeal to tha senses, what
bordered on asceticism and had an air of superstitious mystery
about it, had special fascinations for them—such as the cir-
cumcision of Hebrew ordinance in its innocent resemblance to
Phrygian mutilation, or the observance of sacred periods with
expectation of immediate benefit from ritualistic charms. As
the errorists brought. a doctrine that seemed to near some of
their former practices, and might remind them of their national
institute, they were the more easily induced to accept it.
Having begun in the Spirit, they soon thought of being made
perfect by the flesh. They were taught to rest on outer ob-
servances more or less symbolic in nature, to supplement faith
with something done by or npon themselves, and to place their
hopes of salvation, not on the grace of Christ alone, but on it
associated with acts of their own, which not only could not be
combined with it but even frustrated it. In no other church
do we find so resolute a re-enactment of Judaistic ceremontal.
The apostle bids the Philippians beware of the concision,—of
the mere mautilators, implying that Judaizing influence had
been at work, but not with such energy and success in Europe
as in Asia Minor. Addressing the Colossians, he tells them
that they had been ¢ circumcised with the eircumcision made
without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh
by the circumcision of Christ”—a statement of privilege per-
haps suggested by some attempt to enforce a physical circum-
cision, while other elements of mystical theosophy had been
propagated among them. The Judaism in Galatia is more
Pharisaic, and that of Colosse more Essenic in type. Sepa-
ration from social intercourse with heathen believers, and the
observance of Mosaic regulations as to diet, also characterized
the Judaists ; and perhaps they were on this point more readily
listened to, as the people in Pessinus abstained from swine’s
flesh. Pausanias gives a mythological reason for the absti-
nence.!

The peril being so imminent, the alarmed and grieved
apostle wrote to them in indignant surprise. He felt that their
defection was all but incomprehensible, as it was in such con-

1 vii, 15, 7.
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trast to their early and hearty reception of the gospel and him-
self. He was filled with holy anxiety for them, though he has
nothing but angry censure for their seducers who had no true
respect for the law which they were trying to bind on them,
for they did not themselves keep the whole of it, but were only
by a wretched diplomacy endeavouring to escape from perse-
cution, that is, by representing to the bigoted Jews that they
made heathen believers Jewish proselytes as a first and indis-
pensable step in their change to Christianity.!

And first, and formally, the apostle vindicates his full
apostolic authority : affirming, that his office was primal like
that of the original twelve; that his gospel was in no sense
of human origin or conveyance, but came to him directly
by the revelation of Jesus Christ; that his change from
Judaism to Christianity was notorious; that his views as the
apostle of the Gentiles had all along been decided ; that when
false brethren stealthily crept in to thwart him, he had opened
out his teaching fully to James, Peter, and John, who acquiesced
in it; that he would not circumcise Titus, his fellow-labourer ;
that the apostles of the circumcision acknowledged his mission
and gave him the right hand of fellowship; and that so averse
to any compromise on the point of a free gospel was he, that
at Antioch he publicly rebuked Peter for his tergiversation.
While his opponents were men-pleasers, his whole conduct
showed that another and opposite motive was ever ruling him, for
men-pleasing and Christ’s service were incompatible ; that the
insinuation of his preaching circumcision was met and refuted
by the fact that he was still persecuted ; and that, finally, he
desires to be no further troubled, for his connection with the
Saviour had left its visible traces upon him, as he bears in his
body the marks of Jesus.

Secondly, as to the doctrine of the Judaists, he utterly
reprobates it; calls it a subversion of the gospel of Christ;
asserts that justification is not of works, but only of faith in
Christ; identifies this doctrine with his own spiritnal experience;
adduces the example of Abraham whose faith was counted
for righteousness; proves that law and curse are associated,
and that from this curse Christ has redeemed us ; argues the
superiority of the promise to the law in a variety of particulars;

1 See Commentary under vi. 12, 13.
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shows the use of the law as a peedagogue, while during pedagogy,
and prior to the fulness of the time, the heir was a minor, differ-
ing nothing from a bond-slave; repeats his sense of their danger;
fortifies his argument by an allegory bated on the history of
Abraham, the lesson of which is the spiritual freedom of the
children of the promise, and in which they are exhorted to stand
fast; utters a solemn warning, that if a man gets himself cir-
cumcised, Christ profits him nothing, and that all who seek
justification by the law are fallen from grace; affirms that cir-
cumcision and uncircumcision are nothing in themselves, and
that he who troubled the Gralatians, whoever he might be, shall
bear his judgment, exclaiming in a moment of angry contempt,
“T would they were even cut off that trouble you.” Toward
the end of the epistle the apostle recurs to the same errors;
accuses their patrons of being simply desirous of making a fair
show in the flesh, and of wishing to avoid persecution ; and he
concludes by avowing his glorying in the cross, and his belief
that what is outer is nothing, and what is inner is everything,.

There are in the epistle some elements of Gralatian character
referred to or implied. The Galatians are warned against
making their liberty an occasion for the flesh ; against biting
and devouring one another; against fulfilling the lusts of the
flesh and doing its works which are specified ; against vain-
glory, and mutual provocation, and envy. Exhortations are
also tendered to them against selfishness and conceit ; against
sowing to the flesh, for the harvest is certainly of the same
nature as the seed ; against exhaustion or despondency in well-
doing; and they are encouraged, at the same time, as they have
opportunity, to do good.

It may be safely surmised that these advices were not ten-
dered at random, but that they were meant to meet and chieck
certain national propensities detected by the apostle in the
Galatian people. Whatever modifying effect their long resi-
dence in Asia Minor might have had, however much certain
earlier characteristics may have been toned down, they were
not wholly obliterated. Their fickleness (Gral. i. 4) has been
noticed by several observers. Ceesar pictures this feature of
their western ancestors : Partim qui mobilitate et levitate animi
novis imperiis studebant.”' Again he says, Et infirmitatem

1 Bell. Gall. ii. 1.
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Gallorum veritus, quod sunt in consilits capiendis mobiles ot
novis plerumgque rebus student ;! and he adds some touches about
their anxiety for news, and their sudden counsels on getting
them.? In another place, where he repeats the sentiment, he
asserts, Ad bella suscipienda Gallorum alacer ac promptus est
" animus, sic mollis ac minime resistens ad calamitates perferendas
mens eorum est. Livy observed the same feature: Primague
eorum prelio plus quam virorum, postrema minus quam femin-
arum esset Tacitus speaks of one tribe as levissimus quisque
Gallorum et inopia audax” Polybius says, Sia 76 un 70
mheloy, GAAG CVANIAONY dmav To qyiyvdpevor Umo Thv Taratdv,
Qupd pahov 7 Noyiopd BpaBedecfar’ Their modern historian
also thus characterizes them: Les traits saillans de la famille
Gauloise, ceurw qui lo distinguent le plus, & mon avis, des autres
familles humaines peuvent se résumer ainsi, une bravoure per-
sonnelle que rien wégale chez les peuples anciens, un esprit franc,
impdtueuw, ouvert & toutes les tmpressions, éminemment intelli-
gent ; mais a cité de cela une mobilité extréme, point de constance,
une répugnance marquée aux idées de discipline et d’ordre si
puissantes chez les races Germaniques, beaucoup d’ostentation,
enfin une désunion perpétuelle, fruit de Iexcessive vanitd.

The passion of their ancestors for a sensuous religion has
been also marked : Natio est omnium Gallorum admodum dedita
religionibus.® Diodorus Siculus relates the same characteristic.”?
Cicero tells of Deiotarus, that he did nothing without augury,
and that he had heard from his own lips that the flight of an
eagle would induce him to come back, after he had gone a
considerable portion of a journey."” That the old nation was
impetuous and quarrelsome has been told by several writers,
and there is earnest exhortation in the epistle against a similar
propensity in the Galatian chnrches. Ammianus brands them
as extremely quarrelsome, and of great pride and insolence—
“ their voices are formidable and threatening, whether in anger

Y Bell, Gall. iv. b. 2 Ihd v. 5.
® Ibid. ii. 19, See Commentary under iii. 1. ¢ x, 28,

5 De German. xxix. p. 136, Op. vol. iv. ed. Ruperti.

8

ii. 35 ; Opera, vol. 1. p. 204, ed. Schweighauser.

Thierry, Histoire des Gaulois, Introd. xii.

* Ceesar, Bell. Gall. vi. 16, Sv. 2.
1 De Divinatione, i. 15, ii. 86, 37.

T
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or in good humour.”* Diodorus affirms their love of strife
and single combats among themselves after their feasts ; their
disregard of life arising from their belief in the Pythagorean
doctrine of transmigration: Kdrowo: 8¢ dvres xaf’ évrepBoM\yv
.« . pebugbévres els Umvov §) paviddes’ “The nation,” says
Ammianus Marcellinus, “is fond of wine, and of certain liquors
resembling it; many of the lower class, their senses being
weakened by continunal intoxication, run about at random.”?

The warring against the works of the flesh might also allude
to certain national propensities. Their ancestors were marked
by intemperance and quarrelsomeness—they are forbidden to
bite and devour one another.

‘What effect was produced by the epistle we know not.
The Judaistic influence may have been neutralized for a time,
but it might not be uprooted. Some of the fathers witness
that the errors rebuked still continued, with more or less modi-
fication, Jerome says without hesitation, that the traces of
their virtues and their errors remained to his day.! They
followed the Jewish reckoning of the paschal feast. Ome sect
is described as insanientes potibus et bacchantes. (Galatia was
the region of later ecclesiastical strifes and heresies. Jerome
gives a catalogue of them in his second preface to his com-
mentary on the cpistle.?

The epistle consists of two parts—the first doctrinal, and
the second practical; or it may be taken as consisting of three
sections : the first containing personal vindication, and in the
form of narrative—the first two chapters ; the second, doctrinal
argument—the third and fourth chapters; and the third, prac-
tical exhortation—the fifth and sixth chapters. The autobio-
graphical portion is linked on to the dogmatic section by the
language addressed to Peter at Antioch ; and the conclusion at
which he arrives, at the end of the fourth chapter—the freedom
of believers—suggests the admonition to stand fast in that
freedom, and then not to abuse it, but to walk in love and in
the spirit—the works of the flesh being so opposite. Other
counsels follow, connected by some link of mental association.

txv. 12, : 2 v. 26, 30.

8 xv. 12, Compare Suidas, sub voce " Adny. ¢ Vol vii. 417.
5 See Milman's History of Christianity, vol. ii. 162, London 1867.
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IV.—GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE.

The earlier fathers have no direct citations from the epistle,
but their allusions betoken unconscious familiarity with its lan-
guage. Thus Clement writes: “ Christ our Lord gave His
blood for us by the will of God”’*—not unlike Gal. i. 4; « His
sufferings were before your eyes””’—a faint reminiscence of
@Gal. iii. 1. Ignatius says: “ He obtained the ministry not of
himself, nor by men,”? like Gal. i. 1; “If we still live accord-
ing to Jewish law, we confess that we jhave not received
grace,”* borrowed from Gal. v. 3, 4. Though these Ignatian
epistles may not be genuine, they are early productions, and
give us the echoes of a sub-apostolic writer. In the Syriac
recension, Ignatius, ad Polycarp. enjoins: ¢ Bear all men as
the Lord beareth thee ; bear the infirmities of all men, as thou
saidst ;” which may be compared with Gal. vi. 2. Polycarp
is more distinct : * Knowing then this, that God is not mocked,”?
Gal. vi. T; “Built up into the faith delivered to us, which is
the mother of us all,”® Gal. iv. 26; “ The Father, who raised
Him from the dead,”” Gtal.i. 1. The allusions taken from Bar-
nabas xix. and Hermas, Simil. ix. 13, may scarcely be quoted as
proof. In the Oratio ad Grecos, ascribed to Justin Martyr,
occurs the quotation from Gal. iv. 12, yivesfe ds éyw 67
kdryw Huny as duels; and the sins named in Gal. v. 20 are
quoted with the apostle’s addition : xal 7a Suoia To¥rors. In
his Dial. ¢. Tryph. cap. 90, 96, he adduces two quotations from
the Old Testament like those in Gal. iii. 10, 13, and in the
apostle’s version too, which agrees neither with the Hebrew
nor the Septuagint. The first quotation is introduced by the
apostle’s marked words, vmo watdpav. In his Apology, 1. 53,
Justin quotes Isa. liv. 1, and works upon it, as does the apostle
in Gal. iv, 27.

T alpete aimod Ldaxey iy ferdpar: Owov.—Ad Corinth. 1.

Ta walipare wdrod gy wps 6@larpay dwav—Do. il

Obx &Q iavred 000 3 dvlpdmay.—Ad Philadelph, i.

Ei xetd vipoy " Lovdaindy {open, oponoyobuey xdpv o) eihn@ives—
Ad Magnes. 8. See Cokortatio ad Gracos, 40.

§ El¥éres ubv §ri 6 Qeds b pewntnpileren—Ad Philip, v,

& TLigriv, iris éorl pirnp wovrew apav.—Do. 3.

T Qui resuscitavit eum a mortuis.—Do. 12,

oG ke e
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Irenzeus quotes the epistle by name: Sed in ea que est ad
Galatas sic ait, quod ergo lex factorum, posita est usque quo
veniat semen cui promissum est.” Allusions are also found in
iil. 6, 5, to Gal. iv. 8, 9,~—in iii. 16, 3, to Gal. iv. 4, 5, which is
avowedly quoted from the apostle’s letter to the Gralatians—in
epistola que est ad Galatas ; and in v. 21, 1 are quoted Gal. iii.
15, 19, and iv. 4. The Alexandrian Clement quotes expressly
Gal. iv. 19, under the formula ITainos Taidrats émriaTé\Awy.?
Tertullian is as explicit in referring to Gal. v. 20: Paulus
seribens ad (alatas. The Epistle to Diognetus contains the
expression : wapaTipnow TOV préy Kal TGV Huepdy morelobar’
Melito repeats in spirit Gal. iv. 8, 9.* Athenagoras cites the
phrase, ¢the weak and beggarly elements.”® This epistle is
found in all the canonical catalogues, in the Muratorian ¥rag-
ment, and it is included also in the old Syriac and Latin ver-
sions. Marcion recognised it, and placed it in pre-eminence—
principalem adversus Judaismum.® According to Hippolytus,
the Ophites made considerable use of it, and their writings con-
tain many- quotations : 7 % dvw ‘Iepovoariu, Gal. iv. 26, in
Heres. v. T; and in do. v. 8, Gal. iv. 27 is quoted. The
Valentinians were also well acquainted with the epistle, as
Trensus testifies in i. 3, 5.  Celsus asserts that the Christians,
whatever their wranglings and shameful contests, agreed in
saying continually, “ The world is crucified to me, and T to
the world;” Origen quietly adding, TofiTo ydp udvov dmo o
HaidNov éoue pepvnuoveviévar 0 Kéhgos® See commentary
under ii. 11, and the attitude of the Clementine Homilies in
relation to the passage.

The one exception against all critics is Bruno Bauer,’
who regards the epistle as made up of portions of Romans
and 1st and 2d Corinthians, and condemns the compilation as
stupid, aimless, and contradictory. To review his assertions
would be vain; they are so weak that the merit of perverse

1 Heres. vii. 7, 2. 2 Strom. iii.

3 Just. Mart. Opera, vol. ii. 474, ed. Otto.

¢ Orat. ad Anton. Cas. Cureton’s Spicileg. Syr. pp. 4149,

5 ]:[Pgaﬁil’u, 16. 6 TEI'tulﬁan, Adv. l}.’[arc. v. 2.
T Pp. 106-114, ed. Miller.

8 Qrigen, c. Celsum, p. 273, ed. Spencer.

* Kritik der Paulinischen Briefe, Erste Abtheil, Berlin 1850,
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or learned ingenuity cannot be assigned to them. The process
is a simple one, to find similar turns of thought and expression
in the same man’s letters on similar or collateral themes, and
then, if he write three letters in such circumstances within a
brief space of time, to argue that one of them must be spurious
from its accidental or natural resemblances to the other two.,
The shortest, like the Epistle to the Gralatians, may be selected
as the one tobe so branded. And yet such similarities of thought
and diction as are adduced by Bruno Bauer are the standing
proofs of identity of authorship, for every writer may be
detected by the unconscious use of them. Some of the simi-
larities which he arrays throughout his seventy-four pages are
close like those taken by him from Romans where the apostle is
illustrating the same truths as he has been discussing in this
epistle ; but many other instances have no real resemblance—
are only the accidental employment of like terms in a totally
different connection. Baur himself says of this epistle, that to
Rome, and the two epistles to Corinth, gegen diese vier Briefe ist
nicht nur mie auch nur der geringste Verdacht der Undchtheit
erhoben werden, sondern sie tragen auch den Character paulin-
ischer Originalitat so unwidersprechlich an sich, dass sich gar
nicht denken ldsst, welches Recht je der kritische Zweifel gegen
sie gelten machen kinnte.!

The genuineness of the epistle has thus been unanimously
acknowledged—the slight exception of Bruno Bauer not suffic-
ing to break the universal harmony. The apostle’s mental cha-
racteristics are indelibly impressed on the letter. In a doctrinal
discussion or a practical dissertation, in a familiar correspondence
on common things, or in any composition which does not stir
up feeling or invoke personal vindication, one may write without
betraying much individualism ; but when the soul is perturbed,
and emotions of surprise, anger, and sorrow are felt singly or
in complex unity, the writer portrays himself in his letter, for
he writes as for the moment he feels, what comes into his mind
1s committed to paper freshly and at once without being toned
down or weakened by his hovering over a choice of words.
The Epistle to the (alatians is of this nature. It is the apostle
self-portrayed ; and who can mistake the resemblance? The
workings of his soul are quite visible in their strength and suc-

1 Paulus, p. 248.
d
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cession ; each idea is seen as it is originated by what goes before
it, and as it suggests what come after it in the throbbings of
his wounded soul; the argument and the expostulation are
linked together in abrupt rapidity, anger is tempered by love,
and sorrow by hope ; and the whole is lighted up by an earnest-
ness which the crisis had deepened into a holy jealousy, and
the interests at stake had intensified into the agony of a second
spiritual birth. The error which involved such peril, and
carried with it such fascination, was one natural in the circum-
stances, and glimpses of its origin, spread, and power are given
us in the Acts of the Apostles. Who that knows how Paul,
with his profound convictions, must have stood toward such
false doctrine, will for a moment hesitate to recognise him as
he writes in alarmed sympathy to his Galatian converts, who
had for a season promised so well, but had been seduced by
plausible reactionists—the enemies of his apostolic prerogative,
and the subverters of that free and full gospel, in proclaiming
and defending which he spent his life ?

V.—PLACE AND TIME OF COMPOSITION.

The place and time of composition have been, and still are
disputed, and the two inquiries are bound up together. If the
letter was written at Ephesus, the period was relatively early ;
but if at Rome, it was late iu the apostle’s life.

Those who hold that the gospel was preached in Galatia
at an earlier epoch than that referred to in Aects xvi. 6,
assign a correspondent date to the epistle. Others hold that
it was written before the apostolic convention in Jerusalem,
as Baumgarten, Michaelis, Schmidt. Koppe, Keil, Borger,
Paulus, Béttger, Niemeyer, Ulrich, though not for the same
reasons, generally maintain this view. Marcion seems to have
believed, like these critics, that it was the earliest of Paul’s
epistles. According to Tertullian and Epiphanius, he set this
epistle first in his catalogue; but as he places the Epistles to the
Thessalonians after the Epistle to the Romans, no great credit
can be reposed in his chronology, for which, however, Wieseler
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contends. Tertullian’s words are, principalem adversus Judais-
mum epistolam nos quoque confitemur que Galatas docet, and
there follows a running comment on the epistle. The epithet
principalis has apparently an ethical meaning, placed first as
being the most decided against Judaism. Kpiphanius says of
Marcion’s canon, ai émigTodal ai map aird Aeyopeval eioe
mparry pév mpds Takdras, Sevrépa 8¢ mpos Kopwbiovs.! Again :
Aty qop wap' abrd mpory reirar. ‘Hpels 8¢ mp dvaloyny
rére émomodpela oby @s map adrd, AN &s &yer TO dmoo-
rohwdw pyrov, Tiv wpos ‘Popalovs Tdfavres mwpéTnw.? But the
chronology is wrong which dates the apostle’s first visit to
(alatia before Acts xvi. 6, and the relative ofirws Tayéws ini. 6
is rather an indefinite term on which to found a distinct date.
But the epistle is by some supposed to be the last. of
Paul's epistles, and to have been written at Rome. The
epigraph éypd¢n amo ‘Pduns is found in several Mss., as B?,
K, L, the two Syriac and Coptic versions. The same con-
jecture is found, among the fathers, in Eusebius of Emesa,
Jerome, Theodoret, Euthalius, and (ecumenius; and their
opinion has been followed in more recent times by Flacius,
Baronius, Bullinger, Hunnius, Calovius, Lightfoot, Hammond,
Schrader, Kohler, and Riccaltoun. Theodoret dates the epistle
as the first of the Roman imprisonment; and Kohler dates it
the last, in A.D. 69, two years before Nero’s death. The notion
that the apostle was in prison when he wrote the letter has partly
given rise to the hypothesis. But the language of the apostle in
iv. 20, “I desire to be present with you,” does not prove that he
was in bonds—does not bear out all Jerome’s paraphrase, vellem
nunc presens esse st confessionis me vincule non arctarent.
Jerome repeats the same idea under vi. 11 (prohibebatur quidem
vinculis). Theodoret merely gives his opinion in his general
preface, and (Eicumenius in his brief prefatory note to this
epistle. On iv. 20, the commentator named Eusebius in the
Catena says, émeiln érdyyave Oedepévos kal kateybpevos.”
Riccaltoun says on vi. 17, that “the clause, ¢ from henceforth
let no man trouble me,’ would go near to persuade one that
this epistle was written near about the time when he finished
! Panar. lib. i, tom. iii. ; Hires. xlii. ps. 566, vol. L. ed. (Ehler,

? Panar. lib. i. tom. iii. 68, p. 638, vol. i. ed. (Fhler.
8 Catena, p. 67, ed. Cramer. So also Carey.
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his course, and much later than that which is commonly fixed
on; and the note of being written from Rome, which is allowed
not to be anthentic, seems much nearer the true date than any
other which has been pitched upon before he went thither.”
The clauses so referred to are otherwise better and more natu-
rally explained. See the commentary under them. The con-
jecture that the epistle was sent from Rome has therefore no
authority—no warrant from any expression in the letter itself,
is plainly contradicted by the chronology of the Acts, and the
ofrw Taxéws would certainly be inapplicable to a period so
very late.

Other opinions may be noticed in passing, Beza assigns
Antioch as the place of composition, before the apostle went
up to Jerusalem ; Macknight fixes on the same place, but dates
the epistle after the council ; Michaelis supposes it to have been
written from Thessalonica, and Mill from Troas; while Lard-
ner, Benson, and Wordsworth hold that the apostle only once
had visited (talatia, and that the epistle was written at Corinth
during his first visit to that city, Acts xviii. 11. These
opinions may be at once set aside. Wordsworth’s argument
based on the omission of any direction about a collection for
the poor is exceedingly precarious, especially when viewed in
connection with 1 Cor. xvi. 1. )

It has been held by perhaps the majority that the epistle
was written at Ephesus. The apostle, on leaving Gralatia, after
his second visit of confirmation, having “ passed through the
upper coasts,” arrived at Ephesus, and there he remained three
years, from A.D. 54 to 57. In this city he could easily and
frequently receive intelligence of the Galatian churches; and
if the news of their danger reached him, he would at once
despatch a remonstrant epistle. The ofTws Tayéos fits into
this period, and to any year of it—his surprise that they
were changing so soon after his second visit to them, or so
soon after their conversion or after the intrusion of the false
teachers. The elastic ofirw Tayéws will suit any of these ter-
mini, but it would not so naturally suit an epoch very much
later, though perhaps a year or so might make no great differ-
ence. In such a conclusion one might be content to rest, the
sojourn at Ephesus being alike probable in chronology and in
circumstances as the place and period of composition. The
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first Epistle to Corinth was written at this time and from
Ephesus, and in that epistle there is a reference to the Galatian
churches: “Now concerning the collection for the saints, as I
have given order to the churches of Galatia, even so do ye,”
xvi. 1. These words may not mean that the apostle sent a
written order to the Galatians, for they may refer to some
command given by him during his second and recent visit.

But there are other letters written nearly at the same
period which have a generic resemblance to the one before us.
Between it and the first Epistle to the Corinthians there are
no such striking points of similarity as would imply an all but
simultaneous origin. 'The case is different with the second
Epistle to the Corinthians and that to the Romans; and it
has been suggested that the resemblances are so close and so
numerous, as to furnish an argument for supposing the three
epistles to have been written about the same period. The
reasoning is quite legitimate. The state of mind under which
one writes in any crisis does not soon subside, especially if
similar topics are presenting themselves for illustration and
similar perils are prolonging the excitement when another
epistle is to be composed. The previous thoughts, if they are
to be repeated, clothe themselves instinctively in the previous
words ; the old allusions recur; and though there may be much
that is new,—though there may be fuller statement and varying
appeal,—still there is a ground-tone of similarity, like the vibra-
tion of a chord which had been already struck a brief period
before. 'What we refer to is not repetition or mechanical
identity, nor the jejune iteration of characteristic idioms and
turns of expression, nor the formal recalling and employment
of the earlier diction ; but the spirit has been so moved by a
recent train of ideas and emotions as unconsciously to combine
them with newer thoughts and fresher arguments.

In the second Epistle to the Corinthians there are themes
akin to those more briefly handled in Galatians, but with
marked difference of circumstance. The apostle’s vindication
of his office as compared with that of the original twelve, while
it is as undaunted in spirit as in Gtalatians, is not so incisive—
not so autobiographical in character, and is wrapt up with
other elements of his career. The challenge to his enemies
and to the false apostles is laden with touching allusions and



liv INTRODUCTION.

crowded with vehement appeals, wrought out with a seli-
depreciation which yet could assert itself in ringing accents,
if its divine prerogatives were impugned or thrust in any way
into a lower place; for he was “ not a whit behind the very
chiefest apostles.” But his conversion and his life prior to
that change which involved his call to the apostleship are not
alluded to in the letter to the Corinthians. The hostility to
himself rested on a different ground—still Jewish, but not of
that fanatical pharisaical type which it assumed in Galatia;
and therefore the self-vindication takes another form-—not
the assertion of a divine call, but of work done, and especially
suffering endured and pressing anxieties: 2 Cor. xi. 23-33,
xil, 10, 11. The allusions in Galatians to bodily suffering
and to the ¢7lyuata of the Lord Jesus are brief, but in second
Corinthians (xi. 21-33) the argument bursts out in a torrent of
overwhelming force and grandeur. In the two first chapters,
and toward the end, the descriptive appeals are so copious, that
they would fill up the half of the Epistle to the Galatians.
In Galatians his enemies are not directly flagellated, save in
their subversion of the gospel, though their hostility is taken
for granted; but in Corinthians his antagonists are openly
pictured in various attitudes and assailed—¢ some who think
of us as if we walked after the flesh;” there are allusions to
his meanness of presence; there are “false apostles, deceitful
workers, transforming themselves into the apostles of Christ,”
acting like the serpent that beguiled Eve through his subtlety :
. xi. 14, 15. In both epistles there is extreme anxiety about his
converts, lest they should be seduced into error and estranged
from himself. In both epistles, also, he is quite conscious of
the power of the adverse influence used against himself, of the
hollow court paid to his converts to wean them from him; in
both there is a suspicion that his authority has been shaken,
and that the seeds of evil and alienation have been sown.
But in Galatians the sphere of enmity is more limited; the
error threatening to come in a flood is palpable and simple,
though multifarious in result ; the people were passionate
and demonstrative, and are appealed to in terms fitted to awe
and impress them. In Corinthians, on the other hand, the
sources of opposition are apparently numerous and complicated;
there were rivalries and factions, so that there was a party
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taking for its motto, I am of Christ;” there had been false
philosophies at work denying the resurrection, along with pro-
pensities to idolatry, and the sexual impurities connected with
it. Spiritual gifts, such as that of tongues, had been abused,
and had led to scenes of disorder. The apostle is anxious to
impress upon them his unabated love in the midst. of his stern
rebukes, and his disinterestedness in all his labours, which some
had apparently called in question, and his care not to build on
another man’s foundation, which some had been mean enough
to do. Little of this field of discussion is found in Galatians,
In a word, both epistles are loving letters, not cold and imper-
sonal treatises; and they let out more of the writer's heart—of
his joys, his loves, his griefs, his anxieties, his fears, his hopes,
his physical weakness and trials—than any other parts of his
writings. They are a true cardiphonia, and in them you learn
more of him as a creature of flesh and blood—of like passions
with those about him ; beneath the mantle of inspiration you
find a man intensely human and sensitive—no one more alive
to affront and disparagement, or more keenly desirous to stand
well with those whose spiritual benefit he was spending himself
to promote.

Now all these general points of similarity are certainly a token
of identity of authorship, but they scarcely amount to a proof
that both epistles were written at the same period. The diversity
is as great as the resemblance; the crisis was somewhat alike in
both cases; and though some time elapsed between the dates
of the two letters, such resemblance would be easily accounted
for. But there are other points of coincidence. The points
first adduced by Prof. Lightfoot are mot very striking, and
little stress can be laid on them. ¢ Christ redeemed us from
the curse of the law, being made a curse for. us,”! is quite
different, save in general doctrinal import, from ¢ He hath made
Him to be sin for us who knew no sin.”?> The image, ¢ What-
soever a man soweth, that shall he also reap,”® is not “reproduced
in almost the same words,” “ He that soweth sparingly, shall
reap also sparingly ;”* for in the first case it is the certain
identity of the harvest with the seed, and in the second case it
is its amount apart from its character, which is asserted; in
Galatians it is like quality, but in Corinthians like quantity.

1 Gal. ii, 18. 22 Cor. v. 21 3 Gal, vi. 7. 4 2 Cor. ix. 6.
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There are other and more striking similarities which Prof.
Lightfoot has adduced, though he professes mot to lay any
great stress upon them :
Gal. i. 6, ** another gospel,” and in 2 Cor. xi. 4.
Gal. i. 9, v. 21, ¢ tell you before,” and in 2 Cor. xiii. 2.
Gal. i. 10, “persuade men,” and in 2 Cor. v. 11, but in a different
sense.
Gal. iv. 17, ¢ zealously affect you,” and in 2 Cor. xi. 2, ¢ zealous over
you.”
Gal. vi. 15, *“a new creature,” and in 2 Cor. v. 17.

These are more than fortuitous cases; they indicate the use
of favourite phraseology. Some words are peculiar to the
two epistles. The figure xarec@leww occurs Gal. v. 15 and
2 Cor. xi. 20, dmopotuar, Gal. iv. 20, 2 Cor. iv. 8; do-
Botuas pimes, Gal. iv. 11, 2 Cor, xi. 3, xii. 20, and nowhere
else ; Totwarrioy, Gal.ii. 7, 2 Cor. ii. 7, and nowhere else in
Paul’s epistles ; xvpéw in Gal. iii. 15, 2 Cor. ii. 8, and nowhere
else in the New Testament ; and xavev is found in Gal. vi. 16,
and in 2 Cor. x. 13. These words are not so distinctive or so
numerous as to form a substantial proof, but they have some
weight when taken along with other coincidences.

Prof. Lightfoot adduces one peculiar connection between
the two epistles—the counsel to restore a fallen brother. In
Gualatians it certainly comes in abruptly, and seems to have
been suggested by something without, not by anything in the
immediate course of thought. It is surmised that what had
happened at Corinth gave rise to the admonition. A member
of that church had fallen into sin, and the apostle had bidden
the church subject him to discipline. But the church had in
severity gone beyond what was necessary, and the apostle
pleads for his forgiveness and restoration. Such an event so
happening at the time might suggest the injunction, ¢ Restore
such a one in the spirit of meekness,” guarding against ex-
cessive severity.

The similarity of the Epistle to the Galatians in many
points to that to the Romans has often been remarked. Jerome,
in the preface to his Commentary, says: ut sciatis eandem esse
materiam et Epistole Pauli ad Galatas et que ad Romanos scripta
est, sed hoc differre inter utramque, quod in illa, altiori sensu et
profundioribus usus est argumentis. Similar themes are sur-
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rounded with similar illustrations. There is very much more
material in Romans, both at the beginning and end of the
_epistle, but the Epistle to the Galatians is imbedded in it. The
one is like an outline, which is filled up in the other, but with
'less of a personal element. The Epistle to the Romans is
more massive, more expansive, and has about it as much the
form of a discussion or a didactic treatise as of a letter. The
presumption then is, that as the likeness between the two
epistles is so close, they were written much about the same
time. Nobody doubts the likeness, though many deny the in-
ference, for the plain reason that this similarity will not prove
immediate connection of time, since the inculcation of analogous
truths may, after even a considerable interval, lead to the use of
similar diction. No one can safely or accurately measure the
interval from the nature or number of such similarities. It is
certain, however, that no long time could have elapsed between
the composition of the Epistle to the Galatians and that to the
Romans, and their juxtaposition in point of time may not
exceed the relative limit implied in ofirws Tayéws.

The points of similarity between Galatians and Romans are,
generally, as follows in this table :—

Rom. iii. 20. Therefore by the
deeds of the law there shall no flesh
be justified in his sight: for by the
law is the knowledge of sin,

Gal. ii. 16. Knowing that a man
is not justified by the works of the
law, but by the {faith of Jesus
Christ, even we have believed in
Jesus Christ, that we might be jus-
tified by the faith of Christ, and not
by the works of the law : for by the
works of the law shall no flesh be
justified.

Gal. ii. 19. For I through the law
am dead to the law, that I might
live unto God.

Gal. ii. 20. I am crucified with

Christ : nevertheless I live ; yet not
I, but Christ liveth in me: and the
life which I now live in the flesh I
Live by the faith of the Son of God,
who loved me, and gave himself for
me.

Rom. vii. 4. Wherefore, my breth-
ren, ye also are become dead to the
law by the body of Christ; that ye
should be married to another, even
to him who I8 raised from the dead,
that we should bring forth fruit
unto God.

Rom. vi. 6. Knowing this, that
our old man is crucified with him,
that the body of sin might be de-
stroyed, that heneeforth we should
not serve sin.
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Gal. iii. 5, 6. He therefore that
ministersth to you the Spirit, and
worketh miracles among you, doeth
he it by the works of the law, or
by the hearing of faith? Even as
Abraham believed God, and it was
accounted to him for righteousness.

Gal. iii. 7. Know ye therefore
that they which are of faith, the
same are the children of Abraham.

Gal. iii. 8. And the scripture,
foreseeing that God would justify
the heathen through faith, preached
before the gospel unto Abraham,
saying, In thee shall all nations be
blessed.

Gal. iii. 9. So then they which be
of faith are blessed with faithful
Abraham.

Gal. iii. 10. For as many as are
of the works of the law are under
the curse : for it is written, Cursed
i8 every one that continueth not in
all things which are written in the
book of the law to do them.

Gal. iii. 11. But that no man is
justified by the law in the sight of
God, it is evident: for, The just
shall live by faith.

Gal. iii. 12. And the law is not of
faith :- but, The man that doeth
them shall live in them.

Gal. iii. 15-18. Brethren, I speak
after the manner of men: Though
it be but & man’s covenant, yet if it

INTRODUCTION.

Rom. iv. 8. For what saith the
scripture? Abraham believed Ged,
and it was counted unto him for
righteousness.

Rom. iv. 10, 11. How wasg it then
reckoned ? when he wag in circum-
cision, or in uncircumcision ? Not
in circumeision, but in uncircum-
cigion. And he received the sign of
circumcision, a seal of the right-
eousness of the faith which he had
vet being uncircumcised : that he
might be the father of all them that
believe, though they be not circum-
cised ; that righteousness might be
imputed unto them also.

Rom. iv. 17. (As it is written, I
have made thee a father of many
nations,) before him whom he be-
lieved, even God, who quickeneth
the dead, and calleth those things
which be not as though they were.

Rom. iv. 23, 24, Now, it was not
written for his sake alone, that it
was imputed to him; but for us
also, to whom it shall be imputed,
if we believe on him that raised up
Jesus our Lord from the dead.

Rom. iv. 15. Because the law
worketh wrath: for where no law
is, thers is no transgression.

Rom. i 17. For thercin is the
righteousness of God revealed from
fatth to faith: as it is written, The
just shall live by faith.

Rom. x. 5. For Moses describeth

- the righteousness which is of the

law, That the man which doeth
those things shall live by them.

Rom. iv. 13-16. For the promise,
that he ghould be the heir of the
world, was not to Abraham, or to



INSTANCES OF RESEMBLANCE.

be confirmed, no man disannulleth,
or addeth thereto. Now to Abraham
and his seed were the promises made.
He saith not, And to seeds, as of
many ; but as of one, And to thy
seed, which is Christ. And this I
gay, that the covenant, that was
confirmed before of God in Christ,
the law, which was four hundred
and thirty years after, cannot dis-
annul, that it should make the pro-
mise of none effect. For if the
inheritance be of the law, it is no
more of promise: but God gave it
to Abraham by promise.

Gal. iii. 22. But the scripture hath
concluded all under sin, that the
promise by faith of Jesus Christ
might be given to them that believe.

Gal. iii, 27. For as many of you
as have been baptized into Christ
have put on Christ.

Gal. iv. 5-7. To redeem them that
were under the law, that we might
receive the adoption of sons. And
because ye are sons, God hath sent
forth the Spirit of his Son into your
hearts, cryiog, Abba, Father. Where-
fore thou art no more a servant, but
a son; and if a son, then an heir of
God through Christ.

Gal. iv, 23, 28. But he who was
of the bond woman was born after
the flesh ; but he of the free woman
was by promise. . . . Now we,
brethren, as Isaac was, are the chil-
dren of promise.

Gal. v. 14. For all the law is ful-
filled in one word, even in this,
Thou shalt love thy neighbour as
thyself.

lix

hisseed, through the law, but through
the righteousness of faith. For if
they which are of the law be heirs,
faith is made void, and the promise
made of none effect. Because the
law worketh wrath: for where no
law is, there is no transgression.
Therefore it is of faith, that it might
be by grace ; to the end the promise
might be sure to all the seed: not
to that only which is of the law, but
to that also which is of the faith of
Abraham, who is the father of us all.

Rom. xi, 32, For God hath con-
cluded them all in unbelief, that he
might have mercy upon all.

Rom. vi. 8, xiii. 14. Know ye not,
that so many of us as were baptized
into Jesus Chrigt were baptized into
his death ?7—But put ye on the Lord
Jesus Christ, and make not provi-
sion for the flesh, to fulfil the lusts
thereof.

Rom. viii. 14-17. For ag many as
are led by the Spirit of God, they
are the sons of God. For ye have
not received the spirit of bondage
again to fear ; but ye have received
the Spirit of adoption, whereby we
cry, Abba, Father, The Spirit itself
beareth witness with our spirit, that
we are the children of God: And if
children, then heirs ; heirs of God,
and joint-heirs with Christ; if so
be that we suffer with him, that we
may be also glorified together.

Rom. ix. 7, 8. Neither, because
they are the seed of Abraham, are
they all children: but, In Isaac shall
thy seed be called: That is, They
which are the children of the flesh,
these are not the children of God:
but the children of the promise are
counted for the seed.

Rom. xiii. 8-10. Owe no man any-
thing, but to love one another: for
he that loveth another hath fulfilled
the law. . . . If there be any other
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Gal. v. 16, This I say then, Walk
in the Spirit, and ye shall not fulfil
the lust of the flesh,

Gal. v. 17. For the flesh lusteth
against the Spirit, and the Spirit
against the flesh : and these are
contrary the one to the other; so

commandment, it is briefly compre-
hended in this saying, namely, Thou
shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.
Love worketh no ill to his neigh-
bour: therefore love is the fulfilling
of the law,

Rom. viil. 4. That the rightecus-
ness of the law might be fulfilled in
us, who walk not after the flesh, but
after the Spirit.

Rom. vii. 28, 25. But I see another
law in my members warring against
the law of my mind, and bringing
me into captivity to the law of sin

which is in my members. . . . So then
with the mind I myself gerve the law
of God, but with the flesh the law
of sin.

that ye cannot do the things that
ye would.

Rom. xv. 1. We then that are
strong ought to bear the infirmities
of the weak, and not to please our-
selves.

Gal. vi. 2. Bear ye one another’s
burdens, and so fulfil the law of
Christ.

These resemblances are very striking, and would seem to indi-
cate nearness of period in the composition. But Dean Alford in-
terposes thus: “It may be that the elementary truths brought out
amidst deep emotion, sketched, so to speak, in rough lines in the
fervent Epistle to the Galatians, dwelt long on St. Paul’s mind,
even though other objects of interest regarding other churches
intervened, and at length worked themselves out under the
teaching and leading of the Spirit into that grand theological
argument which he afterwards addressed, without any special
moving occasion, but as his master-exposition of Christian
doctrine, to the church of the metropolis of the world.” The
"statement is true, but it does not on this point bring out the
whole truth. For the resemblances are closer, more definite,
and in every way more characteristic than the objection allows.
Not only is the Galatian outline preserved in Romans, but its
minutiz, its sudden turns, its rapid logic beating down opposi-
tion, its peculiarities of quotation and proof are rewritten ; the
smaller touches are reproduced as well as the more prominent
courses of argument ; forms of thought and imagery suggested
and sharpened by personal relations and direct collision in the
shorter letter, are reimpressed on the longer and more impersonal
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production, without any immediate necessity. The parallel is
about as close in many sections as between Ephesians and Colos-
sians. See our Introductions to these epistles. There are also
words peculiar to the two epistles, such as xdpor, paxapiopss,
11é0n, Sovela, Baotdlew, Eevbepbw, i8¢, ratdpa, karapdcbal,
dpeinérns, mapaBdrys ; and phrases also, as ¢ &re; wap’ 6, of T
roiabra mpdooavres, T Méyer 7 ypady ; So that Prof. Light-
foot's argument becomes very plausible, and, to use his own
words, “ The reasons given certainly do not amount to a demon-
stration, but every historical question must be decided by striking
a balance between conflicting probabilities ; and it seems to me
that the arguments here adduced, however imperfect, will hold
their ground against those which are alleged in favour of the
earlier date.” e ingeniously concludes that the epistle may
have been written between the second Epistle to the Corin-
thians and the Epistle to the Romans, and on the journey
between Macedonia and Achaia. This view is adopted by
Bleek,! and virtually by Conybeare and Howson, who date the
epistle from Corinth, while Grotius and De Wette do not
definitely commit themselves to it.

Looking, in a word, at both sides of the question, we feel
it still to be impossible to arrive at absolute certainty on this
point, and critics will probably oscillate between Ephesus and
Greece. The opinion that Greece was the place where the
epistle was written has certainly very much to recommend it,
though we may not be able to reach a definite and indisputable
conclusion,

VI.—COMMENTARIES ON THE EPISTLE.

There are the well-known commentaries of Chrysostom,
Theodoret, (Ecumenius, and Theophylact, with some extracts
from Eusebius Emesenus, Severianus, and Theodore of Mop-

v FEinleitung in das Neue Testament, p. 418, Berlin 1862, Storr has a
good essay with this heading, Prolusio de consensu Epistolarum Pauli ad
Hebraos et Galatas (Comment. Theol. ed. Velthusen, Kuincel, et Ruperti,
vol. ii. p. 394), Lipsize 1795.
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suestia in Cramer’s Cafena. Xxtracts from Gennadius and
Photius are found in (Beumenius. Among the Latin fathers
may be named Marius Victorinus (Abbe Migne’s Pat. Lat.
viit.), the pseudo-Ambrose or Hilary, Jerome, Augustine,
Pelagius, Primasius, and others of less note. Medimval writers
may be passed over. Luther follows, with Calyin, Beza, Kras-
mus, Musculus, Bullinger, Calovius, Zanchius, Crocius, Coc-
ceius, Piscator, Hunnius, Tarnovius, Aretius, Wolf, etc. ; and
the Catholic commentators, Estius and a-Lapide. ‘Wetstein,
(irotius, and the writers in the Critict Sacri and Fratres Poloni
are well known, and so are the collectors of annotations, as
Elsner, Kypke, Krebs, Knatchbull, Leesner, Alberti, Kiittner,
Palairet, Heinsius, Bos, Keuchenius, Doughteus, and Hom-
bergk. There are also the older English expositors, Ferguson,
Dickson, Hammond, Chandler, Whitby, Locke, Doddridge,
etc. etc. We have also the general commentaries of Koppe,
Flatt, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Jaspis, Hyperius, Cameron, and
Reiche 1859.

The following more special commentaries may be noted :
Luther, 1519 ; Pareus, 1621 ; Wesselius, 1756 ; Semler, 1779 ;
Schulze, 1784 ; Mayer, 1788 ; Krause, 1788 ; Carpzov, 1794 ;
Borger, 1807 ; Paulus, 1831 ; Riickert, 1833 ; Matthies, 1833 ;
Usteri, 1833; Schott, 1833; Zschokke, 1834; Sardinoux, 1837;
Olshausen, 1841 ; Windischmann, 1843 ; Baumgarten-Crusius,
1845; Peile, 1849; Conybeare and Howson, 1850; Jatho, 1851;
Hilgenfeld, 1852 ; Brown, 1853 ; Jowett, 1855 ; Bagge, 1856 ;
Trana, 1857 ; Ewald, 1857 ; Bisping, 1857 ; Winer, 4th ed.,
1859 ; Wieseler, 1859 ; Wordsworth’s New Test. P. iil., 1859;
Webster and Wilkinson, do. vol. ii., 1861; Meyer, 1862;
Schmoller, Lange's Bibelwerk, viii, 1862 ; Kamphausen,
DBunsen's Bibelwerk, viii. Halb-band, 1863 ; Hofmann, 1863
Gwynne, 1863; Ellicott, 3d ed., 1863 ; Alford, New Zest,
vol, iii., 4th ed., 1865 ; Matthias, 1865 ; Lightfeot, 1865;
Vomel, 1865 ; Carey, 1867 ; Larsen (Kjobenhavn), 1867.
Reference may be made also to Bonitz, Eram. Gal. iii. 20,
1800; Hauk, Exeget. Versuch dber Gal. iii. 15, 22, Stud. w.
Kritik. 1862 ; Hermann, de P. Epist. ad Galat. tribus primis
capitibus, 1832 ; Elwert, Annot. in Gal. ii. 1-10, 1852 ; Keerl
in Gal. vi. 1-10, 1834; Holsten, Inkalt, ete., des Briefgs an
die Galaten, 1859, enlarged and reprinted, 1868; Fritzsche,
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de nonnullis ad Galat. Epistole locis, Opuscula, p. 158, ete.,
1838.

Of a popular and practical nature are—Perkins, 1609 ;
Riccaltoun, 1772 ; Barnes, 1840; Haldane, 1848 ; Anacker,
Leipzig 1856 ; Twele, Hannover 1858; Kelly, 1865; Bayley,
1869. Exegetical remarks on portions of the epistle may also
be found of a rationalistic nature in Holsten’s Zum FEvangelium
des Paulus und des Petrus, Rostock 1868 ; and of an opposite
character in (Ertel's Paulus in der Apostel-geschickie, Halle
1868.

‘When Buttmann, Matthiz, Kiihner, Winer, Scheuerlein,
Bernhardy, Madvig, Schmalfeld, Kriiger, Schirlitz, Green, A.
Buttmann, and Jelf are simply named, the reference is to their
respective Grammars ; and when Suidas, Hesychius, Rost und
Palm, Wahl, Wilke, Bretschneider, Robinson, Cremer, Liddell
and Scoft are simply named, the reference is to their respective
Lexicons. The references to Hartung are to his Lehre von den
Pariikeln der griechischen Sprache, Erlangen 1832,
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CHAPTER I.

HE apostle’s standing had been challenged by a faction in

the Galatian churches, in order that his distinctive teach-

ing might be disparaged or set aside. To undermine his doc-
trine, they denied or explained away his apostleship. It seems
to have been alleged against him, that as he had not been a
personal disciple of Jesus, he could not claim the inspiration
enjoyed by those on whom He breathed, as He said, ¢ Receive
ye the Holy Ghost;” that his gospel had been communicated
to him through a human medium, and therefore was not
primary and authoritative truth; and that his position in the
church was only of secondary or intermediate appointment, and
on that account quite subordinate in rank and prerogative.
Or there may have been an impression that the first number
could not be augmented; and as it bore a relation to the twelve
tribes of Israel, no one could be regarded as equal in office and
honour to the 8édexa, ods xal dmosTorovs dwvepacer (Liuke vi.
18). The number was hallowed as a sacred one (Rev. xxi.
14). Justin also speaks significantly of the twelve: dvdpes
Bewadio Tov dpibuov (Apol. i. 39, Opera, vol. i. p. 2186, ed.
Otto). If the Clementines be taken as embodying to some
extent the traditionary opinions and prejudices of the Jewish
Christians, then Paul’s official standing would be disallowed,
as being unattested by credentials from the twelve; his doc-
trine denied, as unsanctioned by James, called *the Lord’s
brother,” and the head of the church in Jerusalemr; and his
apostleship ignored, because he had not “ companied” with
Jesus and the twelve in the days of His flesh (Homiliw, xi- 35,
xvil. 19, pp. 253, 351, ed. Dressel. 1853). In the Recognitiones

A
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it is more distinctly stated : meque propheta neque apostolus in
hoc tempore speratus a vobis aliquis alius prater nos. . . . Ipse
enim est annus Dei acceptus mos opostolos habens duodecim
menses (iv. 85). DBesides, Paul’s official affinity with the Grentiles,
and his characteristic assertion of their freedom—their non-
obligation to submit to the Mosaic law, excited suspicion and
hostility against him on the part of all—{\wrai Tob vépov—
who held that it was to be rigidly enforced on heathen converts,
who were to be permitted only through the gate of virtual prose-
Iytism to enter into full communion with the church. Perhaps
this depreciation arose also from some false view of his connec-
tion with Barnabas, and of their relation to the prophets of the
church at Antioch, by the laying on of whose hands both had
been separated and designated to missionary work. The apostle
therefore enters at once on self-vindication—non superbe sed
necessarie (Jerome)—not because of the mere slander, &iaBoNs
(Theodoret), or because they held him cheap, éfnurérilorv
((Ecumenius) ; but because the slight cast upon him was not
only a denial of Christ’s authority to rule in Iis own church,
and to choose and endow any one to serve in it, but was also
a preliminary step to the promulgation and advocacy of a mass
of errors, which detracted from the fulness of His atoning work
by suspending Gentile salvation on the observance of Gentile
Jewish ritual. True, indeed, he was not one of the original
twelve, but he claims a parity of rank, as his call was as real as
theirs though posterior to it : domepel 76 éxrpopars ddbn kdpol
(1 Cor. xv. 8). The same Jesus who summoned the twelve
by the Lake of (alilee, did, after being taken up into heaven,
appear in glory “above the brightness of the sun,” and make
him ¢ a minister and a witness,” and send him to the Gentiles.
He saw “that Just One, and heard the voice of His mouth,”
and therefore bad a commission as divine, distinet, and inde-
pendent as any one of those whom he calls of 7pd éuot dmrio-
Tohos.  So that he opens by a sharp and resolute assertion of
his full apostolic prerogative; and the first verse contains, not
exactly what Jowett calls “the text of the whole epistle,” but
an assertien of official dignity, which underlies the grancf ques-
tion discussed in it.

Ver. 1. IlaiNos, dmoaTohos obi dm’ avbpemey 0d8e 8¢ dvlpes-
mmov— Paul, an apostle, not from men nor by man.” There
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needs no participle to be inserted after dmbarores, as Borger,
Bloomfield, and others suppose, its relations being sufficiently
marked and guarded by the following prepositions. In most of
the other epistles the same assertion is made, though in quieter
and more general terms, For its different forms, see on Phil.
i.1; and for the meaning of “ apostle,” see on Eph. iv. 11, and
this epistle, i. 19, in the essay at the end of this chapter. But
now, the reality of his apostleship being impugned, and that for a
selfish purpose, he at once asserts its divinity with bold and un-
mistakeable emphasis. Sometimes, when the opposition to him
was not so fierce, he uses other arguments: “the seal of mine
apostleship are ye in the Lord;” “truly the signs of an apostle
were wrought among you;” “I am not a whit behind the
chiefest of the apostles;” but the antagonism to him in Galatia
demanded a more incisive vindication. The statement is made
by a change of prepositions and a change of number. The use
of two prepositions in successive clauses is indeed quite charac-
teristic of the apostle’s style; and dmé and 8:4 are not to be con-
founded, asif the whole meaning were, that in no sense did Panl
receive his apostleship from a human source. On purpose he
puts the fact very distinetly : he was an apostle, not from men,
amd, referring to remote or primary source; nor by man, 8
referring to medium or nearer instrumental cause. Winer,
§ 47; Bernhardy, p. 222. Some expositors, as Koppe, Borger,
Usteri, and G-wynne, neglecting the change of preposition, lay
the stress on the change of number., Gwynne denies the
distinction between dmoé and Sid, but without foundation in
any of the instances alleged by him. Nor does he see, in the
case of dmo, how the literal so naturally and necessarily passes
into the ethical meaning of a particle, or how ¢ remotion from”
comes to signify origination. The odd¢ implies a difference of
relation in the second clause from the first. Aiud may not
always denote instrument in the strict sense, for means may be
blended in conception with source, especially when Grod is spoken
of, as in Rom. xi. 36: “for of Him (é¢ ad7rod) and by Him
(8¢ adrod) are all things,” being His alike in origin and agency,
Himself the worker of His own will or purpose—one or both
aspects of relationship being equally applicable to Him (com-
pare Heb.ii. 10; 1 Cor. i. 9, viil. 6). It is true that 8ud is used
with both nouns in the following clause; but here, as in contrast
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with dmé, it has its distinctive meaning, and is the first step in
the argument. Bengel’s distinction, therefore, is baseless, that
his call (vocatio) is referred to in dmé, and instruction (institutio
tmmediata) in 8id. But it is wrong in Hofmann to say that
any distinction of meaning between the two prepositions serves
no purpose. Borger errs far in supposing that dmé and &id
are both used for #7é which points to an active and more
immediate cause. In the decaying stage of a language, the
precise distinction of similar particles, with the more delicate
shades of relation indicated by them, ceases to be felt; and thus,
as Winer remarks, dmé is frequently used for dmré after passive
verbs in Byzantine Greek, and the two prepositions are often
exchanged both in classical and New Testament codices (§ 47, ).
On the difference of meaning, see also Poppo, Thucydides,
vol. i. p. iii. p. 158; Stallbaum, Plato, vol. iil. p. 137. The
apostle’s office flowed from no body of men, nor was it given
him through an individual man, either by himself or as repre-
senting any body of men and acting in their name. He was
no delegate of the original twelve, and was in no way dependent
on them; nor even did he stand in any official subordination
to James, Cephas, or John—oi Soxodvres orihos eivar.  Or if
avfpomov be taken as the abstract, the clause may mean that
his was no dependent charge delegated to him from any party
of men, nor was it an independent charge conveyed to him
through mere humanity. It may, however, be doubted whether
it be the abstract, or whether any direct personal allusion is
intended ; for the change to the singular forms a designed
antithesis to the following clause, while it denies the interven-
tion of human agency in any form and to any extent. Tt does
not seem likely that, in this vindication of his independent
standing, the apostle alludes to the false teachers as having no
divine commission (Jerome, De Wette, and Lightfoot); for to
have brought himself into any comparison with them would
have been a lowering of his plea. Rather, as we have said,
these Judaizers, the more thoroughly to controvert his doctrine
and undermine his influence, denied his true apostleship. He
might, in their opinion, be a t?oﬁkos‘, Sudrovos, ebayyeiotis, but
not an apostle; for they seem to have maintained that there
was the taint of a human element in his commission, and they
assigned him a far lower platform than the original twelve.
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But Christ had called him immediately, odpavifev éxdheser odi
éwlpdymep Xprodpevos Tmovpyp (Theophylact); and he was not
therefore like Silas or Timothy in his relation to Christ and
the raling powers in the churches. What the apostle asserts
of his office, he afterwards as distinetly asserts of his doctrine
(vers. 11, 12, etc.). Negatively, his apostleship was not from
men as its causa principalis, nor by man as its causa medians ;
but positively,

*AM\g i "Inood XpioTod kal Oeol marpos Tob éyelpavros
alrov €k vekpdv—“but by Jesus Christ, and God the Father
who raised Him from the dead.” Had the apostle consulted
mere rhetorical fulness, he might have repeated dmo before Oeod
aratpds. But both nouns are governed by the same preposition
Sud, and are included under the same relation. Kor, to his
mind, so much were Christ and God one in purpose and act,
that the 8id not only implies the dmé, but absorbs it, primary
source in God being identified with mediate agency in the
appearance and call of the Lord Jesus. The phrase is there-
fore placed first, as being mnearest his thought at the moment,
and as it was the relation expressed by & which formed the
question in dispute. The apostleship might be admitted as
being from God, and yet not by Him as its immediate agent ;
amé does not of itself prove 8ud, but 8ud certainly iinplies dmé.
Aud 1s not used therefore for the sake of shortness, as Qlshansen
says, and as Ellicott partly allows; but it points to the direct
agency of Giod, manifested in raising His Son from the dead.
By Jesus Christ was the apostle selected and directly called,
and by God the Father acting in and through Him whom He
had raised from the dead; for it was the risen and glorified
Saviour who bestowed the apostolate on him. See above on
the prepositions, and Fritzsche on Rom. i. 5. In ver. 3, again,
the usage is reversed, and dm¢é is employed with both names.
Both nouns here want the article, and ©eds wa7sp has all the
force of a proper name {Gal. i. 3; Eph. vi. 23; Phil. ii, 11;
1 Pet. i. 2), The genitive vexpdv wants the article, too, as
usually when preceded by éx (Winer, § 19), the quotation in
Eph. v. 14 being an exception, and there being in Col. ii. 12
various readings with authorities almost balanced. Grod is called
warrp, not generally as Father of all (De Wette, Alford), nor
specially as our Father (Usteri and Wieseler), nor directly as
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Christ’s Father, as is the opinion of Meyer, Ellicott, and the
rendering of the Syriac; but the name is probably inclusive of
all those relations. Because He sustains such a relation to Christ
and Christ’s, because of His foremost place in the gracious
economy, and His fatherly manifestations in it and through it,
may He not receive the characteristic and almost absolute name
of Father? The relation of Christ and believers to the Father
is often indicated by afollowmg genitive (1 4; Eph.i. 2, 3;
Col. i. 2, 3; 1 Thess. i. 3, iii. 11, etc)

The predlcate is, Tob éyelpavTos alTov éx vexpdv. Why this
addltion, for it must have some connection with the apostle’s
self-vindication ? The addition is not a vague one, as if the
act asserted had become an attribute of God (Jowett); mor
is it the mere token of almighty power (Olshausen), nor an
affirmation of His resurrection against Jews (Chrysostom), nor
chiefly a refutation of the objection that he had not seen Christ
(Semler, Morus), nor a passing historical notice that he had been
called by the risen Saviour, nor a recognition of the Father as
the Urheber, originator of Christ’s redeeming work (De Wette,
Usteri), nor only the historical confirmation of the xai Geod
watpbs (Meyer) ; nor is it principally to exhibit the resurrection
as awaking faith in the Risen One and in Grod as our reconciled
Father in Him (Wieseler); but it is the proof that Jesus who
died could call him, though He had not called him at the period
when the twelve were commissioned in the days of His flesh,
and that the apostleship was one of the gifts which specially
belonged to Him as the ascended Lord. Eph. iv. 11. Tt may
be said generally, the Father raised Him from the dead, so
that all His apostles could proclaim the truth of which His
resurrection was the primal evidence and a distinctive tenet
(Rom. i. 4, iv. 24 ; Eph. i. 20 ; Phil. ii. 9) ; and specially, God
the Father entrusted Paul with the apostleship, and did it
through Jesus, whom He had raised from the dead: so that
the risen Saviour invested with supreme authority, added, by
a direct and personal act, one to the number of the twelve,
with every element of qualification and prerogative which had
been conferred upon them. There is no need to say, with
Luther, that the clause condemns justitiam operum. It would
be at the same time laying too great stress on the words,
to suppose, with Augustine, Erasmus, Beza, and Calvin, that
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the apostle is claiming a superiority over the other apostles,
inasmuch as he alone had been called by the risen Saviour, but
they by Him odhuc mortali. But the clause plainly implies
that he possessed all the qualifications of an apostle; that he

had been commissioned immediately by Jesus Himself, having
" not only heard Him but seen Him, and could be a witness of
His resurrection equally with any of the twelve; and that he
possessed the gift of the Holy Ghost in such fulness and adap-
tation as fitted him for all spheres of his work (1 Cor. ix. 1, 2).
It is a strange lection which is ascribed by Jerome to Marcion,
which omitted the words @eol watpés, and seems to have read
I. X. mob éyelpavros éavrov éx venpiw, for it is opposed to the
uniform teaching of the Pauline theology. The Greek fathers
lay no little stress on the fact that I. X. and @eds wamip
have a common bond of connection in 8td. Chrysostom speaks
of it as “fitted to stop the mouths of the heretics who deny
Christ’s divinity, and to teach us not to prescribe laws to the
ineffable nature, nor to define the degrees of Godhead which
belong to the Father and the Son.” Theodoret presses the
inference to prove ol8eular ¢poews dadopdy between Father
and Son. But such a theological pressure upon the passing
phrase cannot be sustained in all its weight, though the words
do imply economic unity of will and operation, and show that
to the mind of the apostle Christ and the Father were one in
authority and prerogative. Nay more, I. X. is placed in direct
opposition to dvfpwmov, as if, in Augustine’s phrase, He were
totus jam Deus.! The reason why Crellius and Le Clerc and
others insist on inserting dmé before Oeod is, that they may
impugn the equality which the common vinculum of 8ut implies.
Brown inclines very needlessly to their exegesis, though cer-
tainly not for their doctrinal grounds. In a word, this self-
assertion of the apostle is in no way opposed to what he says
elsewhere in self-depreciation, as when he calls himself “the
least of the apostles,” “mnot meet to be called an apostle,”
1 Cor. xv. 8, 9, for these are the utterances of conscious
personal unworthiness. Nor is the statement before us in con-
flict with the record in Acts xiii. 1-3. Paul was an apostle,
as himself felt and believed, prior to this scene in the church

! This phrase is gnarded and explained in bis Retractationes, Opera, vol.
L. p. 74, ed. Paris, 1836.
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of Antioch. Acts xx. 24, xxii. 14, 15, xxvi, 16-20. Was
not the formal apostolic commission given in the hour of
his conversion—é@vév, els obs éyd ge amooTéAAw? See also
Gal. i. 12, 15, 16, 22, 23; 1 Tim. i. 12, 13. The fasting,
prayer, and imposition of hands were not, as Hammond,
Wake, Wordsworth, and the Catholic commentators Bisping
and Windischmann,! argue, a consecration to the apostleship,
but a solemn designation of Saul and Barnabas to a special
missionary work, which on their return is said to have been
“fulfilled.” Even Calvin speaks of the call of the apostle as
being followed by the sollennis ritus ordinationis; see under
Eph.i. 1. Bat if ecclesiastical ordination was essential to full
apostleship, what becomes of the od8¢ 3¢’ dvfpdmov?

After this decided assertion of his apostleship—an assertion
necessary in the circumstances, at once for his own vindication,
and the confirmation of the gospel which he preached, as also
to give their due weight to the censure, counsels, warnings, and
teachings which were to form the contents of the epistle—he
passes on to say—

Ver. 2. Kai of aiv éuol mdvres 48ehpoi—* and all the bre-
thren who are with me.” This phrase, designating a number of
persons beyond such names as Timothy, Sosthenes, and Silvanus,
found in some of the other epistles, cannot refer exclusively, as
Brown after Beza supposes, to official colleagues, nor generally,
as Schott, Victorinus, Jatho, Schmoller, Jowett, take it, to
the brethren or community in the place from which the epistle
was written. It denotes an inmer circle of friends, in special
companionship with the apostle—at one with him in opinicn at
the present moment ; mrdrres emphatic—referring not so much
to number, though it must include several, as to unanimity,—
no exception among them, all of them in the crisis sympathizing
with the Galatian churches, and sharing his anxiety to deliver
them from imminent jeopardy. In fact, in Phil. iv. 21, 22,
the apostle distinguishes ¢ the brethren with him” from ¢ all
the saints.” The question as to who might be included in the
grdvres is answered in ‘various ways, according to the opinion
adopted about the place where the epistle was -written—in
Ephesus or Corinth. Wherever they were, they joined in the
salutation ; but their position and unanimity added no authority

1 Estius is an exception.
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to the epistle (Chrysostom, Luther, Calvin, Olshausen, Meyer,
and De Wette, hold the opposite view), though probably they
might strengthen its appeals, as showing how wide and warm
. an interest was felt in the Galatian defection. Tit. iii. 15. The
authority of the epistle rests exclusively on the official preroga-
tive of Paul himself, singly and apart from the édehgoi. For
the association of other names with the apostle’s own in his
salutations, see under Phil. i. 1.
The epistle is not sent to one community in a town, but
Tats éxxinaiats THe Fadatias—“to the churches of Galatia”
—the letter being therefore a circular. Acts xvi. 6, xviil. 23;
1 Cor. xvi. 1; 1 Pet.1. 1. It has been often remarked, that
éxxhmaiars occurs without any qualifying element or additional
clause; and it has been explained since the time of Chrysostom,
that, on account of their defection, the apostle could not give
them any title of honour or endearment. Usteri denies this, and
appeals to both epistles to Thessalonica; but there the words év
O¢p warpl are added. In both epistles to Corinth, Tod Ocod is
annexed to éxxloia, passages strangely referred to also by Hof-
mann and Sardinous, as if proving that Paul had felt, in writing
to these churches, as he did in writing to those of Galatia. It
is quite baseless on the part of Theophylact, to find in the plurala
reference to divisions—émei 8¢ xai Sieoracialov. For the places
where those churches were probably situated, see Introduction.
Ver. 3. Xdpis dulv «al elpnyn dmo Oeol warpos xai Kvplov
nudy "Incod Xpirroi— Grace be to you and peace from God
the Father and our Lord Jesus Christ.” The pronoun Audv is
placed after Kvplov on good authority, though A and », with
some of the Latin fathers, insert it after warpds, as in other
salutations. Rom. i. 7; 1 Cor. 1. 33 2 Cor. 1. 2; Eph. i. 2,
etc. As 8wz in the first verse, so émwé in this verse governs
both the genitives, as both are sources of divine blessing, ac-
cording to the aspect in which each is viewed, primarily indeed
from God and proximately from Jesus Christ. This con-
tiguous use of two prepositions, each of them in application
both to the Father and to Christ, shows that to the apostle
God and Christ were so much one in will and operation (* God
in Christ”), that no sharp dogmatic distinction of origin and
medium needed to be drawn between them in such a prayer
offered for the churches. See under ver. 1.
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For the meaning of the benediction, see under Eph. i. 2,
and also the note of Wieseler. Asthe West embodied its wishes
in ydpes, and the East in B —eiprpy,—so the apostle, in
catholic fulness, uses both terms in their profoundest Christian
significance : mo ordinary greeting, or “as the world giveth,”
but a prayer for all combined and fitting spiritual blessings.

In connection with Christ, and as an unusual addition to his
salutations, he now describes His distinctive work in its blessed
purpose and in its harmony with the divine plan; for the pass-
ing statement presents a truth in direct conflict with the errors
prevailing in the Galatian churches. Thus the first and fourth
verses contain in brief the two themes of the epistle,—a vindi-
cation of his apostleship and of the free and full salvation by
faith without works of law, which he rejoiced to proclaim.

Ver. 4. Toi 86vros Eavrov mepl Téw duapridy Hudy—* who
gave Himself for our sins.” The dmép of the received text is
found in B and &%, and some of the Greek fathers, but mepi
has the authority of A, D, F, K, &, several minuscules, and is
apparently the preferable reading. The correction to dmép
might appear to be more in the apostle’s manner (Meyer).
The two prepositions, so similar in meaning, are often ex-
changed in New Testament mss. Meyer holds that they are
not different in meaning.

- The act here ascribed to Christ Himself is often ascribed to
God, as in Rom. viii. 32 ; sometimes it assumes the form of a
simple statement, as in Rom. iv. 25, v. 8; but here, as also in
other places, especially in the pastoral epistles, it is regarded as
the spontaneous act of the Self-offerer, as in John x. 18, 1 Tim.
it. 6, Tit. ii. 14, Eph. v. 2 where a compound verb is used.
(Rom. v. 6, 8, etc.; 1 Macc. vi. 44.) Wetstein quotes in illustra-
tion from Xiphilinus, the abbreviator of Dio Cassius (in .Othone,
p- 193), the following clause : 8oris odx Duds imép éavrod, GAN
éavrov Umép Dudy 8é8wre. Meyer says, and so far correctly, that
the idea of satisfaction lies not in the meaning of the preposition,
but in the whole Sackwverhdltniss ; quoting also Lliad, 1. 444 :

Dol § Lipdy Exaripfyy
féar Smip Amvaay §Qp inaacpesln Evaxte.
Wesselius cites the versiculus notissimus of Cato :
“ Ipee nocens cum sis, moritur cur victima pro te 9
IIepl, as might be expected from the meaning of the words in
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such a connection, is often used with the thing, and dmép with
the persons: wep) GuapTidy, Umép adikow (1 Pet. iii. 18 ; Sirach
xxix. 15). DBut the usage is not uniform, as Heb. v. 3, mepi
. 100 Aaob, . . . wepl éavrod, . . . Imép dpapridy ; and in the first
verse also of the same chapter, dmrép apaprigv. In 1 Cor. xv.
3, tmép is used with dpapridy, but fudy is a personal quali-
fication. In Matt. xxvi. 28 we have wepl woAAdy, but the
personal design is introduced, eis dpeoww auapridv; and in the
parallel passages, Mark xiv. 24, Luke xxii. 19, dmép occurs,
and the personal explanatory clause is wanting, In 1 Thess.
v. 10 the various reading is wepi—omép, and a personal purpose
follows. The preposition dmrép denotes a- closer relation—*“over,”
or “for the benefit of,” “on behalf of,” personal interest in,
that interest being often an element of conscious recognition
(Gal. ii. 20; 1 Cor. v. 20; Rom. xiv. 15), and has a meaning
verging very close on that of dvri, “in room of,” as the con-
text occasionally indicates (chap. iii. 13; Eph. v. 2; Philem.
13). See Fritzsche on Rom. v. 7, 8 ; Poppo on the phrase dmép
éavtod, which he renders suo loco, imwep pro dvri, Thucydides,
part iii. vol. i. p. 704; Euripides, Alcestis, 690; Polybius, i.
67, 7; Matthiae, § 582; Rost und Palm, sub voce. Ilepi is
more general in meaning, and may denote “ on account of,” “in
connection with,” bringing out the object or motive of the act:
Jesus Christ gave Himself for our sins—on account of them,
or in such a connection with them—that He might deliver
us. See under Kph. vi. 19. The distinction between the two
prepositions is often very faint, though frequently mrepi ex-
presses only mentis circumspectionem, vmép stmul animi propen-
stonem (Weber, Demosth: p. 130). See also Schaefer’s full note
on the phrase of Demosthenes, ob wepi 80ns 028 Tmép pépous,
Annot. vol. i. p. 189 ; and the remarks of Bremi, Demosthenes,
Orat.p. 188, The two p;eposiﬂons may, as commonly employed,
characterize the atonement or self-oblation of Christ; the first
in its object generally, the second specially in its recipients,
and the benefits conferred upon them. Christ gave Himself
for us, on account of .our sins, that expiation might be made,
or on behalf of sinners, that by such expiation they might
obtain forgiveness and life. See more fully under Eph. v. 2,
25. ’Avr( is more precise, and, signifying “in room of,”
points out the substitutionary nature of Christ’s death. Matt.
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v. 383 Luke xi. 113 1 Cor. xi. 15; Jas. iv. 15; Matt. xvii
27, ete.

The meaning is, that He gave Himself to death (not volenti
diabolo, Ambrosiast.), or, as in other places, gave His life.
Matt. xx. 28; Mark x. 45. Sometimes a predicate is added, as
avridvrpov, 1 Tim. ii. 6 ; wpoodopar, Eph.v. 2. Such a predi-
cate is here implied in the clause defined by mepi, and in the
purpose indicated by 8mwws. The freeness of the self-gift is
prominent, as well as its infinite value—HnISELF. We pause
not over theological distinctions as to the two natures of the
Mediatorial person in this act: He gave Himself—a gift im-
possible without incarnation—a gift valueless without 2 myste-
rious union with divinity, as is at least indicated by the commeon
vinculum of 8¢ in the first verse, and of &m6 in the second
verse. The 7judv refers primarily to the apostle, the brethren
with him and the persons addressed by him in Galatia, but
does not by its use define in any way the extent of the atone-
ment, either as limiting it to “us” believers, as some have
argued, or extending it to “us” “mankind sinners,” as others
contend. The doctrine taught is, that Jesus Christ did spon-
taneously offer Himself as the one propitiation, so that He is
the source of grace and peace; and the inference is, because
He gave Himself, the oblation is perfect as also the deliverance
secured by it, so that obedience to the Mosaic law as a means
of salvation is quite incompatible with faith in Him.

The self-oblation of Jesus is surely no mere Jewish image,
as Jowett represents it, something now in relation to us like a
husk out of which the kernel had fallen. True, as he says,
¢ the image must have had a vividness in the days when sacri-
fices were offered that it may not have now;” but the truth
imaged has not therefore faded out. Take away all that is
Jewish in the presentation of that truth, yet you alter not its
essence and purpose 5 for through the death of Christ, and its
relation to or influence on the divine government, God is just
while He is justifying the ungodly. The teaching of Scripture
is something more than that ¢ Christ took upon Him luman
flesh, that He was put to death by sinful men, and raised men
out of the state of sin—in this sense taking their sins upon
Him:” that is, in no true sense bearing our guilt. For not
only expiation or propitiation, but reconciliation, justification,
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acceptance, redemption from the curse, are ascribed to Iis
death, Men are raised out of a state of sin when their guilt
is forgiven, and the power of sin is destroyed within them; and
. both blessings are traced to the Self-sacrifice of the Son of God.
“The sinfulness of the men that put Him to death is not incom-
patible with the voluntariness and atoning merit of His death ;
for it was more than a tragedy or a martyrdom, though it is
not without these aspects. The figures, as Jowett says, are
varied ; but such variation does not prove them to be figures
only,” and the truth underlying them has varying and connected
phases of relation and result. “The believer is identified with
the various stages of the life of Christ;” true, but his life
springs from Christ’s death, and is a life in union with the risen
Lord. Gal. ii. 20. The definite doctrine of Scripture is, that in
dying, Christ bore a representative or a substitutionary relation
to sin and sinners, as is expressed by dwr{, and implied in mep{
and dmép. This teaching of Scripture in the age of the apostles
is the truth still to us, even though its imagery may be dimmed.
Moulded for one age, and given primarily to it, it is adapted to
all time as a permanent and universal gospel. The palpable
terms fashioned in Jewry ray light through the world. The
apostolic theology, though bodied forth by Hebrew genius, and
glowing with illustrations from Hebrew history and ritual, is
all the more on that account adapted to us, for it speaks in no
dull monotone, and it is no exhibition of such abstract and
colourless formulas as would satisfy the scanty creed of modern
spiritualism. The purpose of the self-sacrifice is
"Omws éEénrar Huds éx ol aildvos Tod éveoTdTos Tovnpod
—*“that He might deliver us out of the present world—an evil
one:” neguam, Vulg.; malo, Clarom.; maligno, Aug. Perhaps
this is the better reading, and it is supported by A, B, ¥'. The
received text places éveor@ros before aidros, omitting the article,
and is also well supported by a large number of Mss., some ver-
sions and fathers. The verb, from its position, is emphatic, and
movnpod is virtually a tertiary predicate. "Iva is the apostle’s
favourite term, and the relative particle mws—*in such manner
that”—is rarely used by him. In the New Testament it is con-
strued with the subjunctive, sometimes with &, but it is found
with other moods in classical writers (Kriiger, § 54, 8, etc.;
Klotz-Devarius, vol. ii. pp. 629, etc., 681, etc., in which sections
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wa and §mes are distinguished in meaning and use). The verb
éEarpeiofas (eriperet, Vulgate) occurs only here in Paul’s epistles.
In other passages of the New Testament it bas the sense of
rescue from peril by an act of power, as of Joseph (Acts vii.
10); of the Hebrews out of slavery (Acts vil. 34); of Peter
from the hand of Herod (Acts xii. 11); of Paul from the mob
in Jerusalem (Acts xxiii. 27); and it is the word used by the
Divine Master to the apostle in reference to his frequent de-
liverances from danger (Acts xxvi. 17). Compare Gen. xxxii.
11, Tsa. xlii. 22, Ps. exl. 1. The noun aidv connected with
dely Liatin @vum, and the Saxon aye (“ God shall endure for
aye”), means ¢ duration;” its adjunct determining whether
that duration reach indefinitely backwards or forwards, as in
arm or éx aidvos In the one case, and els Tév aidva in the other.
The latter is a common meaning both in the classics and in the
New Testament : Ast, Lezicon Platon. sub voce. With a more
restricted duration, it often means in the New Testament, the
age or present course of time, with the underlying idea of
corruption and sinfulness, though, as having a temporal sense in
more or less prominence, it is not to be identified with xéopos.
Luke xvi. 8; Rom. xii. 2; Eph. i. 21, ii. 2. In rabbinical
usage, there was the M oy, the present or pre-Messianic
age, and R0 Do, the coming age, or period after Messiah’s
advent. Allusions to such use would almost seem to be in
Matt. xxiv. 3, Heb. vi. 5, ix. 26. The aidv péAlwv, however,
of the New Testament is not so restricted as the corresponding
rabbinical phrase, Matt. xii. 32, Mark x. 30, Luke xviii. 30,
Eph. i. 21. The noun, in Christian use, and in both refer-
ences, acquires a deeper significance. The o6 viv aidw of the
pastoral epistles, 1 Tim. vi. 17, 2 Tim. iv. 10, Tit. ii. 12—¢ aiév
ofros, Rom. xii, 2—has a pervading element of evil in it, in
contrast to the ¢ aidy ué\\wv, ¢ aidv ¢ épyduevos, which is
characterized by purity and happiness (Mark x. 30; Luke
xviil. 30). The aiov is this passing age—this world as it now
is—fallen, guilty, and corrupt, in bondage to a “ god” (2 Cor.
iv. 4), and to dpyovres who are opposed to God (1 Cor. ii. 6;
Eph. vi. 12). We often use the word “world” very similarly, as
signifying a power opposed to Christ in its maxims, fashions,
modes of thought, and objects of pursuit, and as continually
tempting and often subduing His people; the scene of trial
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and sorrow, where sense ever struggling for the mastery over
faith, embarrasses and overpowers the children of God. See
Cxemer, szlzsch—theolog Wiorterb. sub voce, Gotha 1866.

The participle éveaTdds has two meanings, either time pre-
sent actually, or present immediately-—time now, or time im-
pendmg The first meamng is apparent in Rom. viii. 38,
olre éveaTdTa olte wéAlovra, “nor things present, nor thmgs
to come’—present and future in contrast. Similarly 1 Cor.
iii. 22, vil. 26 ; Heb, ix. 9. Instances abound in the classics
and Septuagint, Esdras v. 47, ix. 6, 7ov éveordra yeipdva ;
3 Macc. 1. 16; frequently in Polybius, i. 60, 75, xviil. 38;
Xen. Hellen. 2, 1, 6; Joseph. Antig. xvi. 6, 2; Thilo, de
Plantat. Noe, Opera, vol. iii. p. 136, Erlangse 1820. Phavo-
rinus defines it by wdpovra, and Hesychius gives it as o
s Cwis ypoves. The Syriac renders it “this age,” and the
Vulgate prasentt seculo. Sextus Empir. divides times into
TOV Tapeynpévor kal Tov éveoTdTa Kai TOV péNhovta, Advers.
Phys. ii. 192, p. 516, ed. Bekker. It is also the term used by
grammarians for ¢ the present tense;” thus évectdoa peroyn—
the present participle. Theodore of Mopsuestia, in loc., defines
the term by wapdv, and explains it as the period stretching
on to the second advent, ed. Fritzsche, p. 121. Compare
Clement. Hom. 1. 40, Ignat. ad Eph. xi., Corpus Ignatianum,
ed. Cureton, p. 29. While there may be a few passages in
which it will bear the sense of impending (Polybius, i. 71—
4), or ideally present, as good as come or seen as certainly
coming, it is questioned whether it has such a meaning in
the New Testament, even in 2 Thess. ii. 2, compared with
2 Tim. iii. 1. See Schoettgen’s Hore on this place. DBut
this view is taken by Meyer, Bisping, and Trana, the phrase
denoting, according to them, impending time,—the evil time
predicted as coming and preceding the second advent. 2 Pet.
iii. 3; 1 John ii, 18; Jude 18; 2 Tim. iii. 1. Matthias, a
recent annotator (Cassel 1865), holds the same view, and would
punctuate aidvos, movnpod xaTa—that is, the evil is allowed
by God to culminate just before the second advent, that it may
be effectually and for ever put down. The first interpretation
is preferable. It accords with the simple meaning of the pas-
sage, which states, without any occult or prophetlc allusion, the
immediate purpose of Christ’s death; and such is, in general,
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the theme of the epistle. Nor does there seem to be anything in

the context to suggest to the apostle’s mind the idea of the last

apostasy, or to deliverance from it as the design of the atone--
ment. His thoughts, so soon to find utterance, concern pre-

sent blessing through Christ, and Him alone ; the reception of

such blessing being prevented by looking away from Him, and

putting partial or complete trust in legal observances.

The phrase “this present evil world” cannot therefore
mean merely the Mosaical constitution (Locke, Krause), or the
entire system of things defective and unsatisfactory connected
with it (Carpzov, Gwynne),—an exegesis too technical and nar-
row, and which comes far short of the meaning of the apostle’s
pregnant words. The meaning of the verse is, that the purpose
of Christ’s self-sacrifice was to rescue believers out of (éx) a
condition fraught with infinite peril to them—the kingdom of
darkness—and bring them into a condition safe and blessed—
“the kingdom of His dear Son.” This change is not, in the
first instance, one of character, as so many assert, but one of
state or relation having reference rather to justification than
to sanctification, though change of relation most certainly
implies or entails change of character (De Wette, Meyer,
Hofmann). Believers are rescued out of ¢ this present age,”
with all its evils of curse, corruption, sense, and selfishness,
not by being removed from earth, but being translated into
another * age ”—accepted, blessed, adopted, regenerated. John
xvil. 15; 16, Not that redemption is confined in any sense
to the present age, for its recipients are at length received
up into that glory which lasts eis Tovs aidvas Tév alovwv.
Chrysostom and Jerome are anxious to guard against the
Manichean heresy, that the age or world is essentially and.
in itself evil, for it is only made so by evil mpoaipéoeis; the
latter dwelling on the deliramenta of the Valentinians, and the
mystical meanings which they attached to the Hebrew D&m, as
written with or without the ), and as meaning eternity in the first
case, and the space reaching to the year of jubilee in the other.

Kara 1o 0éaqua Tob Oeod ral matpos fpov—- according
to the will of God and our Father.” Theophylact distinguishes
0é\qpa from émirayr, and identifies it with eddoxia. (See under
Eph.i. 11.) Is fudw connected only with warpés, or is the proper
rendering “our God and Father?” It is rather difficult to
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answer. The article is omitted before marpds, according to
usage. Middleton, p. 57; Winer, § 19, 4 The xaf seems to
have its ordinary connecting force. The phrase Oeos «ai
wrarp oceurs with a genitive following in several places, Rom.
xv. 6, 2 Cor. 1. 3, Eph. 1. 3, Col. i. 3, 1 Pet. i. 3; and in these
places the dependent genitive is Toi Kuplov fuév I. X. See
under Eph. i. 3. A simple Au@v follows the phrase, Phil. iv.
20, 1 Thess. iil. 11, 2 Thess. ii. 16; and it stands alone in
1 Cor. xv. 24, Eph. v. 20, Jas. i. 27. That 5judv is con-
nected only with marpés is probable, because not onmly, as
Ellicott says, is the idea in @eds absolute, and that in arsp
relative—the relation being indicated by the pronoun—hut
also because mwatrp has often, in the apostle’s usage, a genitive
after it when it follows @eds: Rom. 1. 7, 1 Cor. i. 3, 2 Cor. i. 2
—“God our Father.” The places last quoted, however, have
not the conjunction. Nor will the article before @0 indicate
that both clauses are connected with Augw, for it is usually in-
serted in such a connection of two predicates. Winer, § 19, 3,
footnote 2. The rendering, then, is, “ According to the will
of God who is also our Father ”—He who is God is also our
Father—the article not repeated before the second moun, as
both are predicates of the same person. In fine, this statement
underlies the whole verse, and is not in mere connection with
7o 8dvros (Chrysostom, Wieseler), nor with the clause before
it—émrws (Meyer, Schott) ; nor is dérqua the elective will of
God in the rescue of certain individuals (Usteri). But Christ’s
Sclf-sacrifice, with its gracious and effective purpose, was no
human plan, and is in no sense dependent on man’s legal
obedience. Its one source is the supreme and sovereign will
of God, and that God is in relation to us a father who wins
back his lost child. Luke xv. 11. The process of salvation
stands out in divine and fatherly pre-eminence, and is not te
be overlaid by man’s devices which would either complicate or
enfeeble it. In harmony with the eternal purpose, the Son of
God incarnate gave Himself for us, and for our rescue. This
redemptive work was no incident suddenly devised, nor was it
an experiment made on the law and government of God.
Alike in provision and result, it was in harmony with the
highest will, and therefore perfect and permanent in nature
—an argument against the Judaists.
B
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Ver. 5. *12 7 8bka els Tods aidvas Tév aléveoy dugv—- To
whom be the glory for ever. Amen.” Most probably the verb
efn is understood (1 Pet. i. 25 2 Pet. i. 2; Jude 2), not éory,
which some editions and versions present (the Vulgate having
cui est gloria), and which is preferred by Lightfoot and Hof-
mann ; nor ésTe, though it be found in 2 Chron. ix. 8. It is
more natural to regard the verse as a wish than as an affirma-
tion, it being the devout aspiration suggested by the blessed
and wonderful assertion of the previous verse, and quite in the
apostle’s style. Rom. ix. 5, xi. 36; 2 Cor. ix. 15 ; Eph. iii. 20.
In such doxologies 8¢fa usually has the article, when, as here,
it stands alone. Rom. xi. 36, xvi. 27, Eph. iii. 21, Phil. iv.
20, 2 Tim. iv. 18 ; but Luke ii. 14, xix. 38, are exceptions.
Occasionally it wants the article when other substantives are
added to it (Rom. ii. 10, which, however, is not a doxology; 1
Tim. i. 17; Jude 25); but it has the article in 1 Pet. iv. 11,
Rev. i. 6, vil. 12. dofa, translated “praise” in the older
English versions, does not here take the article, not as being an
abstract noun (Matthies; Middleton, v. 1) ; but the meaning
1s, the glory which is His, or which characterizes Him and is
especially His due. The doxology is based on the previous
statement : To Him, for His gracious will that wrought out
our deliverance through His Son’s self-sacrifice, be the glory
“to the ages of the ages.” This last expression is not a pure
Hebraism. Winer, § 36, 2. See under Eph. iii. 21. These
ages of ages—still beginning, never ending—are as if in con-
trast to “this present age, an evil one,” out of which believers
are rescued. And this blessed change is not of law or of works
in any sense, but solely from His will as its source, and by the
self-oblation of Christ as its intermediate and effective means
—means which have this rescue for their direct object—uvolun-
tas Filit Patris voluntatem implet (Jerome).

The Hebrew 1%, “truly,” is sometimes transferred in the
Septuagint—apusjv, sometimes rendered by yévorro in praise and
response, while Aquila translated it by wemoropévas. “So
ought it to be, so let it be, so shall it be” (Brown).

Ver. 6. Oavpdlw, érv olte Tayéws peratifecle dmwd Tob
kaléoavros Upds év xdpiTy Xpuorop—* 1 marvel that you are
so soon turning away (are removing yourselves) from Him
who called you in the grace of Christ.” The apostle now
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rushes, as one may say, on the main subject of the epistle, dis-
closing in a moment the feeling of disappointment which he
could not repress or modify. By a sharp and sudden favudte
he shows his surprise, not unmingled with anger and sorrow.
The result had not been as he had fondly anticipated ; nay, it
was so contrary to previous manifestations on which he seems
to have trusted, that his censure and chagrin are expressed by
his amazement. Rebuke lurks under his surprise. The verb
often from the context gathers into itself the ethical notion of
what is culpable—surprise excited by what is object of censure.
Mark vi. 6. Sometimes it is followed by e, when what is
thought of is matter of doubt, and by &7, as here, when it is
matter of fact. 1 John iii. 13. Sturz, Lez. Xén. sub voce.

Merarifeade, the present middle—not the aorist—will not
bear the rendering, ¢ ye are removed,” nor, as Dr. Brown gives
it, “ye have removed yourselves;” but, “ye are removing your-
selves.” Gal.iv. 9,11, v. 10. The falling off was in process,
not completed, as Chrysostom says: olx eime pereféale, aAa,
petatifeale ; oldémw wioTebw 098¢ Aryobual dmnpTiopévny €lvar
v amdryr. The verb cannot be aoristic in sense, for it is not
a historical present (Matthies). Bernhardy, p. 372. Nor is it
passive, as Beza, Erasmus, and others take it—ut culpam in
pseudapostolos derivet. The Vulgate gives also transferimini.
The verb signifies to transfer or put in another place locally,
as Heb. xi. 5, Sept. Gten. v. 24; and then tropically, to put
to another use, or to change place ideally. Jude 4. In the
middle voice it signifies to change what belongs to one—ra
eipnuéva, Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 18, or v ywdpun, Joseph. Vita,
§ 33, Herodotus, vii. 18 ; then to fall away from one party—
éx or amé, 2 Mace. vil. 24—to another, eis or 7pés, Polybius,
ii. 118, 8, and often in the Sept. 1 Kings xxi. 25. Dionysius
of Heraclea, who became an Epicurean from being a Stoic,
rejoiced to be called Meraféuevos—transpositus sive translatus
{Jerome). Athenzus, vii. p. 25, vol. iii. ed. Schweighaiiser;
Rost und Palm, sub voce.

There was special surprise that this changing of sides was
going on ofrw rayéws, “so quickly.” These words have been
taken either in a positive or a relative sense. In the first sense,
or as referring to manner, they have been supposed to signify
oUTw eDKoAws (Koppe), parum considerate (Schott, Chrysostom),
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“gewiss zu rasch” (Riickert), or “so readily,” “so rashly”
(Lightfoot, Gwynne, and Hofmann). But relatively they
have been taken as signifying ¢ so soon” after—

1. The last visit of the apostle to them, as Bengel, Hilgen-
feld, and Wieseler. No chronological inference can indeed be
based on this exegesis, for it is untenable. The idea of his
own visit is not in his mind, so far as his langnage implies, for
xarécavros does not refer to him ;—

2. Or “so soon” after their conversion, as Usteri, Ols-
hausen, Meyer, Alford, Trana, Bisping, Jatho. This is no
doubt true ; but such a terminus does not seem directly in the
apostle’s eye. The points before his mind are: the one from
which they are changing away—¢“Ilim who called them;”
and that into which they were sinking—¢“another gospel.” His
mind turns at once to the false teachers, and their seductive
influence ; and therefore the meaning may be,

3. “So soon” after the intrusion of the false teachers among
them. Chrysostom describes it as ék mparns mpoocBorfis (De
Wette, and Ellicott). The apostle refers at once to these men,
and to their disturbing and dangerous power. The Galatians
had not the courage or constancy to resist the fascination of
these unscrupulous Judaizers. But if the false teachers came
among them after the apostle’s recent visit (Acts xviii, 23),
these two last opinions may so far coalesce. Their conversion,
however, was a point further back, and connected with an
earlier visit. But though, if one adopt the relative sense, the
last opinion be preferable, yet probably the apostle had no
precise point of time in his reference. The unexpectedness of
the apostasy—involving, it is true, some latent temporal refer-
ence—appears to be his prominent element of rebuke. Taking
in the whole crisis, so sudden and speedy,—so contrary to
earlier auspicions tokens,—he might well say, without any
distinct allusion to a precise date, ofitw Tayéws. While the
remark of Jerome, Gulatia translationem in nostra lingua sonat,
is without basis, this fickleness was quite in keeping with the
Gallic character. See Introduction.

*Amo Tod kahécavros Tuds év ydpire Xpioroi—* from Him
that called you in the grace of Christ.” The words are not
to be construed thus, amd 7od xa?\éaawoq—Xpwmﬁ (“ from
Him that called you—Christ”), as the Syriac, Jerome, Calvin,
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Bengel, a-Lapide, and Brown. As Meyer remarks, however,
against Schott and Matthies, the absence of the article would
be no objection to this exegesis. Rom. ix. 5; 1 Pet. i. 15.
The calling of believers is uniformly represented as the work
of the Father in the Pauline theology, Rom. viii. 30, ix. 24,
1 Cor. i. 9, Gal. i. 15, 1 Thess. v. 24; and therefore Tod
xaA. cannot be understood of the apostle, as Piscator, Balduin,
Paulus, Bagge, Olearius, Gwynne, and even Deddridge. Their
defection was all the more sinful, as the calling was from God.
e alone effectually summons the soul to forgiveness and life, for
He has access to it, and as His love yearns over it, His power is
able to work the blessed change. God called them, and there is
emphasis in the omission of @eov; as they needed not to be told
who the Caller was, their defection was no sin of ignorance.
It would be very strange if the apostle should in this place
arrogate to himself what everywhere else he ascribes to God.
Reuss, Theol. Chret. ii, 144. His own special work is thus
characterized by him—ednyyehiadpeta.

"Ev ydperi X.—*“in the grace of Christ.” XpioTodis want-
ing in F, G, and in some of the Latin fathers, and is wrongly
rejected by Griesbach, The phrase év ydpere is neither to be
identified with 8ia ydperes, nor eis ydpita; Vulgate, in gratiam,
that is, “to a participation of that grace,” as Borger and Riickert
explain it. The preposition év denotes the element—that ele-
ment here viewed as possessing instrumental power. Eph. ii.
13, vi. 14, It may thus be the instrumental adjunct (W under,
Sophocles, Philoct. 60; Donaldson, § 47, 6), but the instru-
mentality is here regarded as immanent. Jelf, § 622. Insome
other passages With xahéw the preposition has its usnal force.
1 Cor. vii. 18; 1 Thess. iv. 7. It is only or chiefly after verbs of
motion that év as result combines the sense of eis (Winer, 50,
§ 5), though originally they were the same word, related to each
other; as pefs, pév—0els, év. Donaldson, New Cratylus, p. 318.
They were called “in the grace of Christ;” for the call of God
works only in that grace, mever apart from it. Rom. v. 15.
That call, sphering itself in Christ, and thus evincing its power,
1s on this account opposed to the wduos, to the entire substance
and spirit of the J udaizing doctrine. This grace of Christ, so
rich and free, crowned in His atoning death and seen in all
the blessings springing out of it, seems to be suggested by, or



22 EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS,

connected in the apostle’s mind with, the phrase just used—
“ gave Himself for our sins.” DBut they are falling off—

Els érepov edaryyéntov—*to a different gospel”—the ruling
element of which was not the grace of Christ, nor was its
leading doctrine that “ He gave Himself for our sins”” No
moral feature is expressed by the adjective, though it may be
implied—not corruptum et adulterinum, as Calvin has it. The
adjective &repov marks distinction, &\hos indicates addition.
2 Cor. xi. 4. This signification of difference is seen in such
compounds as érepdyhwcoos, Ps. cxiil. 1; érepoyeris, Deut. x_xii.
11; érepolvyos, Lev. xix. 19. It represents the Hebrew ¥,
“mnew,” in Ex. i. 8, and 7, alienus, in Ex. xxx. 9, “strange in-
cense.” It is found with an ethical sense also, Ex. xxi. 2, Num.
xiv. 24 ; often as applied to false divinities, Dan. vii. 5, 6, 8.
The adjective thus generally denotes distinction of kind. Even
in Matt. xi. 3, adduced by Ellicott to show that érepos does not
always keep its distinctive meaning, it may signify not simply
another individual, but one different in position and function.
But &Alos is used in the parallel passage, Luke vii. 20. Titt-
mann, D¢ Synon. p. 155. The Judaizing gospel, for it might
be named gospel by its preachers and receivers too, was of a
totally different genus from that proclaimed by the apostle, dif-
fering from it as widely as »6pos and xdpis, épya and mioris,
bondage and liberty, flesh and spirit. But the apostle at once
checks himself, lest the phrase &repov edaryry. should be misinter-
preted, on the plea that by its use he had admitted the possibility
of another and different gospel. Therefore he abruptly adds,

Ver. 7. "0 ovx &rew dAho, €l uj—* which is not another,
save that:” it is no new or additional gospel—odx, the negative
being emphatic,—there is only one gospel. The edayyériov
expressed after érepov stands vaguely and imperfectly, as the
Judaizers might so name their system, but the edaryy. implied
after @\Ao is used in its strict and proper sense. The connec-
tion with the following clause is variously understood.

1. Schott, preceded by a-Lapide, connects e/ u with av-
palw, making the previous clause a parenthesis: “ Miror vos
tam cito deficere ad aliam doctrinam salutarem (guanguam hee
alia salutaris nulla est) nist nommulli sint” But such an
utterance requires éfadpalor dv: “I should have wondered”
that you fell away so soon, unless there had been some troubling
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von. The sentence also becomes disjointed, and would make
the apostle give only a hypothetical statement of the cause of
his surprise.

2. Some make the whole previous sentence the antecedent
to &, such as Calvin, Grotius, Winer, Riickert, Olshausen: Your
defection to another gospel is nothing else but this, or has no
other source but this, that some are troubling you. But why
should the apostle, after the censure implied in the last verse,
really lift it by throwing the entire blame on the Judaizers?
1t would be to blame them in one breath, and make an apology
for them in the next; and to refer karéoarros to Paul himself,
as Grwynne does, does not remove the difficulty.

3. Others, again—and this has been the prevailing opinion
—take edaryyéhov as the antecedent: “which is no other gospel,
because indeed there can be no other.” So the Greek fathers,
with Luther, Beza, Koppe, Borger, Usteri, De Wette, Hilgen-

feld ; the Peschito, oudul i '(:..], “which does not exist ;”
L - 4 o ¥

and the Grenevan, “seeing there is no other”! But it seems

plain that érepos and d\\os, occurring together, must be used
with some distinctiveness, for the one sentence suddenly guards
against a false interpretation of the other.

4. The antecedent is, as Meyer, Hofmann, Wieseler, and
others suppose, érepor eday.: which different kind of gospel is
no additional or co-ordinate gospel. The apostle does not say,
it is not gospel; but it is not a second or other gospel, which
may take a parallel or even subordinate rank with his. And
he adds,

E! pr—* save that.” By this phrase, not equivalent to a\\d,
as Dr. Brown argues in support of his exegesis, an exception is
indicated to a negative declaration preceding, and it signifies
nisi, ““unless,” “except,” even in Matt. xii. 4, 1 Cor. vii. 17.
Klotz-Devar. ii. p. 524 ; Herodotus, iv. 94, dA\oy Osov, €l pa);
Xen. Cyrop. ii. 2, 11, 7{ & &\ho, €l pn; Aristoph. Eg. 615, 7¢
& d@\No; el pn; Poppo, Thucyd. vol. iii. P. 1, 216; Gayler,
Partic. Neg. p. 97. The Vulgate has, quod non est aliud nist.
‘The meaning is, this gospel is another, only in so far as

! The Gothic of Dlfilas reads, ** which is not another.” Vomel trans-

lates, Welches anderartige Evangelium in nichts anderem besieht als,
Frankfurt 1865.
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Twés elow of Tapdoaovres Duds—* there are some who are
troubling you.” In this participial phrase, as Winer says, the
substantivized participle is a definite predicate to an indefinite
subject. A. Buttmann, p. 254. The apostle says of the Twés,
that it was their function or their characteristic to be disturb-
ing the Galatian converts. Luke xviii. 9; Col. 1. 8. Bern-
hardy, p. 318. Tuwés neither marks insignificance, dv@vupor
(Semler), nor infelices (Bengel), nor yet paucity, pauci duntazat
sunt (Winer). Though not named, they were well known,
but the apostle would not further characterize them. An
extraordinary interpretation of Twés is given by Wordsworth,
who takes it as the predicate: “unless they who are troubling
you are somebody,” persons of some importance. The exe-
gesis is not sustained by any of the examples which he has
adduced, for 7wés in them is marked by its position as a
predicate, and the use of 7¢ is not to the point. Nor would
the clause so misunderstood bring out any self-consistent mean-
ing. The verb rapdcow, used physically (John v. 7), signifies
to put in fear or alarm (Matt. ii. 3), then to disquiet {John
xii, 27), to perplex (Acts xv. 24). The apostle adds of those
disturbers, what their desire or purpose was:

Kai Oérovres peractpéfras 16 edaryryéhiov Tob Xpiorod—
“and desiring to subvert the gospel of Christ.” The verb
petacTpédw is to change, to change into the opposite (Acts
il. 20; Jas. iv. 9), or to change to the worse. Aristot. Rhet.
i. 15, p. 60, ed. Bekker; Sept. 1 Sam. x. 8; Sirach xi. 31.
The genitive To0 Xpioroi may either mean the gospel which
is Christ’s as proclaimed by Him, or that which has Him for
its object. One might say that the former is preferable, as
then the different gospel preached by the Judaizers would
stand in contrast to that proclaimed by Christ Himself. Still
there would in the latter exegesis be this contrast, that as the
gospel preached by them was conformity to the Mosaic ritual,
it was in antagonism to that gospel which has Christ for its
theme, for by its perversion, it would render “ Christ of none
effect.” Whatever would derogate from the sufficiency of
Christ’s gospel, or hamper its freeness, is a subversion of it, no-
matter what guise it may assume, or how insignificant the addi-
tion or subtraction may seem. Bengel's oft-quoted remark, Re
ipsa non poterant, volebant tamen obnize, is true in result. Yet
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they in their preaching revolutionized the gospel, and such is
the apostle’s charge against them.

Ver. 8. "AN\a xai éav fuets 1) dyyeros €€ olpavot edaryrye-
Apras tpiv Tap 8 ebpyyenadpeba Uul, dvifepa éoro—  But
if we, or an angel from heaven, should preach to you any other
gospel different from what we have preached to you, let him
be accursed.” There is some difference of reading. XK, Theo-
doret, icumenius, have edayyediferasr; while A, 8, and others,
have edayyehionrar, There are also variations with regard to
vuiv: F and ¥ omit it; B, I, place it before the verb; the ma-
jority of mss, place it after the verb; while D' has {uds. “But”
be the Twés who they may who seek to subvert the gospel, they
incur an awful peril, The xaf belongs to édv, “ even if.” The
case put so strongly is one which may never have occurred;
but its possibility is assumed, though it may be very impro-
bable. Hermann, Opuscula, iv. p. 95; Hermann, Vigerus, vol.
ii. 664, London 1824; Jelf, § 861. On the difference of el
kai and xal e, see under Phil. ii. 17 ; Kiihner, § 824; Har-
tung, vol. i. pp. 139, etec. The fuels—not himself alone, the
pronoun being expressed and emphatic—may take in, though
not necessarily, a8ehgoi ovv éuot of ver. 2, or perhaps Silvanus
and Timothy, fellow-preachers (Hlofmann).! He was speaking
by divine commission when he preached, and he had no right
to alter the message. If it should ever by any possibility hap-
pen that he did so, on him should fall the anathema. ¢ We or
an angel from heaven”—no fallen spirit who might rejoice
in falsehood, but one €£ odpaved; the phrase being joined to
dryyehos, and not to the verb (2 Cor. xi. 14), which agrees with
dyyeos. An angel from heaven is highest created authority,
but it cannot exalt itself against a divine commission. An angel
preaching a Judaizing gospel would be opposing that God
who had “called them in the grace of Christ.” Chrysostom
supposes allusion to other apostles. The verb edayyelifprae
is here followed by the dative of person: iv. 13; Luke
iv. 18; Rom.i.15; 1 Cor. xv. 1; 1 Pet. iv. 6. The variety
of construction which it has in the New Testament—it being
found sometimes absolutely, sometimes with accusative or dative,
often with accusative of thing and dative of person—may have

1 Against the view of Hofmann, see Laurent, Neutestam. Studien, p.
120, Gotha 1866.
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originated the variations connected with duiv, though Light-
foot, from these variations, regards the word as doubtful. The
spurious preaching is characterized as

Ilap & edaryyeriodpeba Spiv— contrary to that which we
preached to you” (Ellicott), or “beyond” it (Alford). The
mapd can bear either meaning. Bernhardy, p. 259. The
Vulgate has preterquam, and some of the Greek fathers give
the same sense, so Beza also; while “against,” contra, is the
interpretation of Theodoret, Winer, Riickert, Matthies, De
Wette, Jatho, Tarner, Estius, Windischmann. Thus Rom. i.
26, mapa ¢pvow; Acts xviil. 13, mapa vépov; Xen. Mem.i. 1, 18.
Examples may be found in Donaldson, § 485. What is speci-
fically different from it, must in effect be contrary to it. Rom.
xi. 24, xvi. 17. Usually Catholic interpreters take the sense
of # contrary to” (Estius, Bisping) ; and Lutherans adopt that
of “beyond,” or “in addition to,” as if in condemnation (aus
blinder Polemik, Bisping) of the traditions on which the Romish
Church lays such stress. But the apostle refers to oral teach-
ing only, and the preposition mapc glancing back to é&repos,
naturally signifies “ beside,” that is, in addition to, or different
from, the gospel,—or what is really another gospel. But the
gospel is one, and can have no rival.

"AvdbBepa EoTw—* let him be accursed” (v. 10). ’Avdfepa:
the earlier classical form was avafinua, 'Arrikds (Moeris).
Lobeck, Phrynichus, p. 249. Thus énifepa, émifnpa; ebpepa,
ebpnua.! The general sense is, *laid up,” set apart to God:
1% Oed avarbépevov (Suidas). The meaning of the word
in the New Testament is derived through the Septuagint,
where it represents the Hebrew 071, something so set apart to
God as to be destroyed or consecrated to divine vengeance. The
other form, avdfnua, retained its original meaning, compre-
hending all gifts to the gods. Xen. Anab. v. 3, 5. Such gifts
were often ornamental, and Hesychius defines it by wéopqpua ;
but the other form, dvdé@eua, he identifies with évruca.'rdpa,Toq.
The distinction begins to appear in the Septuagint, though
differences of reading prevent it being fully traced and recog-
nised. In Lev. xxvii. 28, 29, the living thing devoted to God
is to be surely put to death: ITav avdfepa Gyiov aylwy Eorar

L Iavrss welondyos emibnpos xoel dvabnpa Myovow. Cramer, Anecd.
Graca, vol. i. 165, Oxon. 1835.
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7¢ Kvpip . - - Oavite Bavarebijcerar: the city of Jericho,
and all in it, was declared dvdfepa Kvplp ZaBadf. Josh. vi.
16, 17. This consecration of Jericho to utter ruin was in
obedience to the command, Deut. xiil. 14-16, avaféuare dva-
OepaTieire avriy, and was a reproduction of an older scene
(Num. xxi. 1-3), where a city was devoted, and then truly
named W, dvafeua. Comp. Josh. vii. 11. In the case of
Jericho, portion of the spoil was set apart for the sacred trea-
sury, and part was to be utterly destroyed—two modes of con-
secration to God, for divine blessing and for divine curse—God
glorified in it, or glorified on it. Trench, Syn. p. 17, 1st ser.
In Ezek. xliv. 29, the offering of a dedicated thing given to the
priests (the same Hebrew term) is rendered d¢épioua in the
Septuagint, but évafnua by Aquila, Symmachus, and Theo-
dotion. Orig. Hee. tom. ii. p. 321, ed. Montfaucon. In the
Apocrypha the distinction appears to be preserved: 2 Macc. ix.
16, kaX\ioTois dvabijpact koopijoeaw; 8 Mace. iil. 14 ; Judith
xvi. 19; also in Joseph. Antig. xv. 11, 3, Bell. Jud. ii. 17, 3.
So in the New Testament, Luke xxi. 5, the temple adorned
with goodly stones, xal dvafijuac:, ©and gifts.” But the other
form, dvdfepa, occurs six times, and in all of them it has the
meaning of accursed. Acts xxiii. 14; Rom. ix. 3; 1 Cor. xii.
3, xvi. 22; and Gal. i 8, 9. Theodoret, on Rom. ix. 3, recog-
nises this SimAdv Sidvotav, which he gives to dvdfnua ; also on
Isa. xiii., and on Zeph.i. See also Suidas, sub voce; Chrysos-
tom on Rom. ix. 3; and Suicer, sub voce. Among the ecclesi-
astical writers, avafepa came to signify excommunication, the
cursing and separation of one put out of communion. Bing-
ham, Antiguities, Works, vol. v. p. 471, London 1844, Such a
use of the word was natural. Council of Laodices, Canon xxix.
Bat to justify this use by any appeal to the New Testament is
vain, Nowhere has it this meaning, but a darker and a more
awful one. Nor does 07 in the Old Testament ever signify
ecclesiastical separation ; it is synonymous with dmwhela, Isa.
liv. 5; étondbpevpa, 1 Sam. xv. 21; dddviopua, Deut. vii. 2. On
the various forins of the Jewish curse, see Selden, De Syned.
viil. ; Opera, vol. i. p. 883, etc. The idea of excommunication
cannot be adopted here (Grotius, Semler, Flatt, Baumgarten-
Crusius, Hammond, and Waterland) ; for it is contrary to the
usage of the New Testament, and could not be applicable to
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an “angel from heaven.” Excommunication is described in
very different terms, as in John ix. 22, xii. 42, xvi. 2, or Luke
vi. 22, 1 Cor. v. 2, 13. Winer, sub voce. How tame Grotius,
cum eo nikil vobis sit commercii; or Rosenmiiller, excludatur e
cwtu vestro. The preacher of another gospel exposes himself
to the divine indignation, and the awful penalty incurred by
him is not inflicted by man: he falls “into the hands of the
living God.” See Wieseler's long note.

Ver. 9. ‘f2s mpoetprraper—¢ as we have said before.” The
reference implied in mpo. is doubtful. By a great number—
including Chrysostom, Bengel, Winer, Neander—the reference
is supposed to be simply to the previous verse : “As we have just
said, so I repeat it.” 2 Cor. vii. 3; 2 Macc. iii. 7; and Winer, §
40. Others, as the Peschito, Borger, Usteri, Hilgenfeld, Meyer,
Wieseler, suppose the allusion to be to a previous visit of the
apostle. The use of the perfect, though not decisive, and the
antithesis of &pre in the following clause, favour this view. The
langnage would have been different had the apostle wished to say
nothing more. See v. 21; 2 Cor. xiii. 2; 1 Thess.iv. 6. This
opinion is confirmed by the sameness of tense of the two verbs,
ag if they referred to the same event. The re-asseveration in
v. 2, 3 is no case in point to be adduced as an objection ; for
it has no verb compounded with mpo, and the statement in ver.
3 is far from being a repetition of the second verse. Evayye-
Madpela, mpoetpixaper—rai dpre mark a more distinet lapse of
time than a recurrence to what had just been written, and the
change from edayyedicapeda to wapekdSBere points to the same
conclusion: As he had sald when among them by way of
affirmation and warning,.

Kai dpri mahw Méyo— and now again Isay.” The change
from the plural 7poecprjkaper to the present Aéyw is significant.
The previous warning was uttered by the apostle and his
fellow-labourers, but the following sentence is based on his sole
apostolical authority., This is not, as Riickert makes it, part
of the protasis or preceding sentence: ¢ As I said before, T now
say again.” The meaning is: As we said before, so now I say
again,—malw referring to repetition of the same sentiment,
and dpTi in contrast with mpe. in composition with the verb.
The first of these opinions preserves, as Ellicott says, the
classical meaning of dp7i, for it refers to a time just passed
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away. Matt, ix. 18. Tempus guodque proximum, dpre et
dpriws significant,” Lobeck, Flryn. pp. 18-20. But later
writers use it as it is employed in this clause, * now,” or in this
next sentence. Matt. iil. 15; John ix. 19, 25, xiii. 7; 1 Cor,
xiii. 12.  The statement is : :

E! i tuas edayyeilera wap’ d mapendBere—If any man
is preaching to you a gospel different from what ye received,
let him be accursed.” 'The Rheims version tries to preserve
the original in both verses: “evangelize to you beside that
which we have evangelized to you.” The statement is now
made merely conditional, or the fact is assumed by e with the
indicative. The case is put as one that may be found real.
Donaldson, § 502. See also Tischendorf, Pref. p. lvii. 7 ed.;
Klotz-Devarius, vol. ii. 455 ; Luke xiii. 9 ; Acts v. 38, 39. The
verb edaryy. is here followed by the accusative of person, duds,
emphatic from its position. No other example occurs in the
writings of the apostle. But we have the same construction in
Luke iii. 18, Acts viii. 25, 40, xiii. 32, xiv. 15, 21, xvi. 10,
1 Pet. 1. 12.  Phrynichus, ed. Liobeck, 266, etc.; Winer, § 32.
For map’ &, see on previous verse. The verb maparauBdve,
followed either by dmé or by mapd, pointing to the source, is to
receive, to take into the mind, what is given by instruction, and
corresponds to the tuiy of the preceding verse. In this verse the
evangel, which is the theme of the verb, goes out on them as its
direct objects—duds; in the other it is given to them, or for their
benefit—fuiv—and they received it. The change may have been
intentionally suggestive. For dvdfeua &orw, see previous verse.

Ver. 10. "Apte ydp dvbpémovs melfw, §) ov Oeov ;— For
do I now conciliate men or God?” or, “ Now, is it men I am
conciliating, or God ?” The emphatic dpre of this verse must
have the same sense as that of the preceding verse—* now,” at
the present moment, oras I am writing. It cannot contrast
vaguely the apostle’s present with his previous unconverted
Jewish state, as is held by Winer, Riickert, Matthies, Bisping,
Olshausen, Neander, and Turner. For, grammatically, we can-
not well sever the second dpre in meaning and reference from
the first; and historically, the favour of men was not a ruling
motive with the apostle in his pharisaic state. Phil. iii. The
connection is somewhat more difficult, as expressed by «ydp.
It might mean, “Well, now, am T pleasing men?” Klotz-
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Devarius, ii. 245. But it rather states an argument. It is
no apology, as Dr. Brown takes it, for the preceding language ;
nor, as Alford similarly asserts, “softening the seeming harsh-
ness of the saying.” It states the reason idiomatically why he
pronounces anathema on the Judaizers,—that he did it from
divine sanction, or in accordance with the divine will. His
fidelity was so stern, that it might be unpalatable to his ene-
mies ; but he was securing through it the friendship of God.
There is some probability that he is rebutting a calumny of
his opponents (Usteri, Lightfoot), based on a misconstruction
of some previous portion of his career, such as the circumcision
of Timothy. The verb meifw, to persuade, signifies, by a
natural transition, to conciliate by persuasion or to make friends
of. Aects xii. 20, xiv. 19. Josephus, weicar Tov Geov, Ant. iv.
6, 5; Znvos frop émewse, Pindar, OL ii. 80, ed. Dissen ; 8dpa
Ocods meiler, a portion of a line ascribed by Suidas to Hesiod ;
Plato, De Repub. iii., 344, 390 K, do. Opera, vol. iii. pp. 146,
231, ed. Stallbaum; similarly Euripides, Medea, 960. . There is
no occasion to attach to the verb the idea of conatus as distinct
from effectus : “ For am I, at the moment of uttering such an
anathema against perverters of the gospel, making friends of men
or of God ?” What but faithfulness to my divine commission
can prompt me to it? It was no human passion, no personal
animosity, no envious or jealous emotion at being superseded
in the affections of the Galatian churches : it was simply duty
done in compliance with the ruling motive of his soul, and to
enjoy and secure the divine complacency. The noun dvfpdmrous,
wanting the article, is “men generally,” while Oedv has it,
as if to specialize it by the contrast. The connection of mre/fw
with 7ov @edv is no formal zeugma, though the sense is neces-
sarily changed with such a change of object. What fully ap-
plies to men can only iu a vaguer reference apply to God; but
it has suggested several improbable forms of exegesis. Calvin
goes the length of interposing a xatd before the two nouns,
owing to what he calls the ambiguity of the Greek construc-
tion ; and nothing, he adds, is more common with the Greeks
than to leave xard understood: “ Do I persuade according to
men or God?” Webster and Wilkinson apparently follow
Estius, non apud homines judices, sed apud tribunal Dei causam
hane ago, but without any warrant or adduced example. Dis-
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cator renders, Do I persuade you to believe men or God 2”
Utrum vobis suadeo ut hominibus eredatis an ut Deo? Lauther,
Erasmus, Vatablus, and others give, Num res humanas suadeo
an divinas? But melflo governing a person is distinct in mean-
‘ing from el governing a thing or object; meifew Tiwa being,
as Meyer remarks, quite distinct from weffeiw ¢, The mean-
ing is more fully explained in the following clause, where the
apostle adds more broadly :

*H {yrd avbpémows apéorer ;—“ or am 1 secking to please
men ?” the stress being on avfpwmos. To please men was not
his endeavour or pervading aim: it was no motive of his; for
he adds :

Ei én avBpomoss #ipearoy, Xpiarod Sodhos odx dv fumy—-
«If still men I were pleasing, Christ’s servant I should not be.”
The leading nouns, avfpwmors and Xpiorod, are in emphatic
contrast. The received text reads el yap ére, after the slender
authority, D%, E, X, L, the Syriac and Greek fathers; whereas
A, B, D, F, G, §, the Vulgate, and many Latin fathers want
it. The asyndeton, however, is the more powerful. Tischen-
dorf, indeed, says, a correctore alienissimum est; but the ydp seems
really to be a natural emendation, as if giving point to the argu-
ment by it as a connecting particle. There is no conatus in the
imperfect, as Usteri, Schott, Bagge, and others hold. He says,
not, “if I were studying to please;” but, “if,” the study being suc-
cessful, T were pleasing men.” The result implies the previous
effort. The particle &ri, “still,” gives intensity to the declara-
tion, and looks back to dpre. Biumlein, Griech. Part. p. 118.
If, after all that has happened me, my devoted service to Christ,
and the deadly hostility I have encountered, I were yet pleasing
men,—if yet such a motive ruled me, Christ’s servant I should
not be. The form of the imperfect fjunw is peculiar, being used
'E?&anfcc'bs, according to Moeris. It occurs in the later writers,
and is used by Xenophon, Cyro. vi. 1, 9, and Lysias, Areopag.
p- 304, ed. Dobson. Its use is not confined to its occurrence
with &v. Lobeck, Phrynichus, p. 152. 1t is quite common in
the New Testament : Matt. xxv. 35, John xi. 15, Acts x. 30,
xi. 5, 17, 1 Cor. xiii. 11,—all without dv. After e with a
Past indicative in the protasis, dv in the apodosis points out
an impossible condition. Donaldson, § 502. The apostle calls
himself So#hos in various places. Compare John xiii. 16, xv.
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15, 20; Rom. i. 1; Tit. i. 1; Phil. i. 1; Col. iv, 12; 2 Tim.
ii. 24. Here he may refer to the inner nature of all Christian
service, which admits of no compromise between the Master
and the world, and especially to such service embodied and
wrought out in the varied spheres and amidst the numerous
temptations of his apostleship. See under Phil. i. 1. The
Greek fathers, followed by Koppe, Paulus, Riickert, take the
words in a historical sense : If my object had been to please
men, I should not have become a servant of Christ. But, as has
been remarked, odx dv éyevdpmy would have been more fitting
words to expresssuch an idea. Besides, such a contrast does not
seem to be before the apostle’s mind, nor could such a refer-
ence be in harmony with the supernatural and resistless mode
in which he had become a servant of Christ. It is better to
take the words in an ethical sense : “I should not be Christ’s
servant :” man-pleasing and His service are in direct conflict.
No one can serve Him who makes it his study to be popular
with men. For to His servant His will is the one law, His
work the one service, His example the one pattern, His ap-
proval the continuous aim, and His final acceptance the one
great hope. 1 Cor. iv. 2-4; 2 Cor. xi. 23. This declaration
of the apostle as to his ruling motive is not opposed to what he
says of himself in 1 Cor. ix. 20, x. 33 : “To the Jews I became
as a Jew;” “all things to all men;” “to please all men in
all things.” There he is referring to his versatility of accom-
modation to national and individual humours and failings in
cases where no principle was involved. Though he claimed
entire liberty, he would not, by acting it out, wound unneces-
sarily the feelings of a ¢ weak brother.” To please himself, he
would not stir up prejudices in fellow-believers. To conciliate
them he “made himself the servant of all,” by continuous
self-denial in things indifferent. e might, but he did not;
he could, but he would not. He had a claim of support from
the churches, but he preferred at Corinth to labour with his
own hands for his maintenance. He believed that an idol was
“nothing in the world,” and that one could without sin sit down
to a repast in a Geentile’s house; but if his liberty were chal-
lenged by a scrupulous conscience, he should at once abstain.
Without a grudge he yielded his freedom, though he felt the
objection to be frivolous, for he sought “the profit of the
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many.” But while there was such wise and tender forbear-
ance in minor matters which were naturally left open gues-
tions among believers, many of whom could not rise to the
realization of *the perfect law of liberty,” his adherence to
principle was uniform and unyielding towards all classes, and
on all occasions. - These two modes of action are quite coales-
cent in a mind so upright, and yet so considerate,~so stern,
and yet so unselfish,—so elevated, and yet so very practical, as
was that of the apostle of the Gentiles.

The apostle in the first verse had asserted the reality and
divine origin of his apostleship,—that it came from the one
highest source, Jesus Christ; and then, in vers. 8, 9, he had.
maintained, in distinct and unmistakeable phrase, that the
gospel preached by him was the one true gospel. He now
takes up the apologetic part of the epistle, and proceeds to
explain and defend his second position, for both were livingly
connected. The gospel preached by him was in no sense human,
as his apostleship rested in no sense on a human basis. He
had not been one of the original twelve, and he had not com-
panied with Christ; and this posteriority had been apparently
laid hold of to his disadvantage, as if his gospel were but
secondary, and he had been indebted for it and his office to
human teaching and authority. But the truth proclaimed by
him and the office held by him, not only sprang from a pri-
mary relationship to Christ, but had even no human medium of
conveyance. The apostle therefore argues this point, that his
gospel had Christ for its immediate source, and revelation for
its medium of disclosure to him; that he was not indebted to
the other apostles for it ; that he had held no consultation with
them as his tutors or advisers, for his apostleship rested on a
basis of its own but identical with theirs; and that, in fine,
they recognised it not as a derived and dependent office, or as
in any way holding of them, but as a distinct, collateral, and
original commission. Therefore he says:

Ver. 11. Twopilo 8¢ duiv, aberpoi—* Now I declare unto
you, brethren.” Instead of &¢ which is found in A, D*3
K, L, &, Chrysostom and Theodoret, and in the Coptic and
Syriac versions, ydp is read in B, DY, F, &', and by Jerome,
the Vulgate, and Augustine. Tischendorf has ydp in his second
edition, but & in his seventh; and the reading is adopted by

C
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Scholz, Griesbach, Lachmann, and the Textus Receptus.
Authorities are thus nearly balanced. Possibly the apologetic
nature of the section might suggest to a copyist to begin it
with ydp, argumentative; whereas 8¢ is only transitional to
another topie, or to some additional illustration of it. It may,
however, be replied, that the insertion of 8¢ by copyists was in-
fluenced by its occurrence with this verb in 1 Cor.xv. 1, 2 Cor.
viii. 1. The topic has been twice referred to, in 1 and 9; so
that this verse does not spring by direct logical connection out
of the last verses, but rather gathers up the pervading thought
of the previous paragraph. I'vwpilw is a term of emphatic
solemnity with the apostle (1 Cor. xii. 3, xv. 1; 2 Cor. viii. 1),
as if he were obliging himself to repeat, formally and fully,
what had before been so explicitly made known. They are
called @8erpoi—still dear to him, in spite of their begun aber-
ration, as in iii. 15, iv. 12, v. 13, vi. 1. What the apostle
certified them of was:

To edayyéhiov 7o edaryyerso@ey vm duod §mi odx Eoti Katd
drBpomor—“ As to the gospel preached by me, that is not
after man.” This clause may characterize his gospel wherever
preached, & rmplocw év Tols éfvest (il. 2) ; but the pointed lan-
guage of vers. 6-9 specializes it as the gospel preached by him in
Galatia. The attraction here is a common one, especially after
verbs of knowing and declaring, the principal clause attracting
from the dependent one, as if by anticipation. 1 Cor. iii. 20,
2 Cor. xii. 3; Winer, § 66, 5; Kriiger, § 61, 1. The noun
and participle give a fulness and impressiveness to the state-
ment, as if referring back to vers. 8 and 9 (compare i. 16,
ji. 2). The gospel preached by me is not xaré dvdpwmor—
“after man” The phrase does not express origin, as Augus-
tine, a-Lapide, and Estius assert, though it implies it. The

J
Syriac renders <0, “from,” as it does amé in ver. 1, and

mapd in ver. 12. It means ¢ after man’s style.” Winer, § 49.
Xen. Mem. iv. 4, ka7 dvbpwrmov vopoBérov; Sophocles, Ajar,
147, py kat dvbpwmov Gpovel; Gdip. Col. 598, # rat avbpw-
mov vooes. For in form, quality, and contents, it was not
human or manlike ; it was Godlike in its truths, and in their
connection and symmetry. It was God’s style of purpose and
thought—in no sense man’s, and all about it, in disclosure and
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result, in adaptation and destiny, proves it to be “after” Him
whose % ways are not our ways.” Turner presses too much
upon the phrase, when he gives as its meaning, “in character
with human weakness and infirmity.”

Ver. 12. 08¢ yap éye mapa dvbpdmov mapéhaBov adro—
« For neither did I receive it from man.” TI'dp assigns the
ground ; The gospel I preach is not according to man, for
man did not teach it to me. Through no human medium did
I get it, not even from James, John, or Cephas, who are
reckoned “pillars.” I got it from the same source as they—
from the one Divine Teacher. I was no more man-taught
than they were, for I had apocalyptic intercourse with the Lord
as really as they had personal communications; and I received
what they received. This side-glance at the other apostles is
plainly implied in the emphatic position or relation of the
first three words, o8¢ yap éyd. OV8¢ wydp is different from
the absolute o0 qdp, and also from od8é éyw ydp, which
might give a different turn to the thought. The pronoun
expresses emphatic individuality, and ydp occupies its usual
place. It is mot 098¢ for ov (Schirlitz, § 59); nor is the
meaning nam ne ego quidem (Winer), “ not even I, who might
have been expected to be man-taught.” 008, as Hartung
remarks, is In negative sentences parallel to xai ydp in positive
sentences (vol. i. p. 211); Herodot. i. 3; Zischylus, Agam.
1501. This implied reference in od6é is common: ut aliguid
extrinsecus adsumendum sit, cui id, quod per ovdé particulam
wnfertur, opponatur. Klotz-Devar. il. 707 ; Kiihner, Xen. Mem.
p- 94; and Borneman, Xen. Conv. p. 200, says truly that oddé
vap and b vydp differ as neque enim and non enim. Lightfoot ob-
jects that this interpretation is not reflected in the context; but
surely the following paragraph plainly implies anxiety on the
apostle’s part to free himself from a charge of human tuition,
and thus place himself in this matter on an equality with the
twelve, Matt. xxi. 27; Luke xx. 8; John v. 22, viii, 11,
42; Rom. viii. 7. The reference cannot be, as Riickert and
Schott make it, to those taught by himself, guidus ipse tradi-
derit evangelium ; for that is in no sense the question in-
volved,

The source denied is, wapa dvfpdmrov,  from man,” with the
notion of conveyance, mapd denoting a nearer source than daé.
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It might have been dmé X., and yet wapa dvfpémov—ultimately
from Jesus, yet mediately to him from a human source. But
man was not the nearer source of it, as some had apparently
insinuated ; it was to him no 7apd8osis. The distinctive mean-
ings of mapd and amé—for this verb may be used with either
—seem in some cases almost to blend. The apostle in a matter
of revelation which excludes all human medium, may drop the
less distinction of near or remote. e adds:

Otre é88dyfnr—“nor was I taught it.” The reading
o08¢ is found in A, DY, F, &, and is but ill supported, being
probably an unconscious assimilation to the previous particle
commencing the verse. The adverb offre often occurs simi-
larly, and, as Winer says, divides the negation (§ 55-6). The
otdé belongs only to the previous clause, and its connection
with the foregoing verse. The olire is mnot co-ordinate with
098¢, but subordinate. Hartung, vol. i. 201 ; A. Buttman, 315;
Klotz-Devarius, ii. 709. The difference between the verbs in
this denial is, that the first may refer to truth presented in an
objective or historical form (1 Cor. xi. 23), while the other
may refer to his subjective mastery of it in a doctrinal or sys-
tematic connection, the first verb being, as Bengel says, to learn
stne labore, and the second to learn cum labore. The verbs do
not differ, as Brown following Beza maintains, as if the first
denoted reception of authority to preach, apostolatus onus Paulo
impositum, and the other referred to instruction; for adrd goes
back distinctly to edayyéhior. See Mark vii. 4; 1 Cor. xv. 1-3;
Phil. iv. 9.

‘AN 8 dmrorainrews 'Incod Xpiorot—“but through
revelation of Jesus Christ.” ’AX\d is strongly adversative.
The one medium was revelation, and that revelation came from
Christ ; the genitive being that of author as in formal con-
trast to mapa dvpomov, denoting origin. But one may say,
that a revelation from Jesus Christ is also a revelation of
Jesus Christ, Himself being theme as well as source; and
thus the phrase, though not grammatically, yet really and
exegetically, includes a contrast also with xard &vfpwmor,
and virtually asserts of his teaching what he had declared of
his apostleship, that it was oix dn’ avBpomey otde 8¢ avlpd-
mov (i. 1). See under ver. 16.

The apostle now proceeds to give an autobiographical proof
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of his position: that his gospel came from direct communica-
tion with Christ; that it was as original and trustworthy as
those of the others who were apostles before him; that for a
long period after his conversion he had no communication with
any of them ; that three years elapsed before he saw one of
the twelve, and then he saw Peter only for a fortnight; and
that fourteen years additional passed away ere he had any
interview with the pillars of the church. His gospel was
therefore in no sense dependent on them, nor had his first
spheres of labour been either assigned or superintended by
them. He had felt no dependence on them, and was con-
scious of mno responsibility to them. Separate and supreme
apostolical authority, therefore, belonged to him; and it sealed
and sanctioned the message which it was the work of his life
to publish.

Ver. 13. *Hkoloare yap tyv éuny dvactpodry mote év 76
*Tovdaiouep— For ye heard of my manner of life in Judaism.”
T'dp formally commences the historical proof, and the verb
nxoteare beginning the sentence has the stress upon it: Ye
heard, not have heard, referring to an indefinite past time.
It was matter of rumour and public notoriety. IHis mode
of life or his conduct he calls avasTpogs,—literally and in
Latin, conversatio, “ conversation” in old English. He uses
in Acts xxvi. 4, in reference to the same period of his life, T
Biwsiy pov. Comp. Eph. iv. 22, 1 Tim. iv. 12, Heb, xiii. 7, Jas.
iil, 13, 2 Mace. ii. 21, viii. 1. The word in its ethical sense
belongs to the later Greek. Polybius, iv. 82, 1. The position
of moré is peculiar, no article as T4y is attached to it, and it
occurs after the noun. It is used with the verb in Eph. ii. 3,
and in Eph. iv. 22 the phrase occurs, xatd Ty wporépay dva-
otpodriy, In the same way, words are sometimes separated
which usually come in between the article and the substantive
(Winer, § 20). The apostle places woré as he would if he had
used the verb. Such is one explanation. Similarly Plato, De
Leg. 685 D, 5 vis Tpotas &\wais T0 Sebrepov, where Stallbaum
says that 7o dedrepov is placed per synesin ob nomen verbale
dAwgis.  Opera, vol. x. p. 290; Ellendt, Lex. Sophoe. sub voce.
The entire phrase contains one complete idea, as the absence
of the article seems to imply. Winer, § 20, 25. As the verb is
followed by év, denotive of element, in 2 Cor. i. 12, Eph. ii. 3,
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so the noun is here closely connected with a similar év; and,
according to Donaldson, the position of more is caused by the
verb included in the noun. The element of his mode of life
was—

’Ev 7§ *IovBaioud—in Judaism,” not Mosaism, not ex-
actly the old and primitive Hebrew faith and worship, nor the
modern or current theology, but rather ritualism and the mass
of beliefs and traditions held by Pharisaism. The abstract noun
is specialized by the article, and it occurs in 2 Mace. ii. 21, xiv.
38, 4 Macc. iv. 26, and the correspondent verb meets us in Gal.
ii. 14. Similarly he says, Acts xxvi. 5, 7fis fuerépas Opnoreias,
this last noun being more special and referring to worship or
ceremonial. Judaism is here the religious life of the Jews or
Pharisees, in its varied spheres of nutriment and service. See
under Phil. iii. The apostle now honestly adduces one charac-
teristic of lis previous life in Judaism—

Ot kal SmepBoy é8lwkov Ty éxxinalay Tob Oeod, kal
émopfovy atriv—“ how that beyond measure I was perse-
cuting the church of God, and was destroying it.” The con-
junctive &7s, frequently used after deodw without any inter-
vening sentence (Madvig, § 159), introduces the first special
point in the apostle’s previous life in Judaism which he wishes
to specify. The imperfects é8iwwov and émopfovy are to be
taken in the strict sense (Schmalfeld, § 55). The second verb
has been often rendered, “was endeavouring to destroy.” So
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, give it this sense—cBécar
émexeipei. The imperfects represent an action carried on during
his state of Judaism, but left unfinished owing to his sudden
conversion. He was in the very act of it when Jesus called

“him on the road to Damascus, and that mission to lay waste
was not carried out. Nor is the meaning of the verb to be
diluted, as is done by Beza, Winer, Schott, and Usteri, the
last of whom says that Winer is right in denying that it
means evertere, but only vastare. But Passow, Wahl, and
Bretschneider give it the meaning which these expositors would
soften. Examples are numerous. It occurs often in the
strongest sense (Homer, I1. iv. 308), is applied to men as well
as cities (Lobeck, Soph. Ajaz, p. 378, 3d ed.), and is some-
times associated with xalew (Xen. Hellen. v. 5, 27). Com-
pare Wetstein, in loc. 'What the apostle says of himself is
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abundantly confirmed. Saul,—“he made havoc of the church,”
ete., Acts viil. 3; “yet breathing out threatenings and slaugh-
ter against the disciples of the Lord,” ix. 1; his mission to
PDamascus was, “that if he found any of this way, whether
they were men or women, he might bring them bound to
Jerusalem,” ix. 2; “is not this he that destroyed them which
called on this name in Jerusalem?” ix. 21; “I persecuted
this way unto the death,” xxii. 4; “I imprisoned and beat
in every synagogue them that believed on Thee,” xxii. 19;
“ when they were put to death, I gave my voice against
them, being exceeding mad against them,” xxvi. 10, 11. No
wonder, then, that he uses those two verbs, and prefixes to
the first kaf vmepBorfy, one of his favourite phrases. Rom.
vii. 133 1 Cor. xii. 31; 2 Cor. i. 8, iv. 17. It was no partial
or spasmodic effort, either feeble in itself, or limited and inter-
mittent in operation. It was the outgrowth of a zeal which
‘never slept, and of an energy which could do nothing by
halves, which was as eager as it was resolute, and was noted
for its perseverance no less than for its ardour. And he
distinctly sets before his readers the heinousness of his pro-
cedure, for he declares the object of his persecution and fierce
devastation to have been

Ty éxximaiay Tov Oeoti—* the church of God.” 1 Cor.
xv. 9. The possessive genitive Toi @eod points out strongly
the sinfulness and audacity of his career. It may be added
that the Vulgate reads ezpugnabam; and ¥ has émoréuouvr.
This Greek was probably fashioned from the Latin. The Vul-
gate has, Acts ix. 21, expugnabat for 6 mwopfijoas, without any
various reading in Greek codices. The object of this statement
is to show that the apostle, during his furious persecution of the
church, could not be in the way of learning its theology from
any human source; its bloody and malignant enemy could not
be consorting with the apostles as a pupil or colleague.

Ver. 14. Kai mpoéromrrov év 76 'Tovdaioud vmép morhols
curihcdTas €0 T@ ryéver pov—“and was making progress in
Judaism beyond many my equals in my own nation.” The
tropical sense of the verb is, “to push forward,” and intransi-
tively ¢to make advancement,” followed by &, and sometimes
with a different reference by ém{ or a simple dative, as in Liuke
ii. 52. His progress in Judaism was
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‘Tarep morhols ovemphridras—- beyond many contempo-
raries.”  Such compound terms as ouvwmhik., which the apostle
uses only here, belong to the later age; the simple noun suf-
ficing at an earlier and fresher stage. Diodor. Sic. i. 53, in
which place, however, several codices have the simple term.
So, too, Dionysius Halicar. x. 49. The persons referred to are
those of similar age and standing,—fellow-pupils, it may be, at
the feet of Gamaliel. And they were his countrymen—

"Ev 7§ yéver pov. Compare Acts xviil. 2, 2 Cor. xi. 26,
Phil. iii, 5. Numerous contemporaries of pure Jewish blood,
and not simply Jews from Tarsus, were excelled by him. His
zeal pervaded every sphere of his life and labour. He could
not be lukewarm, either in persecution or in study. His
whole soul was ever given to the matter in hand; for he thus
assigns the reason of his forwardness and success in the follow-
‘ing clause : )

Hepiooorépws tphwmis Smdpywy TV TaTpikdy pov mapa-
8oewyv—* being more exceedingly a zealot for the traditions of
my fathers.” This participial clause may be modal, as Meyer
and Ellicott take it (dwdpyww, “as being”), but it may be
causal : He excelled his contemporaries, inasmuch as he was
more exceedingly zealous than they were. In mepiogorépws
the comparison is not surely, as Usteri explains, mehr als
gewohnlich, but more than those contemporaries to whom he
has just referred. Strange and unfounded is the notion of
Gwynne, that the comparison in wepiogorépws is not between
Paul and his contemporaries, but between ¢the precepts and
ordinances of the law of Moses of which his appreciation was
not so high, nor his zeal for them so fervid as for his ancestral
traditions.” Such a comparison comes not into view at all. The
noun {yhwTijs signifies one filled with zeal for what is contained
in the following genitive—7od Oeod, Acts xxii. 3; Tod vépov,
Acts xxi. 20; mvedpatwy, 1 Cor. xiv. 12; xahdv érywv, Tit.
ii. 14: the genitive of person being sometimes preceded by
dmép; 2 Cor. vii, 7, Col. iv. 138. The noun is not here used in
the fanatical sense attaching to the modern term zealot, though
it came also to denote a fanatical party in the last days of the
Jewish commonwealth, The object of his intense attachment
was—

Tév matpikdy pov rapadooewy—F for the traditions of my



CHAP. 1. 14, . 41

fathers,” the genitive being that of object, as in the places
already quoted. The noun mwapdadoots, traditio, “ giving over,”
is literally employed as with woXews (Thucydides, iii. 53 ;
Josephus, De Bello Jud. i. 8, 6; Sept. Jer. xxxii. 4; Esdras
vil. 26) ; then it signifies handing over or down an inheritance
(Thucydides, i. 9), and by a natural trope it is used of narra-
tion. Josephus, contra Apion.i. 6. So it came to denote in-
structions delivered orally, as Hesychius defines it by dypddovs
Sidacrarias. Tt is used of apostolical mandate, 1 Cor. xi. 2,
2 Thess. ii. 15, iii. 6; and especially of the Jewish tradition,
Matt. xv. 2, 3, 6, Ty wapdloow Tdv wpeaBuTépwy, THY Tapd-
Soow Tpdy, in opposition to the written divine law. Mark vil.
8,9, 13; Col. ii. 8. So in Josephus, Antig. xiil. 10, 6, and 16,
2. Thus the term seems to denote not the Mosaic law itself,
but the accretions which in course of ages had grown around it,
and of which the Mishna is an example. Luther and Calvin
think that the term denotes the Mosaic law—ipsam Dei legem,
as the latter says; and many suppose that the law is included,
as Estius, Winer, Usteri, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Olshausen, and
Brown. The law may be included, in the sense that a com-
mentary includes the text, or that a legal exposition implies a
statute. But the terms, from their natare, cannot primarily
refer to it or formally comprehend it, for the law written with
such care, and the sacred parchment kept with such scrupulosity,
could not well be called traditions. In Acts xxii. 3 the phrase
is Tod mwaTpgov vépov—*=the law of my fathers”—and refers
to traditionary pharisaic interpretation; but the traditions are
here called marpical pov. The adjectives mwdrpios, waTpikds,
maTpgos, generically the same in meaning, are supposed to
have been used with specific difference, though what the pre-
cise difference was has been disputed. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. sub
voce ; Kiihner, Xen., Anab. iil. 2, 17; also Schoemann, Isaeus,
P. 201; and Hermann, Opuscula, vol. iii. 195. The apostle,
however, uses in these two places the two adjectives mwarpirds
and watpgos with much the same reference. We cannot
agree with Meyer, followed by Alford, Ellicott, and others, in
saying that the adjective and pronoun limit these traditions to
the sect of the Pharisees, Paul being ¢apioaios, vids papioaiov,
“a Pharisee, the son of a Pharisee.” We rather think, with
Wieseler, that the reference must be as wide as in the phrase &
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76 ryéver; that the traditions described as handed down from
his fathers are viewed as national and not as sectarian; and
that though in effect they were pharisaic, still, as the Pharisees
were the mass of the nation, they are regarded as having cha-
racterized the people to whom Paul belonged. It cannot
therefore be supposed that the apostle would be learning Chris-
tianity during the period when his progress in Judaism was so
marked, when his zeal for patristic traditious so far outran that
of his contemporaries,—a zeal in utter and burning antagonism
to the new religion. e had kept from all contact with it,
save the contact of ferocity with the victim which it immo-
lates. Luther touchingly applies this verse to his own previous
history.

Ver. 15, "Ore 8¢ etdoxnaer o Oeds, 6 ddopioas pe éx roikias
pqtpos pov—“ But when God was pleased, who set me apart
from my mother’s womb.” The 6 Oeds of the received text has
forit, D, K, L, &; but B, F, G, omit it. The Greek fathers
are doubtful, but the Vulgate and Jerome have it not. The
words are left out by Tischendorf and Alford; but if they are a
gloss, they are an old one. Ellicott refers to ©. preceded and
followed by ‘O, as the probable source of omission. One may
say, on the other hand, that the supposed demands of syntax
might seem to warrant the insertion of the words; yet the
phraseology of the following clauses is so precise, God’s desti-
nation and call of the apostle, the revelation of His Son in him
with his commission to preach to the Gentiles, that though in
the hurry and glow of thought the nominative was omitted,
nobody could doubt what it was. “I persecuted the church of
God, yet HE was pleased to select me,”—all the more solemn
from the omission of the name. Comp. i. 6, ii. 8; Rom. viii. 11;
Phil. 1. 6. He, provoked as He might have been, elSoxnoer—
“was pleased” of His own sovercign grace. The verb is, as usual
with Paul, followed by an infinitive, though it is found in other
constructions with a simple accusative. Heb.x. 6. It occurs
with an accusative and el in 2 Pet.i. 17; and with év and a
dative in Matt. iii. 17, and probably in 2 Thess, ii. 12,

The verb adopicas is not used here in a mere physical
sense (Aquinas, Cajetan, Paulus), as if é were local, but is
ethically “to set apart,” and is followed by efs, pointing to
the end, as in Acts xiii. 2, Rom. i. 1. Instead, however, of
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being followed here by eis, the construction leads on to an
infinitive of purpose, but connected with the previous verb, The
éx points out the time from which his destination is to be
reckoned (Winer), and the phrase is an imitation of open
Hebrew speech. Judg. xvi. 17; Ps. xxii. 11, Ixx. 6 ; Isa. xliv.
2, xlix. 1, 5; Matt. xix. 12; Acts iii. 2, xiv. 8. It is equiva-
lent in sense to éx yeversjs, John ix. 1, and does not glance in
any way at pharisaic separatism (Wessel). The apostle means
to say that God destined him from his birth to his vocation,
no matter how wayward and unlikely had been the career of
his youth. The words do not mean from eternity (Beza),
though, indeed, every act of God is but the realization of an
eternal purpose; nor do they mean, before he was born. To
support this sense, advocated by Jerome, Grotius, Semler,
Riickert, Wieseler, and Hofmann, reference is made to Jer.
i. 5; but there the language is different, 7po 7od pe mAdoar o€
év kothlg. Tt is therefore only an inference, but not the sense,
to say, If he was chosen from the womb, he was chosen in it.
His being set apart from his birth was of God’s sovereign
good pleasure. The phrase may imply also, in an undertone,
that his education had been, under God, adapted to his high
function. Not only from his birth was he a designated apostle;
but he adds :

Kai kanéoas Sua s ydprros adroi—“and called me by His
grace.” Designation was not enough : he brings out another
essential link—that of vocation—as a second step in his pro-
gress. The participles are closely connected, no article being
before the second one—the designation showed itself in the
kafjgis.  The 8ut is instrumental—by means of His grace
(1 Cor. xv. 10); and the call came to him near Damascus.
This is the plain historical sense and allusion. The apostle
refers to the period of his conversion, and to it§ medium, as
not of merit but of grace. Now he proceeds to show how his
call to the apostolate was connected with qualification for it.

Ver. 16. ’Amoxarinfrar tov Tiov adrod év époi—“to re-
veal His Son in me.” The infinitive is not connected with one
or both of the participles, but with ed8xnaer, and its aorist
form denotes the past and completed act. The phrase év éuol
Is “in me,”—in my soul, in my inner self. It cannot mean
“to me;” nor is it to be taken for the simple dative (Calvin,



44 EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS.

Rosenmiiller, Koppe, and Flatt), for what then should be the
force of the prepositiox:l‘Z In Matt. xi. 27, 1 Cor. ii. 10, Eph.

iii. 5, Phil. iii. 16, the simple dative followmg the verb has a
dlfferent meaning. Winer, § 31, 8, § 48a; Bernhardy, p- 213.

As little can the phrase mean through me,” as Jerome, Pela-
gius, Grotius, Estius, Lightfoot, and Bagge. Nor can it mean
coram me (Peile), or “on me” (P. Lombard, Seb. Schmidt),
as if it were a manifest token of divine power.! (Ecumenius
says, év duol 8¢ elme Seifar Béhwy of Moye pévor pabévra adrov
@\\a kai v ral xapdig. Lightfoot’s objection to the natural
meaning is only a hasty anticipation of the following clause,
which tells the purpose of the revelation. :

The object of this divine revelation was ¢ His Son ;” not the
truth about Him, or His work, or His death, or His glory, but
Himself —Himself including all. His person is the sum of the
gospel.  See, for some remarks on ¢ Son,” under Eph. i. 3, 17.
This revelation may have been in some sense subsequent to
the direct call, or it may refer also to the appearance of the
Redeemer near Damascus qualifying him for the apostleship.
1 Cor. ix. 1. It gave him full and glowing views of the Re-
deemer’s person, including Ilis various relations to God and
to man,—such views as fixed the apostle’s faith upon Him,
centred his love in Him, and enabled him to hold Him out in
his preaching as the one living and glorified Saviour. It was
by no process of reasoning that he came to such conclusions,
by no elaborate and sustained series of demonstrations that he
wrought out his Christology. God revealed His Son in him,
divine light was flashed in upon him, so that he saw what he
had not seen before, fully, suddenly, and by a higher than
intuitive suggestion. He had not been taught, and he did not
need to be taught, by any of the apostles, The purpose of this
revelation is then stated :

“Iva edarpyerifopar abrév v Tois &vestv—in order that 1
should preach Him among the Gentiles.” The Son of God
was the living theme of his preaching, and the good news about
Him was what is stated in the fourth verse—that ¢ He gave
Himself for our sins ”’—the theme which the apostle elsewhere
characterizes thus, “ We preach Christ crucified.” The en-
lightenment of the apostle was not for his own individual
1 Even Blomfield says, i apiv pro e apeas vel fpiv—Agamemnon, 1425,
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luxury; it was to fit him to make known what had been so
conveyed to him. Aects xxii. 15, 21, xxvi, 17-19, The ¥a points
out the purpose, and the present tense of the verb describes
the work of evangelization as no passing or isolated act, but an
enduring function, And the sphere of his labours is distinctly
avowed— among the heathen.” Rom. i. 5, 13, xi. 13, xv. 16;
Eph. iii. 85 1 Tim. ii. 7. The verb edayyelilw has already
been used with the simple dative, ver. 8, and with the accu-
sative, ver. 9; here it is followed by év—among the heathen
peoples or all other races beyond the chosen seed. He forgot
not his own people—they were ever dear to him; but his
characteristic work—to which he had been set apart, called,
qualified—was to be the apostle of the Gentiles; and this, so
specially his own office, he magnified.

Revelation is opposed to knowledge gained by prolonged
and patient thought. It is unlike the common process by
which an intellectual conclusion is reached, the inference of
one syllogism forming but the premiss of another, till by a
series of connected links, primary or abstract truth is reached.
For it is sudden and perfect illumination, lifting the receptive
power into intensest susceptibility, and so lighting up the whole
theme disclosed, that it is immediately and fully apprehended
in its evidence and reality. We know not, indeed, what the
process is, what the waking up of the higher intuition is, or
what the ecstasy which throws into momentary abeyance all
the lower faculties. It may resemble that new sphere of vision
in which genius enjoys gleams of unutterable beauty, or that
“ demonstration of the Spirit” which gives the truth new
aspects of richness and grandeur tfo the sanctified soul in some
mood of rapt meditation. But still it is different and higher
far both in matter and purpose. It was God’s revelation of
His Son,—not glimpses of the trath about Him, but Himself;
not merely summoning his attention to His paramount claims,
0 as to elicit an acknowledgment of them,—not simply pre-
senting Hlim to his intellectual perception to be studied and
comprehended,—nor even shrining an image of Him in his
heart to be loved and cherished,—but His Son unveiled in
living reality; and in him—in his inner self, not in any distinct
and separate realm of his being,—with the conscious possession
of all this infallible and communicable knowledge which was
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given perhaps first in clear and vivid outline—mapéNaBor—
and then filled in surely and gradually—eédidaynv.

Edbéws ob mpocaveléuny gapsi kal alpari—< immediately
I conferred not with flesh and blood ;” “ 1 communed not of
the matter with flesh and blood” (Tyndale). It would almost
seem that the apostle meant to write ed@éws ... amirbor els
’Apaf3iav—I went at once into Arabia ; but other explanations
of a negative kind struggle first for utterance (Jowett). Still
eb0éws, standing emphatically, may qualify the whole para-
graph, as Chrysostom hints. 'What he describes happened imme-
diately after his conversion,—non-conference, non-visitation of
Jerusalem, departure for Arabia,—all told in the same breath.
The construction is close; for the intermediate negative state-
ment, “mneither did I go off to Jerusalem,” is connected by
o0d¢é as a denied alternative with the first clause, and then by
the directly adversative dAld with the last clause, elféws
underlying all of them but specially pointing to, I went off
to Arabia.” Riickert, after Jerome, against all Mss., would
join ed@éws to the previous clause, and so Credner, FEinleit,
p- 303. The adverb might stand at the end of the clause.
See some examples not wholly analogous in Stallbaum’s note,
Phaedrus, p. 256 E, or vol. iv. p. 134, The phrase cdpf rai
alpa, D7) W3, here denotes human nature, or man generally,
not specially in contrast with higher powers, as in Eph. vi. 12;
nor in his more earthly nature, as in 1 Cor. xv. 50 ; but man
as in contrast with divine agency, the contrast suggesting, how-
ever, the idea of inferiority, Matt. xvi. 17. The verb mpocave-
Héumy is classically “to add a burden to,” or “on one’s own self;”
and then, as here, ‘“ to make address to,” or “hold communion
with,” The non acquievi of the Vulgate is not the correct
rendering, though it may be so far according to the sense. In
the double compound, the first preposition indicates “direction
towards” (Meyer), and not addition, preterea (Beza, Bengel).
1 did not address myself to,” or * did not take counsel with,”
—two successive phases of the one idea, “I did not consult.”
Diodorus Sic. xvil. 116; "2 Zeb . . . éuol mposavdfov, Lucian,
Jup. Traged. i. Opera, vol. vi. p. 223, ed. Bipont.; Suidas,
sub voce. The phrase ¢ flesh and blood” does not refer to the
other apostles (Chrysostom), nor is it a contemptuous allusion
to them, as Porphyry insinuated; nor does the apostle mean
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himself (Koppe, Gwynne), for the verb would not be in har-
mony ; nor does it include the apostle and the others, with
whom conference is denied (Schott, Winer, Matthies). The
reference, as is held by the majority of expositors, is simply to
others, as the spirit of the context also shows, his object being
to prove that he was in no sense dvfpwmodidaxros. The apostle
is not alluding to any self-denial or any victery over his own
desires and preferences, but is only stating the fact that, after
his conversion, he had studiously shunned all human conference.
The non acquievi has been unduly pressed. Tertullian speaks of
some who held that flesh and blood meant Judaism, and that
the apostle is to be thus understood : ¢ Statim non retulerit ad
carnem et sanguinem, id est, ad circumcisionein, id est ad Juda-
ismum, sicut ad Galatas.scribit.” De Resurr. Carnis, cap. i.
p- 534; Opera, vol. ii. ed. Oehler. Primasius writes, ¢ Con-
tinuo non acquievi, continuo non fui incredulus ceelesti visioni
quia non carnis et sanguinis voces audivi.”

Ver. 17. 098¢ amij\bov eis “TIepocorvpa mpos Tovs mpod éuod
dmosTorous— Neither did I go away to Jerusalem to them
who were apostles before me.” The avijiAfov of the received
text is very well supported, having in its favour A, K, L, x,
Chrysostom, and the Latin, both Vulg. and Clarom.; while
dmfiznfor is found in B, D, F, the Syriac, and in Basil. = The
form avir@ov is the one usually employed,—going up to Jerusa-
lem, not only as the capital city, but as one built on high land,
—and may be fairly supposed to be a correction of the more
general dmijAdov. It may be indeed replied, as by Tischen-
dorf, that it is improbable that Paul should have written
amifiM@ov twice consecutively; but we find éndBere . . . édBere
in Rom. viii. 15; Heb. ii. 16. There was no temptation to
change 4v. into dm., but to change dm. into éw., so as to har-
monize it with general usage. Aects ii. 15, xxi. 15, xxv. 1.
In the 038¢ there is reference to the previous negation, while
another more definite is added, so that there is something
more than the fortuitus concursus given by Klotz-Devar. ii.
707, and acquiesced in by Ellicott, Generally he held con-
ference with nobody, with no members of the church in Damas-
cus; and specially, as the contrary might have been expected
or insinuated, he did not go off to Jerusalem, and consult

the elder apostles. Rom. xvi. 7. He did not rehearse his
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experience to them, or receive either authority or instruc-
tion from them, In fact, he carefully kept aloof from them ;
and so far from journeying to Jerusalem, and to the leaders
in the mother church, he went away in quite a different
direction—

ANV dmijNov els 'ApaBiav—“but 1 went away into
Arabia.” The dA\d is found in its full form in A, B, D, F,
L, and ®; and as introducing an affirmative after a negative
statement, it has its strong adversative force. Arabia may
mean Arabia Deserta, a portion of which comes so near Damas-
cus.! Not to speak of wider geographical descriptions of the
name, as in Herod. ii. 12, Xen. Anab. i. 5, Plin. Hist. Nat.
vi. 32, Justin Martyr says, dapacros Tis *ApaBicis yis fv
kal éotw. Dial. c. Tryph. Op. vol. ii. p. 268, ed. Otto,
1843 ; and Tertullian repeats the account, Adv. Marcion. iil.
13, Adv. Jud. 9. Or if Arabia be used more strictly, as in
iv. 25, then, as some have fancied, he may have visited, like
Elijah, the grand scene of the old legislation. But probably,
had he done so, there would be some allusion to such a pil-
grimage of honour in a letter in which he unfolds the rela-
tions of a law which he was accused of rashly undervaluing
and setting aside.” The point cannot be determined; and in
the brief narrative of the Acts the journey is cmitted. Nor
can the definite motive of the apostle be ascertained. Tt does
not seem to have been to preach the gospel (Meyer, Wieseler,
Ewald), though he would not decline such work if oppor-
tunity offered, but rather to prepare himself for his coming
labour.  Jerome thus allegorizes the matter: “The Itus ac
reditus mean nothing in themselves; but Arabia, the country
of the bond slave, is the Old Testament, and there he found
Christ ; reperto illo, he returned to Damascus, ad sanguinem
et passionem Christi,”—a play upon the Hebrew meaning of
the first syllable; and “so strengthened, he went up to Jeru-
salem, locum visionis et pacis,”—an allusion again to the sig-
nification of the name. At all events, the journey to Arabia
is here adduced, not as an illustration of his early preaching
of Christ among the heathen, but as a proof that he had
" 1 Conybeare and Howson, vol. i. 104.

2 There was at that time a large and flourishing kingdom of Jews in
Arabia Felix. Milman, History of the Jews, vol. iil. p. 85, 4th ed. 1866.
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held no consultation with flesh and blood ; so that probably
he retired to enjoy solitary thought and preparation, sounding
the depth of his convictions, forecasting possibilities, receiving
revelations and lessons,—truth presented inviting him to earnest
~ study,—divine communications viewed on all sides and in all
lights, till they were mastered in sum and detail, and became
a portion of himself; a lifetime in awfulness and intensity of
thought and feeling crowded into a few months. He in this
way followed the Master, who, after enjoying the divine mani-
festation at His baptism, was led of the Spirit into the wilder-
pess. It is not likely that Paul’'s object was to find safety
from Jewish persecution under king Aretas in some part of
Arabia (Thiersch).

Kal waw dméarpedra els dapaokov— and again returned
to Damascus.” The phrase implies through 7dAw that he had
been in Damascus before he went into Arabia. His work on
his return to Damascus, was “proving that this is very Christ ;”
and he “confounded” the Jews by his arguments, antici-
pating every objection, removing every scruple; remembering
how himself had felt and reasoned, and diffusing that new
light which had been poured into his soul. A conspiracy was
formed against him, but he escaped by night and by a peculiar
stratagem, as himself tells, 2 Cor. xi. 33. Thus early did he
begin to realize what was said to Ananias, “I will show him
how great things he must suffer for my name’s sake.”

Ver. 18. "Ewearta uerd & tpia dvijMov eis ‘Iepooovua—
“Then after three years I went up to Jerusalem.” What
must have been his emotions as he passed the scene of his con-
version, or if he entered the holy city by the gate through which
he had left it? The adverb éreira, “then ”—after his return
to Damascus—is a connecting link in his narrative. The point
from which the three years are to be computed is fixed by some
at the return from Arabia (Borger, Riickert, Jatho). The majo-
rity, however, date them from his conversion. That event had
just been referred to by him, in its origin, nature, and design.
God had set him apart, called him and qualified him, and
this event of events to him stood out so prominently in its soli-
tary grace and grandeur, that he reckons from it without any

_ formal reference. The ¢ Oeds ebdbrnoer dominates the whole
Paragraph. How much of this time was spent in Arabia, and
D
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how much in the two sojourns at Damascus, is a question for
the solution of which we have no proper data, The first stay
seems to be indicated by the words fuépas Tivés, and the second
by &s 8¢ émnpotvre Huépar ikavai, in Acts ix. 19, 23. This
last phrase is indefinite, but coupled with the verb seems to
denote a considerable space. Eichhorn, Howson, Anger, sup-
pose the three years to have beon wholly spent in Arabia. The
perd &rq Tpia are in contrast with the ed@éws of ver. 16, and
dviir@ov refers back to the previous dmijAdoyv. The object of
the visit to Jerusalem was

‘Iaropiicar Knpar—* to make the acquaintance of Cephas.”
The reading ITérpov of the received text is well sustained,
having in its favour D, F, K, L, 8% the Vulgate, and many
of the fathers; while Knpar has A, B, !, three Mss., Syriac,
Coptic, and Athiopic. The rarer name is to be preferred.
The verb (oropfigar, occurring only here, has sometimes in
earlier Greek the sense of knowing through inquiry, or of
asking ; Hesychius defines it by épwrdr. In later Greek
it denotes “to visit” as applied to places or things, and to
persons in the sense of making the acquaintance of—coram
cognoscere. It differs from iSefv in that it implies that what
is to be seen is worthy of a visit of inspection. See Kypke, in
loc., and so Chrysostom illustrates it. Thus {oTopficas *ENed-
aapov, Josephus, Antig. viii. 25 ; similarly, Bell. Jud. vi. 1, 8,
he says of Julian the Bithynian centurion, bv éya iordpnoa;
and often in the Clementines, as adduced by Hilgenfeld :
Homiliee, i. 14, ix. 22, ix. 6, etec. But these instances, as
usual, refer to things, not persons.

Paul did not go to consult Cephas, or get any information
essential to the validity of his office and work, but to visit him
as a noted apostle,—one whom it would be gratifying to know
through private and confidential intercourse.

But even this first visit to Jerusalem, three years after his
conversion, was a very brief one :

Kai émépewa mpos adrov Huépas Sewamévre—“and I abode
with him fifteen days.” IIpés so used does not differ in mean-
ing from mapd with a dative. Matt. xxvi. 55; John 1. 1; 1 Cor.
xvi. 6, 7-10. A similar construction is often quoted from
Aschyl. Prom. 351 ; Eurip. Ion, 916. Fritzsche on Mark vi. 3
warns, however, that there are many cases in which, though
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somewhat similar, mpés cannot have this meaning—que ali-
quam motus significationem habeant,—cases which even Wahl
has not distinguished satis feliciter. Luke xvi. 20, xxii. 56;
Acts v. 10, xiii. 31,

It is needless to lay special stress on the ér{ in éméueiva,
for it seems to be neither distinctly local nor intensive. It may
denote rest (Ellicott), and thus give a fuller meaning to the
compound verb than the simple one would have borne. The
verb is followed in the New Testament by émr/, Acts xxviit. 14;
by év, Phil. 1. 24; by mpés, 1 Cor. xvi. 7; and by a simple dative,
Rom. vi. 1, xi. 22, 23, Col. i. 23, 1 Tim. iv. 16. In the latter
case there is a difference of meaning, quz in aligua re manet
et perseverat. Winer, De verborum eum prap. compos. ii. 11.
The form Sexamévre is for the more classical and the fuller
mrevrexaidexa. Kiihner, § 353. The later form occurs often
at an earlier period, as in the Tubule Heracleenses (Light-
foot). Jerome, finding a hidden meaning in the number
fifteen, supposes it to mean here plena scientia. Why the visit
was so brief is told in Acts ix. 29. The Iellenists with whom
he had been disputing “went about to slay him,” and the
brethren, on becoming aware of the conspiracy, “ brought him
down to Cwesarea, and sent him forth to Tarsus.” A simul-
taneous reason is assigned by himself. e was praying in the
temple, and fell into a trance,—identified on slight grounds by
Schrader and Wieseler as the rapture described in 2 Cor. xii. 2,
—and the Master appeared and said to him, ¢ Make haste, and
get thee quickly out of Jerusalem, for they will not receive thy
testimony concerning me.” He pleads now for Jerusalem as a
field of labour, because his history was so well known to the
Hellenists whose prejudices he understood from experience.
The excuse is not listened to: not Hellenism but heathenism
was again formally assigned to him as his field of labour.
“ Begone,” was the reply, “I will send thee far hence unto the
Gentiles,” Acts xxii, 17-21. '

Ver. 19, "Erepov 8¢ Tév dmostoher olx €ldov, ef u "Idrw-
Bov 7év adendv Tod Kuplov—* And another of the apostles I
did not see, except James the Lord’s brother;” or, “ None
other of the apostles did I see, save James the Lord’s brother.”

The adjective &repov is simply numerical, not gualitative.
Two different meanings have been assigned to the verse.
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Victorinus, Grotius, Fritzsche (on Matt. xiil. 55), Bleek, and
Winer supply simply eidov after el uf—“none other of the
apostles did I see, except that, or but, I saw James the Lord’s
brother ;”—the inference being, that this James was not an
apostle. In this case el u# still retains its exceptive force,
which is, however, confined to the verb. Thus in Matt. xii. 4
it is rendered “but only;” Luke iv. 26, 27, “save,” “saving;”
Rev, xxi. 27, “but” Others more naturally supply Tov
dméaTohor—*“none other of the apostles did I see, except the
Apostle James, the Lord’s brother;” or, “none other of the
apostles saw I, save James the Liord’s brother ;—the inference
plainly being, that the Lord’s brother was an apostle. Thus
1 Cor. i. 14, otdéva tpdv éBdmrica, el pyy Kplomrov kai I'diov—
“mnone of you I baptized, save Crispus and Gaius:” I baptized
them, and they were dp@dv—* of you.” The el u7 being sug-
gested by &repov, thus refers to the whole clause. See under
i 7, 1. 16!

Ver. 20. "4 8¢ ypddw vuty—*but as to the things which I
am writing to you,”—the reference being to the assertions just
made—Lis visit to Jerusalem, and his brief residence with Peter,
and that during that fortnight be saw only him and the Lord’s
brother. Some, as Calvin, Winer, Matthies, refer the decla-
ration to the whole paragraph from ver. 12, or from ver. 15
(Estius and Hofmann), some of the elements of which were
not, however, matter of dispute. The apostle becomes fervent
in hlS afﬁrmatlon, and calls God to witness:

"I80V évamiov Tob Oeod bri ov \beUSopaL—“behold before
God that I lie not.” The construction is broken. Schott
denies it, ypddw being supplied—que vobis scribo, ecce coram
Deo scribo, siquidem non mentior. So generally Jerome and
Ambrose. The ellipse is striking, and 8od évomiov 7. ©. is a
virtual oath. ’I8od, as Lightfoot remarks, is never used as a
verb, so that here it cannot govern §rz.. The word to be sup-
plied to resolve the ellipse has been variously taken : rypa(;bw by
Meyer; Aéyo by De Wette, Olshausen, and Blspmg, Suvuie
by Usteri; paprupd by Hilgenfeld ; and éor/ by Riickert and
Bengel—i.e. it is before God that I lie not. In 2 Cor. xi. 31
we have 6 Oebs . . - 0ldev . . . 871 o fretdopas. In 1 Tim. v. 21,
Srapapripopas oceurs with évomior 7. O. ; Siapaprupsuevos with

1 See note at end of chapter.
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évawmior Tob Kvplov in 2 Tim. ii. 14; similarly 2 Tim. iv. 2.
This verb might therefore be the most natural supplement, if any
supplement be really necessary. But the ellipse, abrupt, terse,
and idiomatic, needs not to be so diluted, and probably no sup-
plementary term was in the apostle’s mind at all as it suddenly
threw out this solemn adjuration. DBesides, a similar construe-
tion occurs in the Sept. : I8¢ 7¢ Tds évTords gov Hydmnoa, Ps.
cxix. 159 ; I8¢ Kipee 87i ONiBopar, Lam. i. 20. ¢ Behold before
God” 1is equivalent to saying, I call (God to witness that, 47¢
(Lightfoot). There might be no human proof, but there was
divine attestation. Augustine, in loc., enters into the question
of the lawfulness of swearing. One can scarcely suppose that
the apostle would have used this solemn adjuration, unless the
statement had been liable to be questioned, or a different
account of his early Christian history had been in circulation.
It would seem that a totally different account of his visits to
Jerusalem after his conversion, and of the relation he sustained
to the elder apostles, had been in use among the Judaists, to
undermine his independent authority and neutralize his teach-
ing. And because what he now tells would contradict received
opinion as to his earlier actings and journeys, he confirms what
he says by a virtual oath, though the phrase as in Hebrew,
njn;"g;‘?, is not formally always used of oaths.

Ver. 21. "Emerra fNov els & xhipara tis 3 vplas kal Tis
Kinigias—* afterwards I came into the regions of Syria and
Cilicia.” The noun xiéuara, found also in Rom. xv. 23, 2 Cor.
xi. 10, originally means inclination or declivity, such as that
of a hill ; then a space of the sky, so named from the inclina-
tion of the heaven to the poles—#«\iua peonuBpwov, Dion. H.
Ans. 1. 9; Bopetov, Aristot. De Mund. Opera, vol. iii. p. 133, ed.
Bekker, Oxford 1837 ; wis uépos # sNipa odpavod, Herodian, ii.
11, 8 ;—then a tract of earth, so called in reference to its incli-
nation towards the pole—rois mpos peonuBplay Khfuact, Polyb.
v. 445 Toiiro o KNipa . . . s "ITaMlas, 1b. x. 1 ;—and then, as
in Joseph. De Bell. Jud. iii. 7, 12, approaching the modern sense
of climate. Thus Athenzus, eldatpoviav Tob alumavros TolTov
Mhiparos, referring to Siris in the south of Italy, lib. xii. p. 4435,
vol. iv. p. 444, ed. Schweighaiiser. Lobeck (Paralip. 418)
shows that the true accentuation is x¥Afua, a properispomenon
like kpfua which is long in Aschylus, Supp. 397; Lipsius,
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Gramm. Untersuch. iber die Bibl. Greeitdt, pp. 40, 41, Leipzig
1863. (Codices A, L, have s\juara. Syria is naturally Syria
proper, which he reached from Cesarea,~not Cesarea Philippi
(Eichhorn, Olshausen), and not the country formerly called
Pheenicia (Usteri, Schott) : the supposition of such a near vici-
nity is not in harmony with the apostle’s argument. Cilicia was
liis native province; and Barnabas soon after found him in
Tarsus, and brought him to Antioch. According to the narra-
tive in Acts, he scems to have sailed from Cesarea to Tarsus.
Cilicia was more allied to Syria than Asia Minor, and both
countries are collocated vaguely by the d /cM,uam The apostle
is not stating his tour with geographical precision, but is merely
showing how far he travelled away from all Jud®an influence
and recognition,

Ver. 22. "Huny 8¢ dyvooluevos 7¢ mpocdme Tais éxxhoiass
hs "Iovdalas Tals év Xpiorg—“and I was unknown by face
to the churches of Jud®a which are in Christ.” The first
words are a strong form of the imperfect, equivalent to “1
remained unknown,” Jelf, § 375,4. The @ mpooeme is the
dative of reference, carrying in it that of limitation or tlie defin-
ing or qualifying element which characterizes this case. Winer,
§ 31, 6; Bernhardy, p. 82; Donaldson, § 459. The apostle
was known to these churches in many aspects, but he was un-
known in this one thing—in person or face. The churches in
Judaea did not know him personally, and they are thus distin-
guished from the churches in Jerusalem, many of whom had a
knowledge of his person, and could recognise him if they saw
him, for he had been “ going in and out” among them, “speak-
ing boldly and disputing,” having sojourned fifteen days with
Peter. Acts ix. 28. The object of Hilgenfeld, following Baur
and others of the same school, in maintaining that the church
in Jerusalem is here included, is to bring the statement into
conflict with the Acts, so as te ruin the credibility of the nar-
rative. But compare John ii. 28 with John iii. 22, Acts i. 8,
x. 39, xxvi. 205 and for an analogous foreign example, Acts
xv. 23. The churches in Judwa are characterized as Tals év
Xpiorp, that are in Christ,”—in Him as united to Him, the
Source of life and power, and having fellowship with Him,—so
included in Him as the members are organically united to the
head. It is not certain that this definition is added because
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unconverted Jewish communities might be called churches of
God (Lightfoot). Is there any example in the New Testa-
ment? The apostle was hurried away to Cewsarea, where he
took shipping for Tarsus, and thus had no opportunity of be-
coming acquainted with the Judzan churches; nor had they,
for the same reason, any opportunity of gaining a personal
knowledge of him. He is not showing that he could not
Jearn the gospel from Judeean Christians, as (Ecumenius and
Olshausen suppose, nor, as Chrysostom thinks, that he had
not taught circumeision in Jud®a. For these are not topics in
dispute. The apostle means to affirm, that so little intercourse
had he with the apostles, that the church in Judaa, having
constant correspondence with those apostles, did not know him,
so wholly was he away from their home sphere of labour. The
notion of Michaelis is out of the question, that the church of
Jerusalem is included among those that did not know him per-
sonally, because, though known to a few individuals of them,
he was not known to them as a body, since his labours were
principally among his unconverted brethren.

Ver. 23. Mdvov 8¢ arodovres fjoav—not audierant (Estius),
nor “they had heard” (Luther, Brown),—%“only they were
hearing,” they continued hearing : fresh and pregnant reports
were brought from time to time. The 8 contrasts this clause
with the previous Humw dyvootuevos. ’Axolovtes, not the
éxkAnoiar formally, but the members of them. Such con-
structions rkaTd givesiw are not uncommon. Winer, § 21,
§ 58, § 67; A. Buttmann, p. 113. The “resolved imperfect ”
conveys the idea of duration more fully than the simple tense.
The usage is found in classic writers (Kiihner, § 416, 4;
Winer, § 45, 5), but with a closer connection with the subject
than in the freer style of the New Testament, which may in
this case be influenced by Aramaic usage. In the Sept. it is
chiefly employed in clauses which in Hebrew have a special
significance, ubi etiam in Hebraico non sine vi sua adhibita erat,
as Gen. iv. 17, Ex. 1il. 1, where the Hebrew has the same con-
struction of substantive verb and participle, or where there is
only a participle, Gen. xviii. 22. The periphrasis occurs often
with the future. Thiersch, de Pent. Vers. p. 163. What they
were hearing was startling to them ;

“071 0 Subkwy Huds moré— that he who once persecuted
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us,” that is, our former persecutor,—the participle with the
article bearing its temporal significance and becoming a sub-
stantive. Schmalfeld, § 222 ; Winer, § 45, 7; Schirlitz, § 47.
The participle Sidcww is not for Subkas (Grotius, Riickert), nor
is 6 superfluous (Koppe). The moré is out of its usual place.
According to Schott, Matthies, Hilgenfeld, and Trana, the &7
is recitative; and it might be so if the following clause be re-
garded as a quotation. They might say one to another, “that
our former persecutor is now become a preacher.” This use
of 8¢ is limited in Paul to quotations from the Old Testament:
iii. 8, Rom. iv. 17, viil. 36, ix. 17; somewhat differently, 2
Thess. iii. 10. The address here passes in sjuds from the
oblique introduced by &r¢, to the direct form in the pronoun,
as in Aects xiv. 22, xxiii. 22, 1 Cor. xiv. 23, 25. Kiriiger, § 65,
11, Anm. 8, gives examples from classical writers, so that the
diction here is neither so lax nor inaccurate as Gwynne sup-
poses it. It seems a mere refinement on the part of Meyer to
deny the passing of the indirect to the direct form, by alleging
that Paul might now as a Christian include himself among the
nuds, and call himself ¢ our former persecutor.” He—

Niv edayyerilerar Ty mwiorw iy mworé émopfer—* is now
preaching the faith which hLe once was destroying.” Some
Mss,, the It., and Vulg., with many of the Latin fathers, have
émohépet.. The present and the imperfect are to be taken in
their full and proper meaning.

IT/oris has an objective reference, but not in the later
ecclesiastical sense. It was the distinctive pervading element
of the new evangel, and soon gave its name to it. Its facts
and truths claim faith ; its blessings are suspended on faith;
its graces are wrought by faith; its Lord and Saviour is the
object of faith; and its disciples are called faith-ful—believers.
In the New Testament, the word seems always to carry in it
reference to the inner principle, the governing power in the
soul, for “we walk by faith.” On émdpfet, see ver. 13.

The result of their knowledge of this momentous and noto-
rious change was—

Ver. 24. Kai é86falov év éuol oy @edy—« And they glori-
fied God in me.” The év éuol is not 8’ éué (Photius), “ on
account of me” (Brown), as if it were "2 for ¥y (Beza), or de
me, vel propter me (Estius). The preposition marks the sphere
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in which the action takes place. Winer, § 48, 2, a; Bernhardy,
210; Ex. xiv. 4, &dofacticopas év Papap ; Isa. xlix. 3, xal &
oot SofacOijoopar. To glorify God is a favourite Pauline
phrase: Acts xi. 18, xxi. 205 Rom. i. 21, xv. 9; 1 Cor. vi. 20;
2 Cor. ix. 13. “In him”—and the change wrought within
him, with its marvellous and enduring effects—they glorified
God. Not only did his conversion give them occasion to glo-
rify God, but they glorified Ged working in him, and in him
changing their malignant and resclute persecutor into a bold
enthusiastic preacher. They were thankful not simply because
persecution had ceased, but they rejoiced that he who did the
havoc was openly building up the cause which he had laboured
to overthrow. On hearing of a change in so prominent and
terrible an adversary—a change not leading merely to a momen-
tary check or a longer neutral pause, but passing into unwearied
activity, self-denial, and apostolical pre-eminence—they glorified
God in him, for in him God’s gracious power had wrought with
unexpected and unexampled might and result. They did not
exalt the man, though they could not but have a special interest
in him; but they knew that by the grace of God he was what
be was. If the churches even in Judea were so grateful to God
for His work in Paul, were they not a rebuke to the Judaizers,
who now questioned his apostleship and impugned his teaching ?
Eph.iii. 7,8; 1 Tim. i. 16. Chrysostom adds, he does not say
Orc 0avualov pe, émivovr pe, éfemMiTTovTo, dANG TO WEV THS
XdpiTos Edetfev by, . . .

NOTE ON CHar. 1. 19,

"LdkwBov Tév dehddv Tob Kuplov—** James the Liord’s brother.”

‘What, then, is meant by the phrase, ¢ the Lord’s brother ¢
If, as here implied, he was one of the apostles, was he one of
the twelve—James, son of Alph®us? or if he did not belong
to the twelve, why is he ranked among the apostles ?

First of all, who are these a8eAdpol, brothers of our Lord,
to whom this James belonged? One may surely discuss this
theme without incurring the censure of Calvin: Certe nemo
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unquam hac de re questionem movebit nisi curiosus, nemo vero
pertinaciter insistet nisi contentiosus rizator.—On Matt. i. 25,
For, after all, it is simply an attempted answer to the question,
Are there two only or are there three Jameses mentioned in
the New Testament? What, then, from the simple narrative
may be gleaned about the d8ehgpo/? They are referred to nine
times in the four Gospels, once in the Acts, and once in the
first Epistle to the Corinthians. From these incidental notices
we learn the following:~—1. The “brothers” are a party
distinct from the apostles. Thus, John ii. 12: ¢ After this
He went down to Capernaum, He, and His mother, and His
brethren, and His disciples;” Matt. xii. 46, 47: “ While He
yet talked to the people, behold, His mother and His brothers
stood without, desiring to speak with Him. Then one said,
Behold, thy mother and thy brothers stand without, desiring to
speak with thee.” Mark iii. 31; Luke viili. 19. Again, the
men of ¢ His own country” cried, ¢ Is not this the carpenter’s
son ? is not his mother called Mary ? and his brothers, James,
and Joses, and Simon, and Judas? and his sisters, are they not
all with us?” Matt. xiii. 55. “Is not this the carpenter, the
son of Mary, and brother of James and Joses, and of Judas
and Simon? and are not his sisters here with us?” Mark
vi. 3. “His brothers said to Him, Depart hence, and go into
Judea, that thy disciples also may see the works that thou doest.
For neither did His brothers believe on Him. DBut when His
brothers were gone up, then went He also up unto the feast.”
John vii, 3, 5, 10. Four times do this party, so nearly related
to Him, pass before us in the gospel history : immediately after
His first miracle; as wishing an interview with Him; as sneer-
ingly referred to by His fellow-townsmen; and as not yet be-
lieving on Him. The same distinction is still marked after
the ascension : “ These all (the apostles) continued with one
accord in prayer and supplication, with the women, and Mary
the mother of Jesus, and with Iis brothers.”! Acts i. 14.
The plea of the Apostle Paul is: “ Have we not power to lead
about a sister, a wife, as well as other apostles, and as the
brothers of the Lord, and Cephas?” 1 Cor. ix. 5. 2. The

1 Strange is the view of Guericke—* with His brethren,” i.e. with His
other three brothers, besides James that had just been named. Einl
p. 156.
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brothers appear always in connection with Mary, save in John
vil.—the scene and expression of their unbelief, and she could
not be entangled in that unbelief ; and she is always found in
company with them, save in Luke ii. 42, Joseph being then
alive, and in John xix. 25, where she was commended to John
and not to one of them. Four times is she—a widow probably
by this time—~connected with them as their parental head. 3. As
a family they are once named as consisting of four brothers—
“ James, and Joses, and Judas, and Simon”—and of at least
fwo sisters, as the word “all” (wdoar dSerdal) would seem to
imply. 4. We have in the verse before us “ James the Lord’s
brother,” not to distinguish him from the son of Zebedee, as
Hug supposes, for then his patronymic Alphzi would have been
quite suflicient. He was therefore one of these d8ehod.

Now, had there been no theological intervention,—no pecu-
liar views as to the perpetual virginity of Mary, or at least no
impression that the womb chosen for the divine infant was so
sacred—so set apart in solitary honour and dedication, that it
could have no other or subsequent tenant,—the natural or
usual domestic meaning would have been the only one given
to the previous quotations, and Jesus, His brothers, and His
sisters would have been regarded as forming one houselold
having the common relationship of children to Mary their
mother. The employment of the anomalous double plural
“ brethren,” ' instead of “brothers,” in all these places of the
Authorized Version, lessens or diverts the impression on the
English reader; for “brethren” now never denotes sons of the -
same parents, but is official, national, functional, or congrega-
tional in its use. But the simple and natural meaning of dde\-
¢ol has not been usually adopted, and two rival explanatory
theories have had a wide and lasting prominence.

The theory so commonly held among ourselves is, that the
brothers of our Lord were His cousins—either children of the
Virgin’s sister, wife of Clopas, or children of Clopas, Joseph’s
brother.? The first Liypothesis is real cousinhood ; the second

! Bruder, Briider (Brither, Breether, Scottice),—*‘-en" belonging to
another plural form, as in ox, oxen. Latham calls these last forms
*“ eollectives,” rather than true plurals. Englisk Language, p. 503.

% Clopas, not Cleophas, is the proper reading of John xix. 25, and is
80 given in the margin, Cleopas is the name in Luke xxiv. 18.
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is only legal and unreal in reference to Him who was not
Joseph’s son.

Jerome, who is identified with the theory of cousinhood, as
being the first who gave it an elaborated form, refers (under
Gal. i. 19) to his Adversus Helvidium de perpetua Virginitate
Beatw Marie, written about 382,—an essay which he wrote, as
he says, dum Roma essem, impulsu fratrum. Now, to hold,
according to the title of this tract, the perpetual virginity of
Mary, forecloses the discussion as to the question of full and
natural brotherhood ; and Jerome’s avowed and primary object
was to show that no theory about the d8ehgo/ was permissible
which brought the perpetual virginity under suspicion or
denial. But the dogma has no scriptural support, so that it
cannot demand acceptance as an article of faith. For,

I. What does mpwrorores imply? We read, Matt. i. 25,
xal ovx éylywaxey alriy &ws o érexe Tov viov adThs TOV Tpw-
Tétoxov—* and knew her not till she brought forth her first-
born son.” Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Tregelles exclude
wpwritoxoy, but only on the authority of B, Z, and x, and on
the suspicion that the phrase was taken from Lukeii. 7. It
may be replied, however, that this intense belief in the per-
petual virginity formed a strong temptation to leave out the
epithet; for from it, as Jerome hitterly asserts, some men
perversissime suspected that Mary had other and subsequent
children. The epithet, however, oceurs in Luke ii. 7, where
there is no difference of reading. Now, in ordinary language,
“ first-born” implies that others are born afterward ; and Jesus
could have been as easily called her only as her first-born son.
The force of this argument is somewhat neutralized by the
opinion, that the word “ first-born” may have had a technical
sense, since in the Mosaic law it might be applied to the first
child, though none were born after it,—¢ the firstling of man
and beast being devoted to God.” Ex. xiii. 2; Luke ii. 23,
Thus Lightfoot says: ¢ The word is to be understood here
according to the propriety and phrase of the law,” and he
instances 1 Chron. ii. 50, where “ Hur is called the first-born
of Ephrath, and yet no mention made of any child that she
had after.”’ But ¢ first-born ” occurs generally in these
genealogical lists in its relative sense; and as sons are usually

¥ Works, vol. iv. 194, ed. Pitman.
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'registered only, might not Ephrath have had daughters? The
Hebrew law, as originally ordained, was a present enactment
with a prospective reference as regards the first child or sonm,
whether an only child or not, and the statute was easily inter-
preted. The same principle is applicable to the term  first-
born” as belonging to the Egyptian families that suffered
under the divine judgment, and to Jerome’s objection that the
law of redemption applying to the first-born would, if the
word be taken in its relative sense, be held in suspense till the
birth of a second child. But Jerome’s definition is true only
in a legal sense: Primogenitus est-non tantum post quem alit,
sed ante quem nullus! For the diction of law and history are
different. The law ordained the dedication of that child by
the birth of which a woman became a mother, and called it
the firstling or first-born irrespective of any subsequent chil-
dren, and at its birth the redemption must be made. But in
writing the history of an individual many years after his time,
it would be strange to call him a first-born son, or to say of his
mother that she brought forth her first-born son, if there were
in that family no subsequent births. A biographer would in
that case most naturally call him an only son. Epiphanius
must have been greatly at a loss for an argument to prove
“first-born” to be the same as “only,” when he bases it on
the position of adrijs in Matt. i. 25: Tov viov avris . . . kai olx
€lme 70V TPTOTOKOY ADTRS . + . GANA TpwTOTOKOY pivov,® as if
avrfs did not belong to both words.

Besides, the epithet “first-born” is used by an evangelist
who in subsequent chapters speaks of brothers and sisters of
Jesus; and what could he suppose would be the natural infer-
ence of his readers when they brought mpwtéroros vis and %
piTnp kai of a8egoi admod together, there being no hint or
explanation that the relations indicated are other than the
ordinary and natural one of blood? The epithet, too, does
not seem to have an absolute sense as used in the New Testa-
ment: wpwriTokor év molhois adehdols, Rom. viti. 29. Com-
pare Col. i. 15, 18; Heb. xi. 28; Rev. i. 5. The inference
of Eunomius is a natural one : & mpwréroxos obkérs poveyeviis.
Helvidius, who, as is well known, holds the natural kinship,

1 Opera, vol. i, p. 214, ed. Vallars.
% Panaria, vol. ii. pp. 431-2, ed. (Ehler, Berlin 1861.
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and against whom Jerome fulminated in the tract already re-
ferred to, argues, as might be supposed, in the same way ; and
Lucian says: €l pév mp@ros, ob povos, el 8¢ povos ov wpér os.!
II. No definite argument can be based on the particle éws
in the same verse, for it does not always mean that what is
asserted or denied up to a certain point of time is reversed
after it. In 2 Sam. vi. 23, where it is said “she (Michal) had
no child till the day of her death,” the meaning cannot be mis-
taken. But the sense must be determined by the context, whether
what is asserted as far as &vs ceased or continued after it.”> See
Fritzsche on Matt. xxviii, 20 ; Meyer on Matt. i. 25.
This verse undoubtedly affirms the virginity of Mary up to
the birth of Jesus, and this prior virginity is the principal
fact; but it as plainly implies, that after that event Mary lived
with Joseph as his wife. Even prior to the birth she is called
“ Mary thy wife,” and her virginity is stated as if it had been
a parenthesis in her wifehood. Basil himself, while asserting
_that her virginity before the birth was necessary, and that the
lovers of Christ cannot bear to hear that she, 4 feororos, ever
ceased to be a virgin, admits that the phrase &ws of érexev
creates a suspicion, mévotay, that afterwards this prenuptial
condition ceased: Ta vevopiopuéva Tob yduov Epya wy dmwapyr-
capévns Tiis Mapias’ The theory of Jerome, on the other
hand, was intended, in fact, to conserve the perpetual virginity
both of Joseph and Mary. It is beside the point, and a mere
assumption, to say, with Olshausen on Matt, i. 25, Joseph
might justly think that his marriage with Mary had another
purpose than that of begetting children. It seems,” he adds,
“in the order of nature, that the last female descendant of

L Demonaz, 29 ; Opera, vol. v. p. 245, ed. Bipont.

% Isidore the Pelusiot, repeated by Suidas, says: ¢ fws moARdzs xel
Eml 7ol Semvexdis by 1 Belg ype@f ebpionoper wsluevor. Theophylact, on
Matt. i. 25, gives as the result, o0d¢ more wiviy fyva. Strauss quotes from
Diogenes Laertius, iil. 1, 2 (p. 195, vol. i. ed. Huebner), the case of Plato’s
father, of whom it is said, in consequence of a vision of Apollo, 6d:»
xobopiy yapor Puaates fug The dwoxvinesos, and Plato had brothers. But
when Strauss says of Mary, that she had children younger than Jesus—
jingere und vielleich auch dltere, ** younger, and perhaps older also”—the
audacious assertion makes the wpwréroxes a falsehood. Das Leben Jesu,
vol. i. p. 246.

3 Opera, vol. ii. p. 854, ed. Gaume, Paris 1835,
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David, in the family of which the Messiah was born, closed
her family with this last and eternal scion.” This is only
sentiment without any proof, though I confess that one natu-
rally clings to such a belief. The perpetual virginity cannot,
however, be conclusively proved out of Secripture; but an
inference decidedly against it may be maintained from both
the terms mpwTéTokos and &ws in Matt. 1. 25.

If the ddehgo/ were only cousins, the perpetual virginity
becomes at least possible. Jerome’s first argument on behalf
of cousinhood is, that in Gal. i. 19, James is recognised as an
apostle, and must therefore be James son of Alphwus, one of
the twelve. If not, he reasons that there must have been
three Jameses,—the son of Zebedee, the son of Alphzus or
James the Less, and this third one ; but the epithet Tof pucpoi
given to the one James implies that there were only two; so
that the imagined third James is identical with the son of
Alphzeus. Mark xv. 40. But in reply, first, James the Lord’s
brother was not, in our view, one of the twelve, so that such
an argunent forms no objection ; and, secordly, the compara-
tive minor, “the Less,” is not the proper rendering of the
positive 6 uixpds; and though it were the true rendering, it
might still be given to James the Lord’s brother, to distin-
guish him from James the son of Alphseus. Probably the
epithet is absolute, and alludes to stature and not to age;' at
all events, the other James is never called James the Great.
Gregory of Nyssa, indeed, gives him that title because he was
among the apostles; the Lord’s brother, on the other hand,
being called “Little ” as not being among them,—a conjecture
on a par with that of Lange, that James was named “the
Less” from lis later entrance into the apostolic college in
comparison with the other James. It is highly probable, too,
that ¢ the Little” was not the epithet he bore at the period of
the resurrection, but was his individualizing epithet when the
Gospel was written. ‘

! Aristophanes, Ranz 709, names the bathkeeper Kleigenes, ¢ prepds,
having just styled him #/fnxos, an ape; mixxds ye waxes ooros are used
similarly, Acharn. 909. In Xenophon, Mem. i. 4, 2, we have the phrase
#pds " Apiord oy Tov Mixpiy bwixehodusvos 3 and the meaning is apparent,
for the diminutive atheist is called apeixpés in Plato, Symp. 173 B, vol. i. p.
8, ed. Stallbaum.
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2. The other steps of Jerome’s argument are: Alphans
father of James, was married to Mary sister of the Virgin;
so that James was the Lord’s cousin, and might be called
His brother according to Jewish usage. That is, Mary
the mother of James the Little is asserted to be wife of
Alphzeus his father,—it being assumed, first, that James the
Little is the same with the son of Alph=mus; secondly, that
this Mary is the wife of Clopas and the Virgin's sister ; and
thirdly, that Alphzus and Clopas are the same person. Yet
Jerome says in his very tract against Helvidius that he does
not contend earnestly for the identity of Mary of Clopas with
Mary mother of James and Joses, though one should say that
it was the key to his whole argument. Nay, in his epistle to
Hedibia he writes: Quatuor autem fuisse Marias, in Evangeliis
legimus, unam matrem Domini Salvatoris, alteram materteram
ejus quee appellata est Maria Cleophe, tertiam Mariam matrem
Jacobi et Jose, quartam Mariam Magdalenam.  Licet alii
matrem Jacobi et Jose materteram ¢jus fuisse contendunt.!

But Clopas and Alphw®us cannot be identified with cer-
tainty. The names are not so like as some contend. In Matt.
x. 8, Mark iii. 18, Luke vi. 15, Acts 1. 13, we have James the
son of Alphwmus, and in Mark ii. 14 we have Levi the son of
Alphzus ; but whether these two Alphweuses are the same or
different, it is impossible to decide.? Then we have K\Gmas
(Clopas) in John xix. 23, and Kiéomas (Cleopas) in Luke
xxiv. 18, the proper spelling of the two names in the Greek
text. The original Syro-Chaldaic form, as given in the Syriac

version, is va AN\, Chalphai,” and is found in the five places

where ’A\galos occurs, but it gives 1200 for the two

names Clopas and Cleopas in Johr and Luke. The names are

1 Ep. cxx., Opera, vol. i. p. 826.

2 The Greek Church has a feast for St. James the Just, October 23d ;
and another on the th of the same month for St. James son of Alphzus,
‘“ and brother of Matthew the publican and evangelist.” The Syrian and
Coptic Churches observe the same festivals. Chrysostom also makes
Matthew and James brothers: on Matt. x. 3.

$ The name Xan@/ occurs in 1 Mace. xi. 70, and represents, perhaps,
such a Hebrew form, !;bq.



MARY OF KLOPAS. 65

thus evidently regarded as quite different by the author or
authors of this oldest version, Clopas therefore is not, as is
often affirmed, the Aramaic form of Alphwus; and to assert
that Alph®us and Clopas are varying names is opposed to
philological analogy. The Syriac Cheth may pass into the
Greek 'A with the spiritus lenis, as in ’A\galos, for the
Hebrew 1 is so treated by the Seventy, M0 becoming Eia,
though often it is represented by the Greek X or K. But
would ’A have any alliance with the consonantal Kupk in
Clopas or Klopas? At least the Hebrew Koph seems never
to be represented by a vowel in the Septuagint, but by K, X,
or I Frankel, Vorstudien, etc., p. 112. In fine, it cannot be
safely held that by James the Little must be meant the son of
Alpheeus, for, as Hegesippus says, “ there were many Jameses.”

Nor can any solid assistance for this theory of cousinhood
be got from John xix. 25, for it cannot be proved that the
words ¢ Iis mother’s sister” are in apposition with “Mary the
wife of Clopas.” The punctuation of the verse is, probably,
not Tob "Ingol i uiprnp avrod, xal 9 adehdy ThHe umTpos adrod
Mapla 7 o0 KAwmd—“Mary His mother, and His mother’s
sister Mary wife of Clopas;” but there should be a comma
after unrpés adrod, so that Mary of Clopas becomes a third
and different person, the “sister’s’” name not being given:
¢ His mother and His mother’s sister, Mary wife of Clopas and
Mary Magdalene.” The Peschito inserts “and’’ before Mapia

. ¥ . -
—3,;400; and in the Greek the four clauses are arranged in
¥

couplets, as in Matt. x. 2-4. This punctuation is preferable,
for it is not very likely that two sisters in one family should
have the same name, and there is no parallel case in Scrip-
ture; for the name of Herod, an example adduced by Mill,
comes not, as being a royal name repeated in the family,
into comparison. But again, there is no certainty that # rod
K\emé is « wife of Clopas;” for it may be either wife, mother,
or daughter of Clopas, as the context may determine. Thus
a Mary is called mother of James and Joses in Matt. xxvii.
96, Mapia % 7od ’IaxeBov xai 'Iwch wirp; but in Mark
(xv. 47) she is named simply Mapia ’Iwof), and in Luke (xxiv.
10), Magta "IakdBov. Why may not these two last places
guide us to interpret Map(a 7 Tot KAdma as ¢ Mary mother of
E
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Clopas?” It cannot, then, be demonstrated, either that Alphzeus
and Clopas are the same person, or that Mary of Clopas is
necessarily his wife, and to be identified with Mary mother of
James and Joses. DBut it has been triumphantly asked, If a
Mary, not the Virgin, is called for distinction’s sake “mother
of James,” what James can be meant but the most famous of
the name—James of Alphzus called the Lord’s brother, and
in the early church James the Little, and therefore the cousin
of our Lord? But be James the Little who he may, his position
does not seem of sufficient prominence to distinguish his mother,
for the name of another som, Joses, is added, as if for such a
purpose, in Mark xv. 40. The combination of both names was
apparently required to point out the mother, so that it is natural
to infer that this James, like his brother Joses, was of small
note in the church, and could not therefore be the son of
Alphzus. And to show what confusion reigns on this point,
it may be added that not a few identify Mary mother of James
with Mary mother of our Lord. This is virtually done in the
apocryphal gospel Historia Josephi, cap. iv., by Gregory of
Nyssa, by Chrysostom, by Theophylact, by Helvidius, by
Fritzsche, and by Cave who makes Alphaus another name of
Joseph. The James and Joses who had this Mary as their
mother could not, therefore, be the brethren of our Lord, as the
four would most likely have been mentioned together ; and it is
not possible either that “mother” should have a vague signi-
ficance, or that her maternal relation should be ignored, and
two other sons or step-sons placed in the room of her First-born.

Again, if the brothers were merely cousins, sons of Alphzus,
how could they be called again and again ddegoi? Jerome
replies, Quatuor modis fratres dici, natura, gente, cognatione
affectu ; natura, Esau, Jacob; gente qua omnes Judewi inter se
fratres vocant; . . . cognatione qui sunt de una familia, id est
patria, Abraham, Lot,—Laban, Jacob; affectu . . . Christiani
fratres, ete.  Then he asks, Were these cousins fratres juxta
naturam ? non ; juxta gentem ? absurdum ; Juzta affectum ? verum
st sic, qui magis fratres quam apostoli? . . . Restat tgitur frotres
¢os intelligas appellatos cognatione.r But in these examples re-

1 Theophylact also says, elwxer 4 ypo@i oi¢ cuyyevels dosh@ols oo

pater, Monod’s reference to Matt. 1. 11, in defence of the same opinion,
cannot be sustained.
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ferred to, the context prevents any confusion of sense. Lot is
called a brother of Abraham, and Jacob of Laban, they being
only nephews, and specially beloved for the original fraternal
relation. These indefinite terms of relation are found in the
oldest book of Scripture ; but there is no instance of this laxity
in the New Testament found with a8e¢pos in reference to kin-
ship, nor with ddeh¢s unless it is used tropically, Rom. xvi. 1.
The New Testament has special terms, as cuyyevels, dveyrics :
Mark vi. 4; Luke i. 36, ii. 44; Col. iv. 10. Even in the old
books of the Old Testament, when relation is to be marked,
there is perfect definiteness in the use of M, as in Gen. xxxvii.
10, 1. 8, Lev. xxi. 2, Num. vi. 7, Josh. ii. 13. 'When it is em-
ployed along with father, mother, or sister, it evidently bears
its own proper meaning. In the same way, in those clauses of
the New Testament already referred to, ddeAgds is used along
with wiTnp adrod ; and it would be strange if in such a con-
nection, where the maternal relation is indicated, the fraternal
should not correspond,—if along with “mother” in its true mean-
ing, “brother” should be found in a vague and unusual sense.
Do not the phrases, ¢ His mother and Iis brothers,” ¢ thy
mother and thy brothers,” suggest that Mary stood in a common
maternal relation to Him and to them? And if these brothers
were only first cousins, sons of Mary’s sister and Alphaus, why
are they always in the evangelical history associated with the
mother of Jesus, but never with their own mother, while they
are uniformly called His brothers ?

It is also held by many, though not by Jerome, that along
with James Alphwi there were among the twelve two other
brothers, a *Ioddas 'TaxdBov, “ Jude brother of James,” and a
Simon called the Zealot; the proof being that in the lists of
Luke and Acts, James is placed between these two, as if he
had belonged to the same family. See Matt. xiii. 55, Luke
vi. 16, and Jude 1. That is, His “brothers” are James,
Joses, Simen, and Judas; and these being cousins, three of
them are found among the primary apostles. But if in the
same list ’IdxwBos *ANpaiov be James son of Alphaus, why
should *Totdas *IaxdBov not mean Jude son and not brother of
James, especially as brotherhood is marked by d8ergos in a
previous part of the catalogue in Luke vi. 162 Son is the
more natural supplement, as in the Peschito, and the opinion is
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adopted by Luther, Herder, Jessien, Dahl, and Wieseler. As
Lightfoot has remarked, % Had brotherhood been intended, the
clause would have run as in other cases, such as that of the
sons of Zebedee,—¢ James the son of Alpheus, and Jude his
brother, or ¢James and Jude, sons of Alpheus.’” Simon Zelotes
is never called brother of James ; and Jude is termed Lebbzus
whose surname was Thaddzus in Matt. x. 3, in Mark iii. 18
simply Thaddeeus, and Judas not Iscariot in John xiv. 22. It
is likewise passing strange, that if three out of the four
brothers were apostles, not one of them should be ever desig-
nated by that honourable appellation. Nor is there any proba-
bility at all that Jude and Simon are two of the four; nor is
the case different with James and Joses, for if Joses be not one
of the so-called brethren, neither was his brother James. One of
the Liord’s brothers is called by the Nazarenes, in Matt. xiii. 55,
"Iwarjp (Joseph), according to the best reading; but the son
of a Mary is called "Tec#s (Joses), making a genitive 'Iwgijros,
in Matt. xxvii. 56, according to the highest authorities. These
Greek words may represent different Syro-Chaldaic forms, and

the Syriac has for Joses loal, the other form being Lamal.

But no great stress can be laid on such variations, unless we
had faith in the minute exactness of copyists. Schneckenburger’s
identification of Joses with Joseph Barsabas surnamed Justus
in Acts i 23, is for many reasons quite a gratuitous conjec-
ture. Levi (Matthew) is called “of Alph®us,” Mark ii. 14 :
was he another son of Alphwus, or is the father of Matthew
& different person of the same name?

But further, after this disposal of the names individually,
we may ask, If three out of the four of Christ’s “brothers”
were among His called and consecrated, how could they come
with His mother desiring to speak with Him ; how could they
as a party be always named as distinct from the apostles;
and especially, how could it be said of them at a period so
far advanced in our Lord’s ministry, that they did not
believe on Him? For it is declared of them: 0d8¢ wap of
dBenpol abrob émicTevor els avTéy,—« for neither were His
brothers believing on Him.” John vii. 5. They certainly
could not be His apostles and yet be unbelievers in Himself
or in His divine mission. Jerome indeed holds that James was
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a believer, and his theory allowed him to single out James; but
the brethren are plainly spoken of as a body. Nor would this
alleged faith of James serve Jerome’s purpose, or warrant
James’ enrolment among the twelve; for the brethren, even
after they did believe, are described as a party quite distinct
from the apostles, Actsi. 14, 1 Cor. ix. 5. It is remarkable,
too, that our Lord’s reply to His brothers is the same as that to
His mother, John ii. 4, ¢ My time is not yet come,”—as if He
had detected in them a similar spirit to hers at the marriage,
when, the wine being done, she ventured to suggest His imme-
diate interposition. The force of this argument from the un-
belief of the brothers has been sometimes set aside, as by Ellicott
after Grrotius, Lardner, and Hug, who assert that the verb ér/o-
Tevor may be used in an emphatic sense, as if it meant, did
not fully believe on Him. The context is against such a view;
for whatever their impressions and anticipations about Him
and Iis miracles, they wanted faith in Him, and spoke either
in selfish or satirical rebuke : “ Depart hence, and go to Judza,
that thy disciples also may see the works that thou doest.”
Ellicott refers, in vindication of his statement, to John vi. 64,
“ There are some of you—pafyrai—that believe not;” but
there the assertion is an absolute one,—and in proof we are told
in the 66th verse, that “many of them went back, and walked
no more with Him.” The 67th verse, by the question, “ Will ye
also go away?” does not, as Ellicott alleges, imply any doubt,
for it was only a testing challenge proposed to draw out the
noble response of Peter for himself and his colleagues. See
Meyer, Liicke, in loc. Further, to say, in opposition to what
has been advanced, that two at least of the d8ehgol were among
the apostles, assumes the correctness of the theory that they
were cousins, but the phrase ol d8ehol adrol seems to include
the domestic party as a whole ; and there was no need, as Pott
and Monod imagine, for inserting mdvres in order to get this
sense. The exegesis of Lange on this passage is quite un-
tenable, and is no better, as Alford calls it, than “finessing.”"
He says that the unbelief of the Lord’s brother is parallel to
{auf eine linie mit) the unbelief of Peter, Matt. xvi. 23, and of
Thomas, John xx. 25. “The evangelist does not,” he adds,
“speak of unbelief in the ordinary sense, which rejected the
1 Article Jacobus in Herzog's Encyclopzdic.
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Messiahship of Jesus; but of that want of trust, compliance,
and obedience, which made it difficult for His disciples, apostles,
and even also His mother, to find themselves reconciled to His
life of suffering and to His concealment of Himself.” Now
the phrase introducing the statement is 008¢ ydp, *for neither
did His brethren believe on Him,”—the relative 08¢ bringing
a previous party into view, that is, the Jews, who sought to
slay Him,—the worst form of unbelief; or if o03¢ be taken
absolutely, “not even,” it still brings out a very strong asser-
tion of unbelief. The unbelief ascribed to Peter and Thomas,
on the occasions to which Lange refers, was a momentary
stagger,—the first at the idea of the Master enduring the
sufferings which Himself had predicted, and the other was
a refusal to admit without proof the identity of the appari-
tion which the ten had seen with Him who had been crucified.
The phrase mioredew els adrév has but one meaning in the
narrative portion of John, as in ii. 11, 23, iv. 39, vii. 31, 39,
ix. 36, x. 42, etc.; and that simple and natural meaning does
not bear out the ingenious exegesis by which Ellicott and
Lange would exculpate the Lord’s brethren. Nay more, the
evangelist records the saying in vi. 69, “ We believe and are
sure that Thou art that Christ, the Son of the living God,”—
and this is said of the apostles as a body ; but when he says a
few verses farther on, vii. 5, ¢ Neither did His brothers believe
on Him,” the contrast is surely one of full significance. In
fine, the ddehgoi distinctly, and one would almost say taunt-
ingly, exclude themselves from the wider party when they
name them of pafnrai oov. They went up to the feast sepa-
rately from Jesus and the apostles. Other shifts have been
resorted to in order to take its natural significance of fraternal
unbelief from the passage. 'While Chrysostom (on John vii. 5)
distinctly places James among the brethren—the James of Gral.
i. 19; Grotius and Paulus imagine that the same persons are
not always represented by the a8ehpoi, some of whom believed,
and some did not. Pott and Gabler conjecture more wildly
that the ddeldol were brothers of James who was only a
cousin, and not comprehended therefore in this position of un-
belief. But why should James the “TLord’s brother” be put
into a different cateégory from the Lord’s brothers, one of
whom is called James? It may be added in a word, that the
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unbelief of the Lord’s brothers so incidentally stated, becomes
a proof of the veracity of the evangelists. They hesitate not to
say that His nearest kindred opposed Him, and they did not
deem the unlikely fact to be derogatory to His character. Their
unbelief proves, at the same time, that there was no inner
compact, no domestic league, to help forward His claims. He
did not first win over His family, so as to enjoy their interested
assistance as agitators and heralds. The result then is, that the
theory which holds that these brothers of our Lord were His
first cousins seems very untenable, as is shown by this array
of objections viewed singly and in their reciprocal connection.
The tractate of Jerome, who first argued out at length the
hypothesis of cousinhood, and of the identity of James the
Lord’s brother with James son of Alph®us, was an earnest
vindication against Helvidius of the dei-rapfevia of the blessed
Virgin as a dogma not to be questioned without presumption
or impugned without ¢ blasphemy.” So much is his soul
stirred by the daring outrage, that he begins with invoking
the assistance of the Holy Spirit; and of the Son that His
mother may be defended ab omni concubitus suspicione; and of
the Father, too, that the mother of His Son may be shown to
be virgo post partum que fuit mater antequam nupta. What he
defended was to him 2 momentous article, the virginity of
Mary after the Lord’s birth being as surely held and revered
as her virginity prior to it. He professes to be guided solely
by Scripture: Non campum rhetorici desideramus eloquii, non
dialecticorum tendiculas, nec Aristotelis spineta conquirimus, He
shows no little ingenuity in his interpretation of various phrases;
is especially exultant on the meaning of donec or usque in the
clause donec peperit filium, and of primogenitus in connection
with the Hebrew priesthood' and the destruction of the first-
born in Egypt ; cries out on Helvidius, who thought that Mary
the mother of Jesus is she who is called mother of James
and Joses among the women at the cross;? then develops
his theory of cousins-brothers, and thinks that he has obtained

1 He pictures a Hebrew as saying to himself, Nihil debeo sacerdoti nist
et ille fuerit procreatus per quem is qui ante natus est, incipial esse primo-
genitus. Advers. Helvid. p. 215, vol. ii. ed. Vallars.

2 Yet, as we have said, Gregory of Nyssa, Chrysostom, Fritzsche, and
Cave, hold the same view.
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a decided victory by a cornuta interrogatio, when he winds up
a paragraph by affirming that in the same way as Joseph was
called His father, they were called His brothers.” He next
passes into a eulogy on virginity, not forgetting, however, that
the saints in the Old Testament had wives, nay, that some had
a plurality of them; but proceeds to a very spirited picture of
the woes of married life,—the wife painting before the mirror,
and busied in dusting, knitting, and dressing, infants scream-
.ing, children kissed, cooks here and dressmakers there, accounts
to be made up, correction of servants, scenes of revelry,—Ie-
sponde quemso inter ista ubi sit Dei cogitatio? Any house other-
wise ordered, must, he adds in his celibate wit, be rara avis.
At length he ventures to go so deeply into the privacies of
the matter that we forbear to follow him. His tone towards
his opponent is one of utter contempt and savage humour: he
brands him as Aominem rusticanum and viz primis quogque tmbu-
tum literis,—cries on one occasion, doleamne an rideam, nescio ;
upbraids his style,—wvitia sermonis, quibus omnis liber tuus scatet ;
salutes him as imperitissime hominum ; accuses him of a love of
notoriety madder and incomparably more flagitious in result
than his who set fire to Diana’s temple at Ephesus, for he had
done a similar outrage to the temple of the Lord, and had
desecrated the sanctuary of the Spirit; compares his elo-
quence to a camel’s dance,—risimus in te proverbium, camelum
vidimus saltitanten ; and ends by assuring him that his censure
would be his (Jerome’s) highest glory, since he would in that
case suffer the same canina facundia as did the mother of the
Lord. This sternness of rebuke and outpouring of scorn and
indignation on the subject, are an index to that general state
of feeling which Helvidius was so luckless and daring as to
offend, solus in universo mundo; and yet he was all the while
so obscure an individual that his respondent, living in the same
city with him, knows nothing of him, and cannot tell whether
he be fair or dark of visage,—albus aterve sis, nescio—quis te,
oro, ante hanc blasphemiam noverat, quis dupondii supputabat ?
It is at the same time to be borne in mind, that Jerome, in
the midst of this fury, claims no support from the ecclesi-

1 Chrysostom, on Matt. i. 25, gives the same opinion. He asks, How
are James and the others called His brothers? and his reply is, dewep 2z
abros tvopilere avip i Mapioe ¢ 'lurn@.
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astical writers before him, quotes no one in his favour, appeals
to no father of an earlier century, even while he admits that
Tertullian held his opponent’s views, and curtly dismisses him
as not belonging to the church.

The general purpose of his treatise was to prove the per-
petual virginity, and to root up and scatter to the winds the
argument against it, that Mary had other soms besides her
“First-born.” Ignatius, Polycarp, Irenzus, Justin Martyr,
and “many other apostolic and eloquent men,” are appealed
to by him as holding the general opinion, hwe eadem sentientes ;
but he does not aver that they held his special hypothesis that
the brothers were cousins, though certainly he does not inti-
mate that he and they differed on the point. Jerome refers to
this treatise ten years afterwards in an epistle to Pammachius,
and vindicates the doctrine of virgo perpetua mater et virgo,
by bringing such strange analogies in proof as—Christ’s sepul-
chre “ wherein was never man yet laid ;” His entrance into the
chamber, “ the doors being shut ;” and the prophetic utterance
about the gate, “ No man shall enter in by it, because the Lord
the God of Israel hath entered in by it; therefore it shall be
shut.”!  Ezek. xliv. 2.

Now, Jerome’s object being to prove Mary virgin post as
well as ante partum, it was quite enough for his purpose to
show that the brethren of Joseph were not her true and
proper sons. Ambrose, ten years afterwards, contents himself
with this simpler declaration : Potuerunt autem fratres esse ex
Joseph non ex Maria. Quod quidem si quis diligentius prose-
quatur inveniet. Nos ea persequenda non putavimus, quoniam
Jraternum nomen liquet pluribus esse commune.? Jerome, how-
ever, in his zeal, and from the impulses of an ardent and
impetuous temperament, deliberately preferred a theory in
conflict with the well-known tradition on the subject, which
he scouted as being taken from the deliramenta Apocryphorum.
He was thus well aware of the alternative; for in his note on
Matt. xii. 49, he says: quidam fraires Domini de alia uzore
Joseph  filios suspicantur ;—again, in De Viris Ilustribus :
Jacobus qui appellatur frater Domini, ut nonulli existimant,
Joseph ex alia uzore, ut autem mihi videtur, Marie sororis

1 Ep. xlviii. vol. i. p. 234.
¥ De Institut, Virg. vi. Opera, vol. ii. p. 817, ed. Migne.
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matris Domini cujus Joannes in lLbro suo meminit, filius!
So Pelagius and Isidore Hispalensis, who says, Jacobus Alphei
sororis matris Domind filius.—Tom. v. p. 153, ed. Migne. The
view of Jerome, which was a comparative novelty among the
‘Western churches, was not at first adopted by his great contem-
porary Augustine. In his note on Gal. i. 19, he says: Jacobus
Domini frater vel ex filiis Joseph de alia wxore vel ex cognatione
Marie matris ejus debet intelligi. These words indicate no
fixed opinion ; but otherwise he appears to maintain a view not
unlike that of Jerome. Thus, in a spiritualistic interpretation
of the second verse of Ps. cxxvil, he describes the brethren
as cognati consanguinitate’ Again, Non mirum est dictos esse
fratres Domini ex materno genere quoscumque cognatos, cum
etiam ex cognatione Joseph dict potuerint fratres ejus ab illis qui
illum patrem Domini esse arbitrantur.’ Further: Unde fratres
Domini? Num enim Maria iterum peperit? Absit. Inde eapit
dignitas virginum. Cognati Marie fratres Domini, de quolibet
gradu cognati* He does not in these places call them cousins,
though he repeats in some of them the stock argument about
the brotherhood of Abraham and Lot, Laban and Jacob. Heis
content with the more general terms, consanguinei et cognati,—
their cognatio, however, being derived through Mary, not through
Joseph. The same opinion had, however, some few advocates
in the Eastern church. Chrysostom, on Gal. i. 19, calls James
son of Clopas 8mep xai o ebayyehorys ENeyev, thus identifying
Clopas with Alphaus and regarding James as an apostle. But
Chrysostom is far from being consistent with himself ; since, as
he identifies Mapia’IaxdBov (on Matt. xxvii. 25) with the Lord’s
mother, e must have held either that James was full brother, or
at least step-brother. In other places he does not place James
among the twelve at all, as on 1 Cor. xv. 7, but calls him an
unbeliever with the rest of the Lord’s brethren, and says that
they bore this name as Joseph was the reputed hushand of
Mary (on Matt. i. 25). Theodoret says explicitly that James
was brother,—not, however, ofire v s Twes Imeihidac: Tod
Toong vids ériryxavey, v i mpoTépwy yduwy yevduevos, dANG

1 Tom. ii. p. 829.

2 Opera, vol. iv. p. 2058, Paris 1835.

8 On Matt. xii. 55, Opera, vol. iii. p. 1669,

4+ Tb.i. pp. 1798, 1998 ; Opera. vol. viii. 594, and v. 934.
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rod Khomd pév iy vids, o 8¢ Kuplov dveyriés (on Gal. i. 19),
But this view did not obtain wide currency in the East.

The theory of mere cousinhood thus won its way into the
Western churches, and became the common one among our-
selves. Professor Lightfoot has said that Jerome “did not
hold his theory staunchly and consistently,” and that in his
comment on this verse he speaks like ““ one who has committed
himself to a theory of which he has misgivings.” Certainly
Jerome did not hold his view at a future period so tenaciously,
or with so keen and impatient an opposition to others, as he
did at its first promulgation. Thus in the Epistle to IHedibia
he says: “ There are four Maries: the mother of our Lord;
another her aunt, Mary of Clopas; a third, the mother of James
and Joses; and a fourth, Mary Magdalene; though others con-
tend that Mary mother of James and Joses was the Virgin's
aunt.” (See Latin on p. 64.) Again, on this verse, he refers
to his treatise written when he was a young man, and then,
curtly dismissing it, advances a new argument, that James was
called the Liord’s brother propter egregios mores et incomparabilem
fidem sapientiamque non mediam, and that for the same reason
the other apostles also were called fratres Domini. But where
do they get this distinctive appellation? The first of these
quotations is virtually an abandonment of his whole theory, at
least of its principal proof, and the second is the occupation
of entirely new ground; but there is no preference indi-
cated for the other hypothesis, that of step-brothers, as Pro-
fessor Lightfoot would infer. Lastly, in his commentary
on Isa, xvii. 6, Jerome formally admits fourteen apostles :
duodecim qui electi sunt et tertium decimum Jacobum qui appel-
latur frater Domint et Paulum. . ..

This theory of Jerome, whose adherence to it did not grow
with his years, does not however appear to be the absolute novelty
which some would assert it to be. The opinion of Clement is
somewhat doubtful, and we can only guess at it from extracts,
some of which may not be genunine. Cassiodorus quotes from
his Hypotyposeis thus : « Jude, who wrote the catholic epistle,
being one of the sons of J oseph and the Lord’s brother, a man
of deep piety, thonugh he knew his relationship to the Lord, yet
did not say he was His brother ; for this is true, he was His

1 Vol. iv. p. 194.



76 EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS.

brother, being Joseph's son.” It is hard to say whether the
last explanatory words are those of Clement, or are inserted
by the Ostrogothic statesman Cassiodorus, his Latin trans]ator,
who may not have held the theory of Jerome.

But Eusebius, speaking of the Lord’s brother, gives other
extracts from Clement of quite a different character: “Peter,
James, and John, after the ascension of the Saviour, were not
ambitious of honour; . . . but chose James the Just Bishop
of Jerusalem.”! James the Just was therefore a different
person from the three apostolical electors; and if the first
James is the son of Zebedee, the last is James son of Alphzus.
For the historian adds another illustrative quotation: % The Lord
after the resurrection imparted the gnosis to James the Just,
and John, and Peter. These delivered it to the rest of the
apostles, and the rest of the apostles to the seventy, of whom
Barnabas was one. Now there were two Jameses—one the
Just, who was thrown from a battlement of the temple, and
the other who was beheaded.”? These extracts from Clement
favour the theory of Jerome; for James the Just, as seen in
this statement, which admits two persons only of the name of
James, cannot be a son of Joseph, but must be the son of
Alphzus, and not a half-brother, though he may be a cousin.
There is no room to doubt the genuineness of the epithet 7§
Auwaip in the beginning of the second excerpt, in order to
make the triad the same in the first and second quotations; for
it is in connection with James the Just that the second quota-
tion is made, and it is introduced by the words ér¢ kai Tadra
wepl adrol Pnoiv.

Nor, on the other hand, was the opinion of Helvidius so
great a novelty as Jerome represents it. Victorinus of Petaviam
is said to have taken the word * brethren ” in its natural sense,
but Jerome denies it. Tertullian, who was claimed by Helvidius,
is rudely thrown out of court by Jerome because he did not

1 TXérpor yap @uoi xai  laéxedoy xai ladviny peTd T uyu)\m}«w Tou
Em—qpog . laxaBor Toy Afxeaioy ixiosowor Tepogoripwy Eréodat.

2’ Iu»w,@m 6 Aixale xal quvun ok Hérpa) peeTad 'rm aYacTRGIY wupz-
Swxe TN ryvmw o Kumo; . Abo ¥ yeydvasy Inmm,@cu, i Alxeios 6 xore
Tod wrepuylov Prubels . . . Erepos 8¢ napaTopnbels. These extracts from the
sixth and eighth books of Clement’s Hypotyposeis are found in Euseb. Hist.
Eccles. lib. ii. 1, vol. i. pp. 93, 94, ed. Heinichen.
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belong to the catholic church. In discussing the reality of the
incarnation, Tertullian seems to employ mater et fratres in their
ordinary sense, evidently regarding that sense as essential to his
argument : Ft Christum quidam virgo eniza est, semel nup-
tura post partum, ul uterque titulus sanctitatis in Christ! censu
dispungeretur, per matrem et virginem et univiram.! Again, in
his treatise against Marcion, and on the assertion, inguiunt,
ipse (Christus) contestatur se non esse natum, dicendo que mihi
mater et qui mihi fratres ? among other elements of reply, he
asks: Dic miki, omnibus natis mater adivit? omnibus natis ad-
generantur et fratres ? non licet patres magis et sorores habere vel
et neminem ? . . . et vere mater et fratres ejus foris stabant,—st
ergo matrem et fratres eos fecit qui non erant, quomodo negavit eos
qui erant?”  Tertullian thus took mater and fratres in their
natural semse, and the opinion is strengthened by Jerome’s
treatment of him., Helvidius had quoted Tertullian as being in
his favour, and Jerome does not deny it, but tartly says: niil
amplius dico quam ecclesie hominem non fuisse. Now Ter-
tullian does not regard his view as an uncommon one, and the
likelihood is that it was widely held ; for if so pronounced an
ascetic as he was did espouse it, it must have been by the com-
pulsion of undeniable evidence, Still we do not find any ex-
press testimonies on the subject in other quarters; nor do we
know any sufficient grounds for Neander’s assertion, that many
teachers of the church had in the preceding period maintained,
that by the brothers of Jesus mentioned in the New Testament
were to be understood the- later-born sons of Mary—spdter
geborne Sohne der Maria. Vol iil. p. 458, Engl. Trans.

The other theory which Jerome scouted, maintains equally
with his that the dehdol were not relations in near blood or
uterine brothers, but were children of Joseph by a former
- marriage. This hypothesis seems to have been, if not origi-
nated, yet perpetuated by the grammatical necessity of giving
adeéhdés its natural meaning on the one hand, and the theo-
logical necessity, on the other hand, of maintaining the post-
nuptial virginity of Mary. Cousinhood would suffice for the
dogma, but not for the philology. ¢ Brothers,” in the position
which they repeatedly occupy in the Gospels, could not well be

1 De Monogam. viii. Opera, vol. i. p. 772, ed. (Ehler.
* Advers. Marcion. xix. Opera, vol. il. pp. 206-7.
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relatives so distant as cousins; but they might be earlier chil-
dren of Joseph, yet related in no degree of blood to Jesus as
the son of Mary. Indeed, had they been the children of Mary
herself, they were only through her related to Jesus, who in
fatherhood was separated by an infinite distance from them.
This view is presented by Theophylact in a peculiar form
—to wit, that they were the children of Joseph by a levirate
marriage with the widow of his brother Clopas who had died
childless.! But was Joseph husband of the widow of Clopas
and of Mary mother of Jesus at one and the same time ? and
if this widow were the Mary wife of Clopas supposed by so
many to be the sister of the Virgin, what then would be the
nature of such a marital connection? Or was Mary widow
of Clopas dead before he espoused the Virgin Mary? Or are
the two women, unrelated in blood, called sisters because
married to two brothers? There is no proof that such a con-
nection would warrant a designation of sisterhood.

Now, first for the theory of step-brotherhood, there is no
explicit evidence in Seripture —mno hint or allusion as to
Joseph’s age or previous history. Nor are the ddeAdoi ever
called the sons of Joseph, as if to identify them more parti-
cularly with him ; nor are they ever associated with him,
save remotely in the exclamation of the Nazaremes. Nor,
indeed, are they called the children of Mary,—through her
they are always associated with Jesus., Dr. Mill, however,
says that the theory “imparts a meaning to the Nazarenes’
wondering enumeration of those (now elder) brethren, which
on the other -supposition is senseless.” This is mere hypo-
thesis. No question of comparative age has anything to do
with the sceptical amazement at Nazareth. The ground of
wonder was, how one member of a family still among them-
selves, and with whom they were or had been so familiar,
could start into such sudden pre-eminence,—displaying such
wisdom and putting forth such unearthly power. As for the

! His words are: «8eadois xel 2den@ds lxer 6 Kbpiog mois 7ob *lugs
waideg 005 frexey ix THS Tob adiA@od alred KAwxd quvends. 'Tob yap
Krowd duaidos vensvrdoarros 6 "LlaciQ afe xare 70y vipov viy yuvaia
adrov,—the sequel being, that he begat by her six children—four sons and
two daughters, one of whom was Mary called daughter of Clopas accord-
ing to the law, and the other Salome.—QOn Gal. 1. 19,
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“tone of authority ” ascribed by Dr. Mill to the déengol, we
find it not; the phrases, “desiring to speak with Him,” and
in a spirit of unbelief urging Him to go up to the feast,
are certainly no proof either of it or of superior age on
which they might presume. For any appeal on this point
to Mark iii. 21 cannot be sustained : xal dxoloavres of mwap’
avTod EERAOov xpatiicar avTér Eneyov yap, 'Ot éféotn.
Now the persons called here of wap’ airod, o oixetor (diffe-
rent, certainly, from of mepl adroy (Mark iv. 10)), who wished
to seize Him under the impression that He was ¢ beside
Himself,” could not be exclusively the ddergos who are
formally mentioned in a subsequent part of the same chap-
ter, Mark iii. 31. Meyer, indeed, and many others identify
them. Nor can the phrase mean, “those sent by Him,” or
the apostles ; nor can it denote the Pharisees ;—a most absurd
conjecture. Nor does it characterize a wider circle of disciples
(Lichtenstein, Lebens-geschich. d. Herrn. p. 216). Least of
all were they guest-friends who were with Him in some house
of entertainment (Strauss). Nor is it necessary, with Lange,
to include among them the apostles. The persons called of
wap’ adrod were relations of Jesus, either of near or remote
kinship. Bernhardy, p. 256 ; Susann. v. 33 ; Fritzsche, in loc.
The phrase oi wap’ ad7rod is plainly the nominative to Exeyor,
and dyAos cannot be the nominative to éféorn, as if they had
told Him that the multitude was mad against Him. The argu-
ment of Hilary and Epiphanius, that if the brothers had been
sons of Mary herself, her dying son would have commended
her to one of them rather than to John, is just as strong
against the supposition that the brothers, though not her own
children, were Joseph’s. Lange’s theory, that Joseph had
undertaken the charge of his brother Clopas’ children after
their father’s death, so that the ®brothers” were only foster-
brethren, is no less a hypothesis unsupported in Scripture than
the opposite one of Schneckenburger, that Joseph dying at
an early period, Mary became domiciled in the house of her
sister, wife of Clopas or Alphzus, so that his children, brought
up under the same roof with Jesus, might be called His
brothers. Quite as bascless is the statement of Greswell, that
while the brothers were full brothers, the sisters of our Lord
were probably only His cousins, because they are said to be
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living in Nazareth, while the brothers are supposed to have
their abode in’ Capernaum. But the notices in the Gospels
are too indistinct to warrant the opinion of such a separation
of abode ; and as the brothers were married (1 Cor. ix. 5),
why might not the sisters be married and settled in Nazareth ¢

If, then, the ordinary meaning of the term déegol is not to
be retained, or rather, if it is allowed to sfrnp but inconsistently
refused to d8hgof in the same connection—an inconsistency
which would be tolerated in the biography of no other person;
if mere cousinhood cannot be satisfactorily vindicated,—if it is
opposed to the natural sense, and rests on a series of unproven
and contradictory hypotheses; and if the other theory of mere
affinity, unsupported by any statements or allusions in the
evangelical narrative, was yet the current opinion among the
fathers,—we may now inquire as well into their statement and
defence of it, as into the source whence they got it. If they
had it from tradition, was that tradition at all trustworthy? If
Scripture is silent on some historical points, these points may
be found in some old tradition which details minuter or more
private circumstances of which inspiration has taken no cog-
nisance. But if the general character of that tradition be
utterly fabulous and fantastic; if its staple be absurd exag-
geration and puerile legend; if its documents are forgeries
composed in furtherance of error, pious frauds or fictions
ascribed in authorship to apostles or evangelists; and if some
fragments are coarse and prurient as well as mendacious,—
then, as we cannot separate the true from the false, the reality
from the caricature, we must reject the entire mass of it as
unworthy of credit, unless when any portion may be confirmed
by collateral evidence. No one can deny, indeed, that there must
have been a real tradition as to many of those points in the
first century and in Palestine. The first two chapters of Luke,
with the exception of the exordium, are so Hebraistic in tone and
style, so minute in domestic matters and so full and so character-
istic in individual utterances, that they must have been furnished
from traditions or from documents sacredly preserved in the
holy family. The relationship of the dderpo/ must also have
been known to the churches in Galilee and Judwa ; and had it
been handed down to us on assured authority, we should have
accepted it without hesitation. But we have no such reliable
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record, nay, none earlier than the second century. One class
of documents very minute and circumstantial in detail as to
the family of Nazareth is utterly unworthy of credit, and
many of them were composed in defence of serious error.
The Clementine Homilies and Recognitions—dating somewhere
in the second century—support a peculiar form of Ebionitism ;
the ¢ Gospel according to Peter”" was Doketic in its doctrines
and aims,—so much so, that Serapion was obliged to denounce
it ; the Protevangelium of James is a semi-Gnostic travesty of
many parts of the sacred narrative, and might be almost pressed
into the service of the immaculate conception of Mary; the
“ Gospel of St. Thomas” was Doketic also in its tendencies,
—filled with silly prodigies done by the boy Jesus from His
very cradle; the ¢ Gospel according to the Hebrews,” or  the
Twelve Apostles,” was translated into Greek and Latin by
Jerome : some fragments, however, which have been preserved
show that it has little connection with our cancnical Matthew,
but was the work of early Jewish converts, manufactured from
some older narrative—perhaps from one of the products of the
many, moihot, who, according to Luke, had ¢taken in hand to
set forth in order a declaration of the things most surely be-
lieved.” If the tradition be uniform on any point, it deserves
attention, though one must still inquire whether any impres-
sions or opinions might help to create and sustain such a be-
lief, and what is its real value and authority; for its authors,
instead of being independent witnesses, may be all of them
only repeating and copying without investigation what a pre-
decessor had originated and diffused. Besides, if we find the
“brothers ” called simply sons of Joseph, it is open for us to
question who their mother was. Might not the phrase, sons of
Joseph, mean children by her who is so familiarly known as
his wife in the sacred narrative? We should maintain this
inference in any other case, if no other mother be distinctly
stated ; and the canonical Gospels are silent as to auny earlier
conjugal relation of Joseph.

We may observe in passing, that it is remarkable that in
the genuine Grospels Jeseph is not mentioned by name as father

v Evangelia Apocrypha, ed. Tischendorf, 1853. See also the Testi-

monia et Censurs prefixed to each of the books by Fabricius in his Codex
Apocryphus Novi Test. 1763

)



82 EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS.

of Jesus, though it must have been the current belief on the
part of all who were ignorant of the supernatural conception,
or did not credit it. Mary indeed says, % Thy father and I;”
but how else could she have alluded to the relation? The con-
temptuous exclamation was, “Is not this the carpenter’s son?”
or, “Is not this the carpenter?” and then His mother Mary is
named in the same connection. Probably Joseph was dead by
that time, though his age cannot be certainly inferred from any
period assigned to his death. The sinister purpose of Strauss
is apparent in his explanation : “ Joseph had either died early,
or had nothing to do with the subsequent ministry of his sen.
But it is not improbable that, on dogmatic gronnds, the person
who was not to be supposed to be the real father of Jesus was
removed from the traditions about him.” Yet we cannot but be
struck with the fact, that while the inspired Gospels have so
little about Joseph, many of the apocryphal Gospels are full of
him, and give him a primary place, in the same way as they
abound with romance about the unrecorded infancy and early
years of Jesus. Such legends must be discarded ; and though
they are so closely interwoven, it is hard to discover in them
any thread or basis of genuine tradition. To proceed :

Origen is quite explicit in his belief that the brethren were
children of Joseph by a former wife. In his note on Matt.
xiii. 55, he states this opinion, says it was held by some
though not by all, and adopts it as his own.! “ And T think it
reasonable, that as Jesus was the first-fruit of purity and chas-
tity among men, so Mary was among women; for it is not
seemly to ascribe the first-fruit of virginity to any other woman
than her.” Again, on John ii. 12, “They were,” he says,
“ Joseph’s children éx wporedvnicuvias qyvvarios, by a predeceased
wife.” In the first quotation he ascribes this opinion to some
only, ¢aci Tives,—a minority perhaps is naturally designated
by the term. But what opinion was in that case held by the
majority 2 'Was it not very probably that of uterine brother-
hood rather than that of cousinhood? for the last npheld

1 Kai olpeeus adyow ixcwv dudpin iy xabapstytes i by dovsle drapyiv
eovivat Tov " Ingoby, ywvaundy 8 iy Maplaw. . . . See Commentarii, vol.
i. p. 228, ed. Huet. No small amount of this kind of traditional lore
may be found in Hofmann's Das Leben Jesu nach den Apocryphen, ete.,
Leipzig 1851.
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the perpetual virginity equally with the view which Origen
espoused. If he took the same side, chiefly or solely, as he says
the persons referred to did, “to preserve the honour of Mar
in virginity throughout,” and because of his own belief in the
same dogma, is it rash to infer that the other opinion, because
it denied it or set it aside, was rejected by him? Origen traces
the opinion held by the “some,” and advocated by himself,
only to the ¢ Gospel of Peter, as it is called,” or “ the hook of
James,”" and does not claim for it a clear uninterrupted tradi-
tion, He could have no great respect for those uncanonical
books, and he does not allude to any remoter relationship. Nor
does he hold his opinion consistently or firmly, for in one place
he assigns a wholly different reason, and in another place he
affirms that James was called the Lord’s brothér not so mach
“8ux To wpos alpartos cuyyerés,” as ¢ &id 1o fHfos wai Tov
Adyor”— not so much on account of blood-relationship as on
account of his character and discourse.” Conira Celsum, 1. 35,
ed. Spencer. Origen had plainly made no investigation into the
matter, perhaps shrunk from it on account of his belief in the
perpetual virginity, and was ready to adopt any opinion of the
origin of the name that did not come into conflict with this belief.
Epiphanius wrote a treatise on the subject against the
Antidikomarianites, who, as their name implies, refused certain
honours to the blessed Virgin,—a sect, he says, “who from
hatred to the Virgin or desire to obscure her glory, or from
being blinded with envy or ignorance, and wishing to defile the
minds of others, dared to say that the holy Virgin, after the
birth of Christ, cohabited with her husband Joseph.” At one
point of the treatise he incorporates an address which he had
formerly written against the sect, and dedicated ouomioToss
8pfodokors. The pastoral abounds in wailings, ccnsures, and
expressions of astonishment at the audacity, profanity, and
ignorance of these heretics. “ Who ever,” he exclaims, “ used
the name of the holy Mary, and, when asked, did not imme-
diately add, the virgin ?” But we still use the same epithet,
though with reference specially to the miraculous conception.
James, he adds, is called the Lord’s brother, otyi xata dpiaw
dM\& katd xdpw,—and Mary only appeared as the wife of
Joseph, py &xovoa mpos avTov cwpdTwy cuvddeav. Joseply,
1 Tob imyeypappivey xara Tlévpoy shayyeniov xal tis Gigroy " Taxdfor.
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he goes on to say, was fourscore or upwards when the Virgin
was espoused to him, his son James being then about fifty ; and
his other sons were Simon, Joses, and Jude, and his daughters,
Mary and Salome,—these two names, he strangely avers,
being warranted by Scripture—# qpadsj. In the Historia
Josephi they are called Asia and Lydia. His conclusion is:
ot ydp ourpby & mapbévos, ud) yévorro. Ile then resorts to
another style of argument taken from Puoohoyidy oxéaers ;
one of them being, that as the queenly lioness, after a gestation
of six-and-twenty months, produces a perfect animal which by its
birth makes physically impossible that of any second cub, so
the mother of the Lion of Judah could be a mother only once.
Joseph was old—mpeoBiTov xai UmepBdvros Tod xpovov'—at
the birth of Jesus with all its prodigies; and though he had
been younger, he would not have dared to approach his wife
afterwards—évuBpilew odua dyior év & rarprioctn Oess.” His
argument in a word is virtually this, that the cohabitation of
Joseph with Mary was on his part a physical and ethical im-
possibility. Besides, he maintains that as Jesus was mpwré-
toxos of the Father in the highest sense, dvw mpo wdons krioews,
and really alone in this relation—puoveyeris; so it was and
must have been also on earth between Him and His mother.
And not to dwell upon it, the good father thought that he was
holding an even balance when he proceeds in his next section
to oppose the Collyridians,—a sect which offered to the Virgin
divine honours and such kind of meat-offering as was often
presented to Ceres. The theory of Epiphanius is quite clear
in its premises, but he finds difficulty in defending it out of the
simple evangelical narrative, and is obliged to guard it by proofs
taken from apocryphal legend and ascetic theology. Nay, he
has doubts of the Virgin’s death;® such is his extravagant
opinion of her glorification.

Hilary of Poitiers holds a similar view ;* and so does Hilary

1 Panaria, vol. ii. p. 428, etc.

2 Ei ydp nal wposedondive § wapdives 75 laonQ sis evvdQ@uov de 0ddé ime
Béxero Siad v ympahfon, . . Again, wag dpe brddpa ovaPdives 71 TosastTy neel
zoizdTn dyie wapbive Maple. . —Tb.

3 Ol nyw 8 dbdvaros Eueven, dAN abre S fBeBaiobpeser ¢f widunuer—Ib.

t Verum homines pravissimi kinc presumunt opinionis suz auctoritatem
quod plures Dominum nostrum fraires habuisse sit traditum,—and argues that
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the deacon or Ambrosiaster, on Gal. i. 19, one of his argu-
ments being, that if these were His true brothers, Joseph was
His true father—si enim hi virt fratres ejus, et Joseph erit verus
pater ; while those who hold the opposite view, that is, of their
being weri fratres, are branded with insanity and impiety.
Gregory of Nyssa, brother of Basil the Great, also maintained
that Mary is called the mother of James and Joses as being
only their step-mother,

Now, as all these fathers held the perpetual virginity, they
were therefore shut up to deny the obvious sense of ddexgoi.!
The theory of Joseph’s previous marriage suited their views,
and they adopted it. It was already in existence, and they
cannot be accused of originating it to serve their purpose.
The theory of cousinhood was equally valid to their argument,
but they make no reference to it. Either they did not know
it, or they rejected it as not fitting in to the sacred narrative,
or as not coming up to what they felt must be the sense of the
term ddehos.

The apocryphal sources of these beliefs are well known.
The Protevangelium of James® enters fully into the matter:
recounts the prodigies attending the Virgin's birth, she being
the predicted daughter of Joachim and Anna; describes the
wonders of her infancy, she being brought up in the temple
and fed by an angel ; tells how, when she was twelve years of
age, all the widowers among the people were called together
by the advice of an angel, each to bring a rod in his hand,—
that Joseph, throwing his hatchet down as soon as he heard
the proclamation, snatched up his rod,—that the rods were

they are children of Joseph ex priore conjugio, because Jesus on the cross
commended His mother to John and not to one of them. On Matt. i.—
Opera, vol. i. p. 922, ed. Migne.

! Origen says explicitly : of 8 raire Aéyovre 76 dilopa vis Maplag v
waplevic Tapsiv petypt vénovg Bodrevra.  Comment. vol. 1. p. 223, ed. Huet.
See Basil. Opera, vol. ii. p. 854, Paris 1839.

2 An old Syriac version of several of these documents may now be
thankfully read in the excellent edition of Dr. Wright, London 1865 ; and
see also, for another recension of some of them, in the Journal of Sacred
Literature, 1865. Ewald, in reviewing Dr. Wright's work, characterizes the
tract called Transitus Maria, or Assumption of the Virgin, as the source—
der feste (Frund fir alle die unselige Marienverehrung und hundert abergldiu-
bische Dinge. . . . Der ganze Mariencultus der Pipstlicher Kirche beruhet
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received by the high priest, who, having gone into the temple
and prayed over them, returned them fo their owners,—that
on the reception of his rod by Joseph a dove flew out of it and
alighted on his head, and that by this gracious omen he was
pointed out as the husband of Mary. But Joseph refused,
“saying, I am an old man with children;” and he was also
ashamed from so great disparity of years to have Mary regis-
tered as his wife.” The other incidents need not be recounted.
The pseudo-Matthew’s Gospel is very similar, mentioning in
chap. xxiii. Joseph’s four sons and his two daughters. In Codex
B, Tischendorf’s edition, p. 104, Anna, mother of the Virgin,
is said on Joseph’s death to have married Cleophas, by whom
she had a second daughter, named also Mary, who became the
wife of Alphzus, and was mother of James and Philip, and
who on the decease of Cleophas married a third time, her
husband being Salome, by whom she had a third daughter,
named also Mary, who was espoused to Zebedee, and became
mother of James and John. It is needless to refer to the
other legends, unequalled in absurdity and puerility.

The Apostolical Constitutions do not give a decided testi-
mony ; but they uniformly assert that the brother of our Lord
was not James the apostle, and reckon, with the addition of
Paul, fourteen apostles. James is severed alike from apostles,
deacons, and the seventy disciples. They speak in one place
of the mother of our Lord and His sisters (iii. 6);—dJames
more than once calls himself xdyw *IdrwBos diendos pev xata
adpra Tov Xpiorod. vih. 33, ete. Constitut. Apostolice, pp. 65,
79, 228, ed. Ueltzen. As the perpetual virginity is not in-
sisted on in these writings, perhaps these extracts favour the

anf diesem Buche. . . . Giiting. gelehrte Anzeigen, 1865. This statement is
true, though Pope Gelasius would not admit the document among the
canonical writings ; bub the further truth is, that the appearance of this
tract, probably during the second half of the fourth century, shows that
the worship of Mary already existed. It did not originate the Marien-
culius, but it is an index of that state of feeling out of which it had grown,
and by means of which it attained a rapid development,—the worship +#¢
wavayizs iviitov deordrov xal damapfivey Mapies. A Greek edition of the
same tract, Kofpnoic =iic @soréxov, is now also printed in Tischendorf’s
Apocalypses Apocrypha, p. 95, Lipsie 1866.

1 An excellent edition of several of these Gospels may be found in
Hilgenfeld’s Novum Testaumentum extra Canonem receptum, Lipsice 1866,
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idea that sisters and brothers are taken in their natural and
obvious meaning. The Clementine Homilies and Recognitions
give James the chief place among the apostles, as 0 heybeis
@dendos Tt Kvplov (Hom. xi. 35); which may either mean, one
who ordinarily went by that appellation, or one so called without
any natural right to the name,—called a brother as he was one,
or called a brother though not really one. As James, however,
was universally known by the title, the clause may be thought
to express real brotherhood. Recognit. 1. 68, etc.

The testimony of Hegesippus has been variously under-
stood- One excerpt preserved by Eusebius runs thus: “There
were yet living of the family of our Lord the grandchildren of
Jude called the brother of the Lord according to the flesh.”"
Eusebius calls this same Jude the brother of our Saviour
according to the flesh, as being of the family of David” The
participle Aeydpevos is doubtful in meaning; it may refer to a
reputed brotherhood, or it may mean simply that such was the
common and real designation. Whatever be the meaning of
ddenpos—real or reputed brother—it canmot mean cousin.
Ilegesippus supplies no hint that he did not believe the brother-
hood to be a full and not simply a step-brotherhood. Again,
Eusebius (Hist. Focles. ii. 23) inserts a long extract from
Hegesippus which gives a graphic account of James' death,
and in which he says “the church was eommitted, along with
the apostles, to James the brother of the Lord, who, as there
were many of the name, was surnamed the Just by all from
the Lord’s time to our own.”? TIn a subsequent excerpt from
Josephus, the same appellation is given-to James, ¢ the brother
of him who is called Christ.” The meaning of another extract

1 "Bre 3¢ weptiisay of dwé vévevs 0% Kuplov viovol ' Totda Tol xare sdpxs
Aeyoptvoy atrab dlea@od.—Ilist. Fiecles. iii. 19, 20.

2 Avabiyeros 82 vy Euxhwolay perd Tay drosTorwy, o £l:n@os Tod Kupiow
Tixwfos ¢ dvopaceis Swd wavrwy Alnatog d7o av o Kuplov xpdvay péxp:
xeel Ay, Jerome's translation of wers by post, in the phrase peerd vav
aworréaay, is wrong ; but Stier adopts it, as he holds that James Alphei is
referred to in Gal. ii. 9-12, and that he was the first head of the church
in Jerusalem, James the Lord’s brother heing his BUCCessor. Lange's
interpretation of werd Twy @woorérer (in his article in Herzog) is quite
fallacious. The phrase plainly implies that James was not a primary
apostle ; but Lange argues that he was an apostle, and that only in hold-
ing episcopal office was he distinet from the other apostles. The state-
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from Hegesippus has been keenly disputed. He says: ¢ After
James the Just had been martyred, as also the Lord was on
the same charge (or for the same doctrine), his uncle’s son,
Symeon son of Clopas, is next appointed bishop, whom all
put forward as second, being a cousin of the Lord.”! The
meaning is, not that Symeon was another son of his uncle, or
another cousin in addition to James, as Mill and others con-
tend, but that the second bishop was Symeon, son of Christ’s
or James’ paternal uncle Clopas; that is, James is brother, but
Symeon is only cousin of the Lord. Hegesippus in another
place ‘calls him ¢ e elov Tob Kuplov & mpoetpnuévos Supewv
vios Khwma. Euseb. Hist. Eecl. ili. 32. Hug, Schnecken-
burger, and Lange suppose him to be the Apostle Simon the
Canaanite, who in the two lists of Luke is mentioned imme-
diately after James Alphzi. See Bleek, Einleit. p. 544.
Hegesippus thus calls Symeon second bishop and cousin of
the Lord, and he carefully distingnishes between the rela-
tionship of Symeon and James; for though Symeon was a
cousin, he never calls him the Lord’s brother. Eusebius him-
self does not speak distinctly on the subject when he says,
¢ James called the Lord’s brother, because also He (ofros) was
called the son of Joseph, Joseph being thus regarded as the
father of Christ.”? He does not seem to mean that James
was called the son of Joseph, but that Jesus was so called.
There is, however, another reading, and the words do not
clearly assert what James' natural connection with Christ was.
If he was Christ's brother as Joseph was His father, then
there was no relationship in blood, and he might only be a
cousin ; or if ofros refer to James, then James was a real as

ment that the superintendence of the church was committed to him along
with the apostles, excludes him from the number; but Lange draws an
opposite inference, quoting in support of his exegesis, ¢ Tlérpos xxi dads-
zorns, Acts v. 29, which is a very different form of phrase. See Alford’s
Prolegomena to the Epistle of James. .

1 Merad 70 poeprupiioes LaawBos wov Alxosos, ds xal 6 Kbpog iwi v abri
Royw, warw 6 ix Tob Osiov abrob Svuedy ¢ Tob Knawrd xadiorarar ixionomos,
v wpiebeyro wetvreg vt dvsdudy Tob Kuplov dedrepon.—Hist. Eecles. iv. 22,
p- 382, vol. i.

2 Tére Sire xal Ldxafos vév 700 Kuplov eyduevor dder@os, ort 84 xai
obros ol Lwod@ dvipasre wals, 1ob 3 Xpiorov wardp ¢ luggp.—Ifist. Eccl.
ii. 1.
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Jesus was a reputed son of Joseph; and if a real son of Joseph,
why not by Mary? Kusebins (Comment. on Isaiah, xvii. ),
in a mystical interpretation of the ¢ gleaning of grapes” and
“ ghaking of the olive-tree,” “two, three berries left on the top
of the uppermost bough, four, five on the outmost branches,”
makes out from the addition of those numbers that James was a
supplementary apostle as Paul was, counting fourteen apostles in
all.!  But the apocryphal theory of step-brotherhood was current
in that age, and Eusebius may be supposed to have held it, as
he does not formally disavow it. Cyril of Jerusalem distin-
guishes James from the apostles, calls him 76 éavrod dderde,
and the first bishep tfs mapourias Tabrns—* of this diocese.”
Catechesis, xiv. 11, p. 199 ; Opera, ed. Milles, Oxon. 1703.
Hippolytus may be passed over; and the Papias who is some-
times referred to, is, as Prof. Lightfoot has shown, not the
bishop of Hierapolis. The extract sometimes taken from this
Papias of the eleventh century may be found in Routh’s Relig.
Sac. vol. 1. p. 16.

If, then, the theory of step-brethren or cousins be sur-
rounded with difficulties, and rest on many unproved hypo-
theses ; if the one theory can be made the means of impugning
the other; if the first has its origin in apocryphal books filled
with silly legend and fable, and the second has no true basis
in the evangelical narrative; if both have been held from the
earliest times avowedly to conserve the ecclesiastical dogma of
the perpetual virginity ; and if there be nothing in Secripture
or sound theology to upset the belief that gives our Lord’s
“brothers” the natural relationship which the epithet implies,—
what should hinder us from taking afegof in the same sense
as urryp ?

There are indeed objections, but none of them are of any
serious moment. One objection that weighs with many is thus
stated by Jeremy Taylor: “Jesus came into the world without
doing violence to the virginal and pure body of His mother ;
He did also leave her virginity entire, to be as a seal that none
might open the gate of that sanctuary.” Life of Christ, § 3.
Bishop Bull also asserts, It cannot with decency be imagined
that the most holy vesse]l which was thus once consecrated to

! Similarly also Jerome, as before quoted. Compare also what he sayz,
Opera, vol. iv. p. 280,
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be a receptacle of the Deity, should afterwards be desecrated
and profaned by human use.” Bishop Pearson adds, “ Though
whatever should have followed after could have no reflective
tendency upon the first-fruit of her womb, yet the peculiar emi-
nency and unparalleled privilege of that mother . .. have per-
suaded the church of God to believe that she still continued in
the same virginity.” Spanheim holds it as admodum probabile
sanctum hoc organum ad tam eximium conceptum et partum a
Deo selectum non fuisse temeratum ab homine. Dubia Evang.
1. p. 225. Mill himself admits, % They hold themselves free to
include this doctrine as a matter of pious persuasion, but by
no means of the same gravity or indispensable necessity as the
belief of the immaculate conception.”  Mythical Interprefation
of the Gospels, p. 269. So also some Lutheran confessions,
Artic. Smaleald. p. i. art, 4, and in the Formula Concordice.
Numerous persons of opposite views on many other points, as
Zwingli and Olshausen, Lardner and Addison Alexander of
Princeton, agree on this theme. Both Taylor and Pearson
quote Ezek. xliv. 2, the first as an argument, and the second
as an ilustration of the dogma under review. The words of
the prophet are: “Then said the Lord unto me, This gate
shall be shut, it shall not be opened, and no man shall enter
in by it; because the Lord, the God of Israel, hath entered
in by it, thercfore it shall be shut.” DBut these utterances
have no connection with the subject in any way. Still I
suppose that every one feels somewhat the force of the senti-
ments contained in the previous extracts. They may be super-
stitions, but they are natural even to those who by force of
evidence are not able to make the perpetual virginity an article .
of faith. It is not, however, a belief basing itself on Secrip-
ture even by one remote inference. That Jesus should be
born of a virgin, fulfilled prophecy; still, whether virginity was
essential to immaculate conception is open to question, for the
mere suspension of male instrumentality would not remove the
sinfulness of the mother. But divine agency wrought out its
purpose in its own way, and the child of the Virgin was a
“holy thing.” The supernatural origin of the babe did not
depend for its reality on her virginity, but very much for its
visible proof and manifestation. A second-born child might,
for anything we know, be born by immediate divine power,
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but the absence of human intervention would not so palpably
present itself. Jesus, virgin-born, was thus set apart in unique
and awful solemnity from all mankind,—as born pure, not
purified,—divine, not deified,—* the second Adam, the Lord
from heaven.”

That the Virgin had no other children is the impression of
many who do not believe in the perpetual virginity. Thus
Lange says: “ We must not forget that Mary was the wife of
Joseph. She was according to a ratified engagement depend-
ent upon her husband’s will. . . . As a wife, Mary was subject
to wifely obligations; but as a mother, she had fulfilled her
destiny with the birth of Christ. . . . And even for the very
sake of nature’s refinement, we cannot but imagine that this
organism which had born the Prince of the new Aon would
be too proudly or too sacredly disposed to lend itself, after
bringing forth the life of Christ, to the production of mere
common births for the sphere of the old Eon.” Life of Christ,
vol. i. 425, English Trans. But the theory of natural brother-
hood throws no shadow over the glories of Mary, ever blessed
and pre-eminent in honour. It does not in any way lessen the
dignity of her who was so ¢ highly favoured of the Liord” and
“blessed among women.” For though one may shrink from
calling her Beoréxos— Deipara,'—an unwarranted epithet that
draws after it veneration and worship,—yet her glories, which
are without parallel and beyond imagination, and which are hers
and lers alone, are never to be veiled. For she was the elected
mother of a child whose Father was God,—her son *the only-
begotten of the Father ;” through her parthenic maternity the
mystery of mysteries realized—* God manifest in flesh ;” her
offspring the normal Man, and the Redeemer of a fallen race
by His atoning blood,—the Man of Sorrows and the Lord
of all worlds,—crowned with thorns, and now wearing on His
brow the diadem of universal dominion,—the object of praise to
saints, to angels, and to the universe; for of that universe He
is the Head, in that very nature of which, through and in Mary
the mother-maid, He became a partaker.

It is therefore unfair on the part of Mill to allege against
the natural and obvious interpretation of the term daderpor,
that it “aims at no less than the error of the grosser section of

! James has also been called ¢ #3sA@éfz0z.
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the Ebionites, who held that Jesus was in the same manner
her son as all the rest are supposed to have been.” The two
beliefs have no natural alliance. Equally futile is it in the
same author to tell us that Helvidius was the disciple of an
Arian Auxentius, and that Bonosus is said to have impugned
the Divine Sonship. Mythical Interpretation of the Gospels,
PP- 221, 274, For whatever errors may have been held along
with the theory of natural relationship, and whatever the cha-
racter of such as may have espoused it, it stands out from all
such adventitious elements of connection. Omne may hold it
and hold at the same time the supreme divinity of the Lord
Jesus Christ with most perfect consistency. It does not con-
cern the cardinal doctrine of His divinity, nor the equally pre-
cious doctrine of His true and sinless humanity. It impugns
not His immaculate conception, or His supernatural birth, He
being in a sense peculiar to Himself the sced of the woman,
the child of a virgin—Immanuel, ¥ God with us.” It refers
only to possibilities after the incarnation which do not in any
way affect its divineness and reality. It leaves her first-born in
-the solitary glory of the (fod-man. Jesus indeed passed among
the Jews as the ordinary son of Joseph and Mary, yet this
belief was very erroneous; but the ground of the error does
not apply to this theory. The first chapter of Matthew tells
the mystery of the incarnation, and the event is at once taken
out of the category of all ordinary births; but if Mary had
other children, no such wonder surrounded them, and no mis-
take could be made about them. The Jewish misconception as
to the parentage of Jesus could not be made regarding subse-
quent members of His family, whose birth neither enhances
nor lessens the honour and the mystery of His primogeniture.
It was a human nature which He assumed ; they were persons
born into the world. Neither, then, in theology nor in piety,
in creed nor in worship, can this obvious theory of natural
relationship be charged with pernicious consequences. It is
vain to ask, Why, if there were births subsequent to that
of Jesus, are they not recorded? The inspired narrative
keeps steadily to its one primary object and theme—the life
of the blessed Saviour, first-born son of Mary and the Son of
God.

Another objection against the natural interpretation of d&ex-
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¢ds is the repetition of names in the family of Mary and in
the company of the apostles;—dJames, Joses, Simon, and Judas,
brothers,—and two Jameses, two Simons, two Judes, among the
apostles.  Or, identifying Clopas and Alphzeus, there would be
James and Joses as cousins; and if the *Iov8as *TaxdSov, Luke
vi. 16, Acts i. 13, be rendered “ Jude brother of James,” there
would be two sets of four brothers having the same names, It
is not necessary, however, to render the Greek phrase by
“brother of James,” and the sons of Alphsus are only James
and Joses. DBut surely the same names are found among
cousins every day, and would be more frequent in a country
where a few favourite names are continually repeated. There
are in the New Testament nine Simons, four Judes, four or
five Josephs; and in ¢ Josephus there are twenty-one Simous,
seventeen named Joses, and sixteen Judes.” Smith’s Diet.
Bible Antig., art. ¢ Brother.” -

A crowning objection against the view we favour is, that
Jesus upon the cross commended His mother to the care of
the beloved disciple. This objection, says Lightfoot, ¢ has
been hurled at the Helvidian view with great force, and, as it
seems to me, with fatal effect;” and Mill has also put itin a
very strong form, Hilary adopts the same argument, as also
Ambrose, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, and Jerome. That is to
say, if Mary had children or sons of her own, her first-born
would not have handed her over to a stranger. The objection
has mever appeared to us to be of very great force; for we
know nothing of the circumstances of the brothers, and there
may have been personal and domestic reasons why they could
not receive the beloved charge. They might not, for a variety
of reasons, be able to give Mary such a home as John could
provide for her. As we cannot tell, it is useless to argue. We
are wholly ignorant also of their peculiar temperament, and
their want or their possession of those elements of character
which would fit them to tend their aged and widowed parent.
Especially do we know, however, that up to a recent period
they were unbelievers in her divine first-born ; and though He
who did not forget His mother in His dying moments fore-
knew all that was to happen, still their unbelief might dis-
qualify them for giving her the comfort and spiritual nursing
which she required, to heal the wounds inflicted by that “sword”
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way as belongmg to them. Such is the more natural view,
and it is taken by the Greek fathers, by Calvin, Tholuck
Olshausen, Alford. On the stricter meaning of the term dméo-
Tohos, see under Eph. iv.11. We cannot, however, agree with
Chrysostom, that the phrase “all the apostles,” in 1 Cor. xv.
5-7, included such persons as the seventy disciples; nor with
Calvin, that it comprehends discipulos etiam quibus evangelii
predicandi munus injunzerat; since some distinction is appa-
rently preserved between ordinary preachers and those who
in a secondary sense only are named apostles. For, as it is
pointed out by Professor Lightfoot, Timothy and Apollos are
excluded from the rank of apostles, and the others not of the
twelve so named may have seen the risen Saviour. Eusebius
speaks of very many apostles—mAelgTwr.! The Lord’s brother,
then, was not of the primary twelve. He is placed, 1 Cor.
xv. 7, by himself as having seen Christ; or rather, Cephas
is mentioned, and then “the twelve,” of which Cephas was
one; James is mentioned, and then “all the apostles,” of
which James was one. One cannot omit the beautiful legend
founded apparently on this appearance : “The Lord after His
resurrection went to James and appeared to him, for James
had sworn that he would not eat bread from that hour in
which he had drank the cup of the Lord until he had seen
Him risen from the dead. Then He said, Bring hither a
table and bread. Then Ie took bread, and blessed it, and
© brake it, and gave it to James the Just, and said to him, My
brother, eat thy bread, for the Son of man has risen from
the dead.”- This scene is taken by Jerome from the Gospel
- according to the Hebrews, which he translated into Greek and
Latin. De Viris Illustr. 3.  Some for biberat calicem Domini
read Dominus, and render “before the Lord drank the cup,”
or suffered. The Greek has mwewwrer 70 woripiov 6 Kipuos,
which is also the more difficult reading. Tle other reading,
Domini, would imply that the Loord’s brother had been present
at the Lord’s Supper. The writer of the legend did not, how-
ever, regard him as one of the twelve.

James appears as the head of the church in Jerusalem,
and is called simply James in Aects xii. 17 and in Acts xv. 13.
Such was his influence, that his opinion was adopted and em-

1 Hist. Eccles. 1. 12, p. 77, ed. Heinichen.
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bodied in the circular sent to “the churches in Antioch, and
Syria, and Cilicia.” - Acts xv. 13. Taul, on going up to the
capital to visit Peter, saw James also, as we are told in Gal.
1. 19; and on his arrival at Jerusalem many years afterwards,
he at once “ went in with us unto James”—mpos ’IdrwBov,—
a formal interview. Aects xxi. 18. In Gal. ii. 9, too, we read,
¢ James, and Cephas, and John, who were reputed to be
pillars,”—most naturally the same James, the Lord’s brother,
referred to in the first chapter ; and again in the same chapter
reference is thus made—* certain came from James.” James
was thus an apostle, though not one of the twelve.

The original apostles were, according to their commis-
sion, under the necessity of itinerating; but the continuous
residence of James in the metropolis must have helped to
advance bim to his high position. Lange, indeed, objects,
that ¢ on such a supposition the real apostles vanish from the
field,” and quite correctly so far as the book of Acts is con-
cerned. For the assertion is true of the majority, or of eight
of them; and a new apostle like James—he of Tarsus—fills the
scene. Another of Lange’s objections is, ¢ the utter unten-
ableness of an apocryphal apostolate by the side of that insti-
tuted by Christ.”! But his further inference, that the elevation
of James to a quasi-apostolate lifts Jude and Simen, too, to a
similar position, is without foundation as to the last.. The
apostleship of Paul, however, is so far of the same class ; only
he became through his formal call equal to the twelve in rank,
~—his grand argument in that paragraph of the epistle out of
one statement of which the previous pages have sprung. Jude
and James were not regarded as primary apostles, and could not
claim such a standing, though they received the general name,
True, the beok of Acts is silent about James Alphei, and in-
troduces without any explanation another James, But if this
James had been the son of Alphwus, he would probably have
been so designated, as, indeed, he is everywhere else. One
may reply, indeed, that the paternal epithet is omitted because
by this time James son of Zebedee had been slain, and there
remained but one of the name. Still, it wonld be strange that
he is not formally called an apostle, when there is nothing said

1 Die vollige Unhaltbarkeit eines apokryphischen Apsstelstandes neben
dem vor Christus gestifteten Apostolat.

G
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to identify him. A James unidentified is naturally taken to be
a different person from one who is always marked by a patro-
nymic. And to how few of the apostles is there any reference
made at all in the Acts! Luke’s habit is not to identify for-
mally or distinguish persons in the course of his narrative. It
is therefore worse than useless on the part of De Wette to
insinuate that Luke has exchanged the two Jameses in the
course of his history, or forgotten to distinguish them. The
apostles at the penod of Paul’s visit were probably absent from
Jerusalem on missionary work. Peter and John happened to
be there; but James was the recognised or stationary head.
The difficulty, too, is lessened, if, with Stier,y Wieseler,? and
Davidson,® we take the James whose opinion prevailed in the
council, and who is mentioned in Gal. ii. 9, to be the apostle,
son of Alphaus; but the view does not harmonize with the
uniform patristic tradition.

The relation which James bore to Christ must also have
invested him with peculiar honour in the eyes of the Jewish
church. Nor was his character less awful and impressive; he was
surnamed “the Just.” According to Hegesippus, he was holy
from his mother’s womb, and lived the life of a Nazarite,—
neither shaved, nor bathed, nor ancinted himself ; wore linen
garments ; was permitted once a year to enter the holy of
holies ; and was so given to prayer, that his knees had become
callous like a camel's. Kuseb. Hist. Fleel. 1i. 23. Much of
this, of course, is mere legend. Yet, though he was a believer,
he was zealous of the law,—a representative of Jewish piety,
and of that peculiar type of it which naturally prevailed in
the mother church in Jerusalem, still the scene of the temple
service, and the centre of all sacred Jewish associations. In
his epistle the same elements of character are exhibited. The
new dispensation is to him wéuos, but véues Tiis érevfeplas.
He was a stranger to all the practical difficulties which had
met Paul and Peter who had to go and form churches among
the -uncircumecised ; for his circle was either of Jews or cir-
cumecised proselytes. e was the natural head of the « many
thousands of Jews who believed, and who were all zealous of

1 Andeutungen, i. 412.

® Ueber dic Briider des Herrn. Studien und Kritiken, 1st Heft, 1842,
8 Introduction to New Testament, vol. iii. p. 510,
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the law” (Acts xxi. 20) ; and he was able o gnide the extreme
party, for they had confidence in his own fervent ohservance
of “the customs.”?

Such was his great influence even in distant places, that
when * certain came’” from him to Antioch, Peter dissembled,
and even Barnabas succumbed. His shadow overawed them
into a momentary relapse and inconsistency. His martyrdom,
recorded by Hegesippus, and by Josephus in a paragraph the
genuineness of which has been questioned, was supposed by
many? to have brought on the siege of Vespasian as a judg-
ment on the city. St. James is glorified in the Clementines as
“lord, and bishop of biskops.”® In the €hronicon Paschale he
is called apostle and patriarch of Jerusalem, and is said to have
been enthroned by Peter on his departure for Rome (vol. i.
460, ed. Dindorf). So strangely do opinions grow into ex-
tremes, that Victorinus the Rhetorician, a man mentioned
cautiously by Jerome,* but extolled by Augustine,® denies
James to be an apostle, affirms him to be in Azresi, and
reckons him the author of those Judaistic errors which had
crept into the Galatian churches, His interpretation is; “1I
saw James the Lord’s brother (habitus secundum carnem); as
if Paul meant thereby to affirm, ¢ Yon cannot now say, ¢ Thou
deniest James, and therefore rejectest the doctrine we follow,
because thon hast not seen him.” But I did see him, the first
promnulgator of your opinions—ita nihil apud me valuit)” “The
Symmachians make James,” he adds, ‘“a supernumerary apostle,
quasi duodecimum, and all who add the observance of Judaism
to the doctrine of our Lord Jesus Christ follow him as master.”®

On a question so difficult, critics, as may be supposed, are
much divided. Against the theory put forward in the pre-
vious pages are Baronius, Semler, Pott, Schneckenburger,

1 What the name ’'0g8r/ag, given him by Hegesippus, means, it is im-
possible to say, for no solution is satisfactory. See Heinichen's note,
Routh’s Reliquiz Sacrz, vol. 1. p. 233, 2d ed.; Fuller's Miscellanea Sacra,
lib, iii. cap. i.; Suicer, sub woce; Schaff, Kircheng. § 35.

? Az Hegesippus, in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. i, 23.

8 T xvpin el bwwximay imionimy, Simavrs 88 vou " Lepovaahdpe doyior
"Egpaiuy ixxrnsiny.~—Homiliz, p. 10, ed. Dressel.

* De Viris Iflust, cap. 101,

5 Confessionum, Tib, viii. cap. 2, vol. i p. 252, Paris 1836.

8 Mai, Script. Vet. Nova Collectio, vol. iii.
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Guericke, Steiger, Olshausen, Lange, Hug, Friedlieb, Lich-
tenstein, and Arnaud ; on the other side are De Wette, Rothe,
Herder, Neander, Stier, Niedner, Winer, Meyer, Ewald,
Gresswell, Wieseler in a paper Ueber dic Brider des Herrn,
Stud. und Kritik. 1 Heft, 1842 ; Blom, Disputatio de Tois
a8eNols xal Tais aderdals ot Kuplov, Lugduni Batav. 1839;
Schaff, das Verhdltniss des Jaccbus Bruders des Herrns zu
Jacobus Alphei auf Neue exsgetisch und historisch untersuclt,
Berlin 1843. 1In a later work (Church History, § 95, 1854),
Dr. Schaff has modified his view of some of the proofs adduced
by him, saying that he had made rather too little of the dog-
matic argument against the supposition that Mary had other
children, and of the old theory that the brothers were sons of
Joseph by a former marriage (vol. ii. p. 35, English transl.).
See also an essay of Laurent, IXe Brider Jesu, in his Neu-
testamentliche Studien, Grotha 1866,



CHAPTER IIL 1-10.

AFTER his conversion, the apostle had held no consulta-

tion as to his course or the themes of his preaching
with the other apostles; and in proof he still continues his
narrative. He had been in Jerusalem once, and had seen Peter
and James, but he had stayed only for a brief period. The
apostles whom he met did not question his standing, neither
did they sanction his commission nor add to his authority. He
now in his historical argument refers to another visit to Jeru-
salem, when he saw the chief of the apostles; but met them
as an equal, on the same platform of official status, and took
counsel with them as one of the same rank and prerogative.
Nay more, at a subsequent period he confronted the eldest,
boldest, and most highly honoured of them, when he was in
error; did not privately warn him or humbly remonstrate with
him as an inferior with a superior, but solemnly and publicly,
as one invested with the same authority, rebuked Cephas, the
apostle of the circumcision.

Ver. 1. "Eneira 818 Scxatecodpwy érdy mdhw avéBayy eis
‘Iepocéhvpa pera BapvdfBa, cvuraparaSov kai Tirov— Then
after fourteen years I went up again to Jerusalem with Barna-
bas, having taken along with me also Titus.,” *Emesra marks
another step in the historical argument, as in vers. 18 and 21 of
the previous chapter,—another epoch in his travels and life.
The period is specified by 8:a Sexarecodpwr érdv—“after four-
teen years.” It is vain to disturb the reading, as if it might be
read Teoodpwy (8ud 8 érdv changed into St & érdw), as is
maintained by Semler, Capell, Guericke, Rinck, Winer, Reiche,
and Ulrich in Stud. u. Kritik. 1836. The Chronicon Paschale,
sometimes adduced, is no authority, nay, very probably it also
read fourteen years, as it computes them from the ascension—
amwo ris avadprews. Vol i. p. 436, ed. Dindorf. See Anger,
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Wieseler, and the reply of Fritzsche, Fritzschiorum Opuscula,
p. 160, ete.

The phrase Sid Sexareoodpwy érév is rightly rendered
“after fourteen years,” Sud denoting through the whole period,
and thus emphatically beyond it or at the end of it; post in
the Vulgate, Acts xxiv. 17, Mark ii. 1, 4 Mace. xiii. 21, Deut.
ix. 11; Xen. i. 4, 28 ; Winer, § 47 ; Bernhardy, p. 235. Thus
Ot xpc’wov, “after a time,” Sophocles, Philoct. 285, wrongly
rendered by Ellendt “slowly,”—nor is the translation of
Wunder and Ast more satisfactory; 8w ypovov, Xen. Mem. ii.
8, 1, and Kiihner's note; 8/ é&rous, in contrast with éuurvous,
Lucian, Paras. 15, vol. vii. p. 118, ed. Bipont. Hermann, ad
Viger. 377, remarks, 8ua ypdvov est interjecto tempore. Schaefer,
Bos, Ellips. p. 249, ed. London 1825. In Deut. ix. 11, the
unmistakeable Hebrew phrase V2%, “at the end of ” forty days,
etc., is rendered by the Sept. 8t recaapdrovra fuepdv. Others
give & a different sense, the sense of infra: at some point
within the fourteen years, in which I have been a Christian.
(Eder, Rambach, Theile, Schott, and Paulus take this view.
The preposition apparently may bear such a ‘sense, though
Meyer denies it, Acts v. 19, xvi. 9. But with such a meaning,
we should have expected the article or the demonstrative pro-
noun. Nor would the expression with such a sense have any
definite meaning, as it would afford no distinct date to give
strength and proof to the apostle’s statement of self-depen-
dence. But the main question is, From what point does the
apostle reckon the fourteen ‘years ?

1. Many date it from the journey mentioned in i. 18, as
Jerome, Usher, Bengel, Winer, Meyer, Usteri, Riickert, Trana,
Reiche, Jatho, Bisping, Hofmann, Prof. Lightfoot, Kamp-
hausen in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk, and Burton, Works, vol. iv. p. 45.

2. Some date it from his conversion, as Estius, Olshausen,
Fritzsche, Hilgenfeld, Windischmann, Wieseler, Meyer, Ebrard;
also in former times, Baronius, Spanheim, Pearson, and Light-
foot.

3. Others date it from the ascension, as the Chronicle re-
ferred to, Peter Lombard, and Paulus, This last opinion may
be discarded, and the difficulty lies between the previous two.

It does seem at first sight in favour of the first view, that
the apostle has just spoken of a previous journey; and now when
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he writes éreta . . . wahw, you may naturally infer that he
counts from it. And then, as it is part of his argument for his
independent apostolate to show how long a time he acted by
himself and in no concert with the other apostles, the dating of
the time from his first journey adds so much more weight to
his declaration, so much longer an interval having elapsed ; and
he also places 8¢a Sexarecoodpwy in the position of emphasis.

Yet the second opinion is the more probable. The grand
moment of his life was his conversion, and it became the point
from which dates were unconsciously measured,—all before it
fading away as old and legal, all after it standing out in new
and spiritual prominence. His conversion divided his life, and
supplied a point of chronological reference. As he looked
back, it faced him as a terminus from which he naturally
counted. Not only so, but in the commencement of this vindica-
tion he recurs to his conversion and its results, for it severed his
former from his present self, and it was not till three years after
it that he went up to Jerusalem. He lays stress on the lapse
of so long a time, wishing it to be noted that he speaks of
years, and so he writes wera érq Tpia, the emphasis on éry;
but now, the idea of years having been so emphatically ex-
pressed, when he refers again to them, their number becomes
prominent, and he writes, as if still reckoning from his conver-
sion, 8ia Sexarecadapwv érdv. Had this verse occurred imme-
diately after i. 18, we might have said that the fourteen years
dated from the first visit to Jerusalem ; but a paragraph inter-
venes which obscures the reference, and describes some time
spent and some journeys made in various places. Tt is natural,
therefore, to suppose, that after a digressive insertion, the
apostle recurs to the original point of calcunlation—his conver-
sion. The second &meita of this verse thus refers to the same
terminus a quo as the first in i. 18, and he now uses 8iz, not a
second perd, as if to prevent mistake.

ITd\w avéBny—«1 again went up.” On the question, with
which of the visits of the apostle to Jerusalem recorded in the
Acts of the Apostles this visit is to be identified, see remarks
at the end of this section, after ver. 10. The wd\w does not
qualify peta BapvdfBa, as if, according to Langs, a previous
journey with Barnabas had been alluded to. Paul on this
journey was the principal person, Barnabas being in a subordi-
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nate, and Titus in a still inferior relation. Acts xv. 2. There
had, indeed, been an intermediate visit (Acts xi. 29, 30); but
the apostle makes no allusion to it, either because he was sent
up on a special errand of beneficence, or because, as under the
Herodian persecution the apostles might be absent, he did not
see any of them (Spanheim). The record of this visit was not,
on that account, essential to his present argument, and the mere
use of wdhw will not prove that this second visit is the one
intended. Compare John xsi. 1, 14.

zv/.twapa)\aﬁmu xal Turau—“h.ewmb taken with me also
Titus: ™ “also,” as he is going to speak of him immediately,
and he is thus singled out from the Tivas dAlouvs of Acts xv.
2. Compare Job 1. 4. The precise circumstances attending
this visit are minutely dwelt on, as corroborating his statement
that he was an accredited apostle, working and travelling under
a parallel commission with the others for a lengthened period.
Therefore he adds—

Ver. 2. ’AvéBnv 8¢ rara dmoxddinfr—¥ But I went up by
revelation.” Jerusalem stood on a high plateau; but to “ go
up” refers, as with us, to it as the capital. 1 Kings xii, 28;
Matt. xx. 17, 18; Mark iii. 22; Acts zv. 2, etc. Seec C. B.
Michaelis, Dissertatio Chorographica notiones superi et inferi
evolvens, etc., § 37, in vol. v. of Essays edited by Velthusen,
Kuinoel, and Ruperti. ILest the visit should be misunderstood,
the dvéBnv is repeated and put in emphasis, while the iterative
and explanatory 8 at once carries on the argument, and has a
sub-adversative force: I went up, as I have said, ¢ but T went
up according to revelation.,” Klotz-Devarius, ii. 361; Har-
tung, i. 168. The nature of that divine revelation we know
not. The apostle was no stranger to such divine promptings.
He had received the gospel by revelation, and in the same way
had often en]oyed those divine sugoeamons and counsels which
shaped his missionary tours. Acts xvi. 6, 7, 9. The apostles
did not summon him to account, asking why he had assumed
the name and professed to do the work which so specially be-
longed to them. Granville Penn renders xarg aToKdNAriY
“openly,” palam, as if opposed to kat’ iblav, privately,—a use-
less departure from usage! Schrader, Schulz, and Hermann
render the same phrase in the words of the latter: explicationts

1 Morchead proposes to pub a commn after dmoxdrviy: * T wenb up
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causa, ut patefieret inter tpsos, que vera esset Jesu doctring.
The preposition itself may bear such a meaning (Winer, § 49),
but this phrase cannot; for it would be contrary to the New
Testament use of the noun, and would be in the face of the
apostle’s very argument for his independent position, Nor is
xatd Tiva dwox. required for the common interpretation. See
Eph. iii. 8; also, Gual. i. 12, 16. The apostle does not specify
the individual revelation, but affirms absolutely that it was under
revelation that he went up, and not under human suggestion
or control. He went up ¢ by revelation,” not by a particular
revelation. Yet the turn given to the words by Whitby is
inadmissible : *“ according to the tenor of my revelation, which
made me an apostle of the Gentiles” What happened in
Jerusalem is next told : :
Kal dveBéuny airois 76 ebaryyéhiov & xmpvoaw év Tols éveat
—*And I communicated to them the gospel which I preach
among the Grentiles.”

* AveBépny is rendered in the Yulgate contuh eum eis. Com-
pare Aects xxv. 14 ; 2 Mace. iii. 9; and Wetstein in loc. It
does not exactly mean, “to leave in the hands of” (Green,
Gr. G'ram. p. 82), but to tell with a view to confer about it.
Jerome adds: inter conferentes wqualitus est. The noun im-
plied in adrols is to be found in the term ‘Tepordrvpa—no un-
common form of antecedent. Matt, iv, 23, ix. 35, xi. 1, xii. 9;
Luke v.14; Acts viii. 5 ; Winer, § 22, 3, a ; Bernhardy, p. 288.
The adrols are the Christians in Jernsalem, not the elders, as
is held by Winer hesitatingly, and by Matthies decidedly—
avf die Vorsteher und Aeltesten in der Gemeinde; nor yet the
apostles (Calvin, Schott, and Olshausen),—a view which would
not only make a distinetion among the apostles, but also a dif-
ference in the mode and extent of the communication, as if le
had told as much as he chose to the apostolic college, but
opened himself more fully and unreservedly to a select com-
mittee of them. The gospel propounded by him was—

*0 knplsow év 7oils EBveciv—the present indicating its
continuous identity and his enduring work; that conference
made no change upon it. The gospel so characterized was,
indeed, the great scheme of mercy, but especially in the free

and communicated according to revelation,” or, according to his own full
light, his gospel to them.— Explanation of Passages, ete., Edin, 1843,
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form in which he presented it,—unhampered by legal or Mosaic
restrictions, unconditioned by any distinctions of race or blood
—70 ywpls mepiropds, as Chrysostom describes it—its charac-
teristic tenet being justification without works of law. Though
he was speaking in the heart of Judaism, and among Jewish
believers who were zealous of tha law, he did not modify his
vocation in describing it, or present it as his exceptional work.
Where it was most suspected and opposed, where it was sure
to provoke antipathy, he gloried in it. DBut, as if correcting
himself, he suddenly adds— ,

Kar' iSiay 8 vois Soxobow— " but privately to them of
reputation.” These words seem to qualify the atwois and to
confine them to a very particular class, though to state the
persons communicated with, first so broadly and then with
pointed restriction, seems peculiar. Some therefore suppose
that there were two conferences—a first and more public one,
and a second and more select one. Such is the view of De
Wette, Meyer, Windischmann, Ellicott, Bisping, and many
others. But why should the apostle first to all appearance
proclaim his gospel publicly, and then afterward privately—first
to the mass, and then to a coterie? The doctrine of reserve
propounded by the Catholic stius is not to be admitted. We
prefer the view of Chrysostom who admits only one confer-
ence; and he is followed by Calovius, by Alford apparently,
and Webster and Wilkinson. There is no occasion, however,
to mark the clause with brackets, as is done by Knapp. Going
up under revelation, the apostle made known his gospel “to those
in Jerusalem, privately, however, to them whe were of repu-
tation.” The reason, as given by Theodoret, is, that s many
were zealous for the law—dmrép vob vopov {iAor &yovres. That
there was a public meeting and discussion is truoe, as recorded
in Acts xv.; but the apostle does not allude to it here in defi-
nite terms. e seems to state the general result first, and
then, as if referring to the revelation under which he acted, he
suddenly checks himself, and says he communicated with them
of reputation. Thus he may have distinguished his general
mission, which is perhaps alluded to in Acts xv. 4, from the
special course of conduct which his revelation suggested, The
church at Antioch deputed the apostle in consequence of the
Judaizers ; the Judaizers in Jernsalem thought their cause
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betrayed by the favourable reception given to Paul, and their
agitation in the metropolis seems to have necessitated the pub-
lic conference. But “the revelation” may have referred more
to the matters which were treated of in confidence with the
noted brethren.

The phrase xat iSlav is “privately.” Matt. xvii, 19, xx.
17, xxiv. 3; Mark iv. 34. It does not mean “especially”
(Baur), or “ preferably,” as Olshausen and Usteri give it.
The margin of the common version has “ severally,” and the
Genevan reads “ particularly;” but the Syriac correctly,

\501'_\.5 ._._Iy_a.:yu, “between me and them.” Tt corresponds to

i8{g in the classics as opposed to xowj or dnuosia. The pecu-
liar phrase vois SoxoDo is rightly rendered, “to them which
are of reputation”—émigrfuoss (Theodoret), or, as Hesychius
defines it, of &80fo:. There needs no supplied insertion of T
after the participle, as Bagge supposes. Thus lian says
of Aristotle, godos duvp ral dv xal elvar Soxdv, Hist. Var.
xiv.; dfofelvTwy 13 In contrast with Soxodvrwy, in reference
to the weight of their word or opinions. Euripides, Hecuba,
294, 295. Pflugk in his note refers to Pindar, Nem. vii. 30,
d8oknTov év kal Soxéovra; to Eurip. Troad. 608, and Heracl.
795. See Pindar, Ol xiii. 56, and Dissen’s note. Borger quotes
from Porphyry a clause in which ra& #1765 is in contrast to of
Soxotvres. Similarly the Hebrew 3¢, See Fiirst, Lez. sud voce.
Wyecliffe’s version is wrong in rendering “to those that semeden
to be summewhat.” And there is no ground for the supposition
of Cameron, Riickert, Schott, and Olshausen, that the phrase
was chosen as one often in the mouths of the party who pre-
ferred them as leaders. Nor is there any ireny in it, for the
apostle is making a simple historical reference—rols xopvdaios
(@Ecumenius)—to his intercourse with them and its results,—all
as confirmatory of his own separate and independent commission.

M2 mws els xevov Tpéxw 7 E8papor—=* lest I might be run-
ning or have run in vain” The figure of the two verbsis a
common one, Phil. ii. 16; 2 Tim. iv. 7; Gal. v. 7; and also
1 Cor. ix. 24, Heb. xii. 1. The meaning of els xevov, “in
vain,” may be seen, 2 Cor. vi. 1, Phil. i, 16, 1 Thess. iii. 3,
Sept. Isa. 1xv. 23; Kypke, in loc. It is surely prosaic n
Jowett to refer &pauor to the journey to Jerusalem, which he
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had already accomplished. Homberg, Gabler, Paulus, and
Matthies connect this clause with Tois Saxobow—qui putabant
num forle in vanum currerem. Wieseler says that he mentions
this connection simply as a philologische Antiguitdt.

Allied to this view is one originally held by Fritzsche (Con-
jectanea), by Green, and similarly by Wieseler, that psj wos
may mean num forte. In such a case the verb is in the present
indicative. Green renders it thus: “I laid my gospel before
them, that they might judge whether I was running or had
run in vain” (Gr. Gram. pp. 80-83). But w1 wws is ne forte,
and is dependent, on dreféuny. Hofmann also regards the clanse
as a direct question to which a negative answer is anticipated ;
but the question in such a case would, as Meyer says, be made
by el mews. (Ecumenius proposes also to take it xat’ éparrnow,
but as containing a confirmatory result, that he had not run in
vain, Gwynne, finding that all his predecessors have mistaken
the real meaning, thus puts it : “I submitted the gospel which
I preach among the Gentiles, so that I run not now, nor was
then running in vain;” but it is simply ungrammatical to
make p7 7o signify adeo non, and his doctrinal arguments
rest on a misconception. At the same time the inference of
Augustine is too strong, that if Paul has not conferred with
the apostles, ecclesia illi omnino non crederet. Contra Faust.
lib. 28. The verb 7péyw is subjunctive, 1 Thess. iii. 5, and
&pagov indicative. Stallbaum, Plato, Pheed. p. 84, E, vol. i.
127-8. It does mnot require that the first should be indica-
tive because the second is, for the use of the mode depends
on the conception of the writer. Kriiger, § 54, 8, 9. The
first verb in the present subjunctive, where perhaps an opta-
tive might have been expected, describes Paul’s activity as still
lasting; and the past Epapov is regarded by Fritzsche in a hypo-
thetical sense—proposui . . . ne forte frustra cucurrissem,—that
is to say, which might perchance have been the case if T had
not held this conference at Jerusalem. Or the change of mood,
causing also change of tense, may mark that the event appre-
hended had taken place. Winer, § 56, 2, and examples in
(ayler, Partic. Negat. p. 327 ; A. Buttmann, p. 303, There was
fear in the apostle’s mind of something disastrous, and that

enerally is expressed : whether T be running or had run in
vain,”—the idea of apprehension being wrapt up in the idiom.
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Matt. xxv. 9; Rom, xi. 21. But to what does or can the apostle
refer ?

1. The eis xeréy cannot refer to his commission, the validity
of which depended not on human suffrage, and of which he
never could have any doubt, nay, which he was employed at
that moment in justifying.

2. Nor can the phrase refer to the matter of his preaching.
He had received it by revelation, and its truth was independent
altogether of the results of any conference or the decisions of
any body of men. Chrysmtom asks, “ Who would be go sense-
less as to preach for so miany years without being sure that his
preaching was true?” Some Catholic expositors hold, however,
that his preaching needed the sanction of the other apostles or
of the church. See Corn. a-Lapide, in lve., who stoutly con-
tends against all Novantes or Reformers who do mot act like
Paul, and consult mother church.

3 Nor can the words mean that he doubted the eﬂicacy
or success of his labours. So many sermons preached, so many
sinners converted, so many saints blessed and revived, so many
churches founded, so many baptisms administered by himself
or in connection with his apostleship and followed so often by
the visible or palpable descent of the Divine Spirit, were surely
manifold and unmistakeable tokens that he had not run in vain.
And these realities were unaffected by the opinions of any parties
in Jernsalem. Tertullian is bold enough in hitting Marcion
to barb his weapon by the supposition, that the apostle was in
doubt as to his system, that he wished auctoritas antecessorum et
Jidet et predicationi sue.  Adver. Marcion. iv. 2, vol. ii. p 163,
Opera, ed. (UZhler.

4. Nor probably can we regard the whole matter as merely
subjective, with Chrysostom, Beza, Borger, Winer, Riickert,
Meyer, and Ellicott,—that is, lest in the opinion of others I be
running or had run in vain; or as Theodoret plainly puts it, ov
wepl éavtod Téletcey aANE wept Tév dAAww. This, we apprehend,
is only the truth partially, not wholly, It was not the mere
opinion others might form of the gospel which he preached
among the Gentiles, but more the mistaken action to which it
might lead. He was now under a commission to ask advice
on a certain point, the point which characterized his gospel
among the Gentiles. This private conference enabled him
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to state what his views were on this very question; and his
apprehension was, that if it should be misunderstood, all his
labour would be lost, if his free and unhampered mode of offer-
ing Christ to poor heathens were disallowed. Should the church,
in defiance of his arguments, experience, and appeals, insist on
compliance with circumcision as essential to admission to the
church, then on this point which signalized his preaching.as
the apostle of the Gentiles, his labour would be so far in vain,
and the Gentile churches would be in danger of losing their
precious freedom. No man who had laboured so long and so
hard to maintain a gospel unrestricted by any ceremonial con-
ditions would wish his labour to be in vain, or so in vain as to
be authoritatively interfered with, and frustrated as far as pos-
sible by being disowned. And the question involved so much,
that to enjoin it was to introduce another gospel. No wonder
that in connection with so momentous a matter fraught with
such interest to all the Gentile churches, the apostle of the
Gentiles went up by revelation. But he gained his point, and
that point was the non-circumeision of Gentile converts, as the
next verse shows. We do not suppose, with Thiersch, that the
reality of his apostleship was the matter laid before the private
conference after the public settlement of the controversy, so
that thus the ¢ faithful at large were spared the trial of a ques-
tion for which they were not prepared, the recognition of Paul’s
apostleship being much more difficult than the rights of the
Gentiles.” History of the Christian Church, p. 121, Eng. trans.
But it was his gospel, not his office, which he set before them.
Winer’s view is as remote from the point: Ut ne, si his vide-
retur paribus castigandus, publica expostulatione ipsius auctoritas
infringeretur. He had not run in vain—

Ver. 3. "AMN o08¢ Titos 6 ot éuol, "Exiqy dv, juayrdotn
mwepitpumfnvar—- Howbeit not even Titus, who was with me,
‘though he was a Greek, was forced to be circumcised.” The
reference is not to what had happened at Antioch prior to the
visit (Hofmann, Reiche), but to what took place at Jerusatem
during the visit. The dA\d is strongly adversative. So far from
my having run in vain; in the very headquarters of Jewish
influence or Judaistic leaning, my Greek companion Titus,
heathen though he was, had not eirecumeision forced upon him.
The apostle’s position was tested in the case of Titus, and was
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not overthrown. "AMN ¢08é is a climactic phrase—at ne qutdem;
“neuerthelesse nother” (Coverdale). Luke xxiil. 15; Acts
xix. 2. Titus is the emphatic word: his was a ruling case,—
“ga strong and pertinent instance,” as Locke callsit. For various
reasons that might have been deemed expedient at the moment
and in the place, his circamcision might have been demanded,
and yet the tenor of the apostle’s preaching among the Gen-
tiles not disallowed. But not even Titus—

“EXMMpy dv— Greek though” or “as he was,”—«afror,
Theodoret,—the participle declaring the reason by stating the
fact. Donaldson, § 493. Titus was a Greek, or of Greek
extraction, and circumecision might on that account have been
exacted from him as also my companion ; but on the very same
account it was resisted. “ Greek” is equivalent to being of
heathen extraction. Mark vii. 26.

The verb fyaryxdely, the opposite of welfew, is a strong ex-
pression, dencting to compel even by torture, to force by threats,
more mildly by authority (Acts xxvi, 11); then to constrain by
argument : Matt. xiv. 22; Mark vi. 45. See nnder ver. 14.

Two wrong and extreme inferences have been drawn from
the word :

1. The Greek fathers, Winer, De Wette, Usteri, Matthies,
and Schott go to one extreme, and give this meaning, that the
circumcision of Titus, as a Greek and Paul’s companion, was
not insisted on, so much did Paul find himself at one with the
leading authorities in the mother church. But this hypothesis
does not harmonize with the strong expression sjrayxdaén, nor
with the well-known state of opinion and feeling in the church
at Jerusalem. Such a statement at this point, too, would be a
forestalling of the argument as based on the results of the con-
ference. The apostle is showing that he had not laboured in
vain,—that the very point which characterized his gospel was
gained, that point being the free admission of nncircameised
Gentiles into the church; for even in Jerusalem the circum-
cision of Titus was successfully resisted,—the enemy was
worsted even in his citadel. Titns was “with me,” and my
auathority in the matter was equipollent with that of the other
apostles. .

2. Some have gone to another extreme, and have drawn
this inference from the language, that Titus was not forced to
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circumcision,—that is, he was circumcised voluntarily, and not
of constraint. Such is the idea of Pelagius, Primasius, Wieseler,
Baur, Trana, and others. The verse may bear the inference,
but the context disallows it. The circumcision of Timothy is
no case in point; and such an interpretation is in direct conflict
with the course of argument. For the circumcision of Titus
would have been a concession of the very point for which the
agitators were disturbing these churches, first in Antioch, and
afterwards in Galatia. The ¢ false brethren” for whose sakes,
or to whose prejudices, the apostle is supposed to have yielded,
are the very persons with whom he could have no accommoda-
tion. How could he say that he ¢ yielded not,” if at the very
time and on a vital doctrine he had succumbed ? ¢ The apostle
might be accused of preaching uncircumcision; but had he
allowed Titus to be circumcised, a far more pointed charge
might have been brought against him* (Jowett). And how
could such a compromise in such a crisis, a compromise which
the council virtually condemned, secure the truth of the gospel
coming to or remaining with the Galatian churches (ver. 5) ?
If Paul yielded in Jerusalem, why not in the provinces? His
conduct would have been quoted against himself; the Judaizing
teachers would have had warrant for their fettered and subverted
gospel, and “the truth of the gospel” among the Galatians
would have been seriously endangered. Would not the Judaists
there have pleaded Paul’s example, proposed Titus as a noted
precedent, and ingeniously pictured out similarity of circum-
stance and obligation ? Holding the ol 098¢ to be genuine,
we regard him as affirming that very strenuous efforts were
made, by whom he says not, to have Titus circumcised,—efforts
so keen and persistent as to amount almost to compulsion, but
which the apostle strennously and effectively resisted. Such a
view is in harmony with the course of the historical argument.
Though there is no sure ground for Lightfoot’s assertion, that
% probably the apostles recommended Paul to yield the point,”
yet they may have left him to contend alone on this point
with the alarmists ; for the subsequent 8évres . . . ywévres
certainly imply, that if they did not alter their views, they
came at all events to clearer convictions. The apostle proceeds
to give the reason, or rather the explanation, of the statement
just made:
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Ver, 4. dud 8¢ 7Tobs wapetocdrrovs Yrevbadéhdovs— now it
was because of the false brethren stealthily introduced.” The
difficulty of this connection lies in the 8, and the Greek fathers,
expounding their own language, were puzzled with it: ¢ &¢é
atvdeopos mepirros (Theodoret). The statement is repeated
by Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Theophylact transforms it into
o8¢, Jerome says, Sciendum vero quod autem superflua sit, et
81 legatur non habeat quod el respondeat. But 8¢ gives an ex-
planation which virtually contains a reason. Klotz-Devarius,
ii. 362. Rom. iil. 22 (Alford, in loc.), Phil. ii. 8, are similar,
but somewhat different. The connection is not, Titus was not
forced to be circumcised, which, if it had happened, would
have happened on account of the false brethren; but rather,
Titus was not forced to be circumcised, and the reason was,
because of the false brethren,—either they pressed it, or would
have made a handle of it, and divided the council on that point
and others allied to it.! Nor is 8 adversative, and mepierpsifn
to be supplied—%“but he was circumcised on account of false
brethren” (Pelagius, Riickert, Elwert, Schmoller),—mnor is fvary-
xdobn to be simply repeated. The construction is probably of a
more general nature, and apparently refers to some unexpressed
connection between the expected and the actual result of the
conference with the apostles, the difference being cansed by
the efforts of the false brethren. The clause has also a sort of
double connection,—one snggested by ¢ with the verse before
it, and one carried on by ols with the verse after it. The con-
nection ig thus peculiar. The suppositions of an anakolouthon—
dta 7. revd. . . . ofs olde, ver. 5—or of a blending of two con-
structions, the ols of ver. 5 being redundant or resumptive
{Winer, Wieseler, Hilgenfeld, Windischmann, Rinck, and Hof-
mann), need not be detailed. The apostle’s words, though loose
in connection, may be otherwise unravelled, though not perhaps
to one’s complete satisfaction. There is, as Lightfoot says,
some “shipwreck of grammar. He must maintain his own
independence, and not compromise the position of the twelve.
There is need of plain speaking, and there is need of reserve.”
Yet one may say with Luther, Condonandum est Spiritui Sancto

1 Aupustine says, Nam et Titum circumcideret, cum hoc urgerent Judsi
nisi subintroduct! falso fratres idem vellont, etc. De Mendacio, 8, p- 718,
vol. vi.

H
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in Paulo loquenti si peccet aliguando in grammaticam. Ipse
magno ardore loquitur. Qui vero ardet, non potest exacte in
dicendo observare regulas grammaticas et pracepta rhetorica.

It is an unnatural and far-fetched connection given by
Storr, Borger, Rosenmiiller, Stroth, Olshausen, Hermann, and
Gwynne, to connect this verse with avéBny, or with dvebéumy
(Turner). Nor was it necessary to write, “ Titus was not al-
lowed to be eircumcised, yea not; on account of false brethren.”
The preposition iz assigns the reason—propter. Matt. xxiv.
22; Acts xvi. 3; Rom. viii. 20. The more abstrnse meaning
assigned by Wieseler is not in point, at least is not necessary.
The 3z gives the ground for the preceding statement as a
whole, but specially for the non-circumcision of Titus.

Who the yrevBadedcpos in Jerusalem, not Antioch (Fritzsche),
precisely were—and the article gives them a known promi-
nence—we know not. 2 Cor. xi. 26. The apostles certainly did
not coincide with them; and they must have been Judaizers,
though all Judaizers might not be called ¢ false brethren,”
for many were no doubt sincere Christians, though zealous of
the law. But this faction who clamoured for circumecision were
Christians only by profession,—owning the Messiahship so
far as to secure admission to the chureh, but still Jews in their
slavish attachment to the old economy and its ritual, and in
their belief of its permanent and universal obligation. Epi-
phanius affirms that they were Cerinthus and his party : Heres,
xxviii. 4. Their mode of introduction showed what they were
—7ovs mapeiaantovs. The word occurs only here; the verb
isused in 2 Pet.ii. 1, and the term is also found in the pro-
logue to the son of Sirach. It appears to be sometimes nsed
simply for a stranger, and is rendered by Hesychins and Snidas
dANoTpios, and it is found with the same meaning in Polybius
more than once; but the additional sense of surreptitious (sué-
introductitios, Tertullian) was in course of time attached to it,
as its verb here implies. Or may not the term mean that their
falsehood lay in their surreptitious introduction to the company
of the apostles, not their admission into the church,—that they
were false in professing to be brethren, while yet they were
only spies, not from curiosity, but from an earnest and insidious
longing to enslave the (Gentile converts? Fuwrther are they
characterized :
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 Ofrives Tapetofirfor— who came in stealthily.” Ofruwves,
“gs being a class of men who.” Jelf, § 816; Kllendt, Lex.
Soph. sub voce—significatio non tam cousalis, quam explicativa ;
Bornemann, Seholia tn Luc. p. 185, comp. Jude 4. The verb
is applied to Simon Magus in the Clementine Hemilies, ii. 23.
Their first object was—

Karaokomijoar miv énevlepiav fudv fiv éyouev év Xpiarg
"Imooti—¢ to spy out our liberty which we have in Christ
Jesus.”  Josh. ii. 2, 3; 2 Sam. x. 3, 1 Chron. zix. 3, where it
stands for the Hebrew 5;4‘1; Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 22 ; Polybius,
v. 20, 2; Eurip. Hel. 1607. Their work was that of spies—
inspection for a sinister purpese. The aorist may refer to the
act as done before they were detected; or they had no sooner
done with spying out our liberty, than their design became
apparent. The liberty referred to in the clause is not spiritual
liberty in general, nor independence of human authority
(Kohler), but freedom in the sphere where it was menaced
and threatened to be curtailed. It was freedom from the
Mosaic ritual, but not in and by itself; for that freedom con-
tained in it at the same time justification by faith without deeds
of law. This liberty is precions—

“Hy &yopev év Xpiord *Inocob— which we have in Christ
Jesus.” It is ours, judv, for we are having it in Christ Jesus.
It is our present, our asserted possession. See Eph.i. 7. Its
element of being is ¥ in Christ Jesus,”—not by Him (Fritzsche,
Brown), thongh He did secure it, but in Him through living
faith, and in Him by fellowship with Him. By Him it was
secured to us, but in Him we possess it. Their purpose was—

“Iva dudas xartadovdwoovaw—in order that they might
bring us into utter bondage.” The 5uds are not all Christians,
or the apostle and the heathen Christians (Usteri, Meyer,
Wieseler, Hofmann), but as in contrast with duds it is more
distinctive, and is restricted at the moment to the apostle, Titus,
and Barnabas, with perhaps the deputation from Antioch re-
presenting the freer party in the church. Still, what was truc
of the fueis at that moment as a representative party holds true
of all believers. F, G read Ta wsj. The Textus Receptus
has karadovMdcwrras, vindicated by Reiche, with K and the
Greek fathers who virtually use the middle; but the other
reading has in its favour A, B, C, D, x, and it is received
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by Lachmann and Tischendorf. B%F, G have the subjunctive
xaradovidocwoty, The future is the most probable as the rarest
form of construction, for the future indicative is very uncommon
after fa, thongh found in John xvii. 2 (Leet. Var.), Rev. iii. 9,
viii, 3, xxii. 14, Winer, § 41. The change to the subjunctive
is thus easily accounted for. There is no reason whatever for
Bloomfield’s assertion, that the received reading was altered on
account of ignorance of the proper force of the middle voice,
for the middle voice would be inappropriate here, since the
subjection is not to themselves, but to the law; or for Fritzsche’s
opiuion, that the future is only the subjunctive aorist—depra-
vatum. The term i{va points to the final cause, and the xard
in composition deepens the meaning of the verb. The con-
nection with the future is rare, though é7ws is so employed.
Gagyler, Part. Neg. p. 169, says that it is used sensu improprio
finem spectante. Hom. Il vii. 353, xxi, 314. In connection
with §mws uz, see Scheefer, dnnot. in Demosth. OL IIT. vol.i. p.
277. According to Winer, § 41, the future expresses duration,
or a continued state ; according to others, confident anticipa-
tions of the resalt; or, as Alford gives it,  certain sequence in
the view of the agent;” or as Meyer puts it, they expected the
result as certain and enduring—als gewiss und fortdauernd.
Schmalfeld, § 142 ; Klotz-Devarius, p. 683. It probably indi-
cates purpose realized in the view of the false teachers.

Ver. 5. Ols o0dé mpos dpay elfauer 1§ Imorayfi—« To
whom not even for an hour did we yield ir subjection.” The
reading ofs 08¢ has preponderant authority. The words are
found in all Greek uncial codices except D at first hand, and
in almost all the cursives, in a host of versions and originally
in the Vulgate. Many of the Greek and Latin fathers so read
also. Ambrosiaster refers to the reading, and so does Jerome :
quibus neque. DBut some of the Latin fathers omitted the nega-
tive. Tertullian justifies the omission, reading nee ad horam,
and accuses Marcion of witiatio Seripture, for Paul did some-
times yield, ad tempus. The omission thus arose from the
grammatical dificulty, and the desire to preserve the con-
sistency of the apostle who had circumcised Timothy. The
verb occurs only here, and by the aorist refers to the historic
past. The dative Umotayj is that of manner, the article =7
before the abstract noun specifying it as the obedience which
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was demanded or expected, not “the submission we were
taunted with,” in the circumcision of Titus (Lightfoot). The
noun does not signify obedience to Christ—Jesu obsequio (Her-
mann), but refers to the ols, the false brethren in Jerusalem,
on account of whom and whose conduct Titus was not com-
pelled to be circumcised. The dworayh claimed was a specimen
of the xaradodiwois designed against them. Its resolution by
Winer and Usteri into eis v &rmeraryip, or by Bloomfield into
mpos T. Uret., is not to be thought of; nor can it mean, as with
the older interpreters, 8¢ fmrorayfs, per subjectionem (Calvin),
nor is it in apposition with ofs (Matthies). The subjection
was not yielded for the briefest space, otéé mpds dpav—* not
even for an hour.” 2 Cor, vii. 8; Philem. 15. This natural
interpretation of the clanse goes directly against those who,
thinking that Paul voluntarily circumcised Titus, are obliged
to strain the meaning thus: obsequium se prestitisse Paulus
profitetur, sed non ita prastitisse ut illis se victum donet vel de
Jure suo aliquid cederet. See Elwert. And the purpase was—

“Iva 5 é\jfeia o ebaryyeNiov Stapelvy Tpos uds— that
the trath of the gospel might continue with you.” ¢ The truth
of the gospel” is not simply the true gospel, but truth as a
distinctive element of the gospel,—opposed to the false views of
its cardinal doctrine which the reactionary Judaists propounded.
That truth was, in its negative aspect, the non-obligation of
the Mosaic law on Gentile believers,—in its positive aspect,
justification by faith. The long theological note of Matthies
is foreign to the point and the context. The &id in the verb
is intensive—* might endure,” ad jfinem wusque. Heb. i, 11;
2 Pet. iii. 4 ; Wilke, sud voce, The phrase wpds duds means,
with you—yon Galatians, the readers of the epistle. It is an
instance, as Alford remarks, in which we apply home to the
particular, what, as matter of fact, it only shares as included
in the general.” The apostle’s motive in resistance was pure
and noble, and the Galatians should have highly appreciated it.

Yer. 6. "Awo 8¢ 7@y doxodvrwv elvai 7v— But from those
high in reputation.” The construction is plainly broken and
involved. It is evident from this clause that the first inten-
tion was to end the sentence with odd&v wpooenaBoumy; or,
judging from the words actually employed, it might or wonld
have been éuol o0dbév mpocaverédnp—“but from those high‘
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in reputation nothing was added to me;” instead of which he
writes : “ From them who are high in reputation——to me these
persons high in reputation added nothing.” The construction
begins with drd, and passively, then two parenthetical clauses
intervene, and the parenthesis is not formally terminated, but
passes into the connected active clause, éuol yap. Winer, §
63. The apostle is still asserting his apostolic independence.
First, generally, he went into conference with the oi dowoivTes,
and he got nothing from them—no additional element of in-
formation or authority. His commission did not receive any
needed émprimatur from them. But, secondly, the apostle, on
referring to the of Soxodvres, and while such a result as we
have just given is before his mind, is anxious that his relation
to them should be distinctly apprehended—that he met them
on a perfect equality; and so he interjects, “ Whatsoever they
were, it maketh no matter to me.” Then, thirdly, to show that
this declaration was no disparagement of them on any personal
ground, he subjoins, as if in defence or explanation, “ God ac-
cepteth no man’s person.” And, lastly, going back to his in-
tended statement, but with an emphatic change of construction,
he concludes, “ To me, it is true, those who are high in reputa-
tion added nothing.” The anakolouthon is the result of mental
hurry, the main thought and subordinate ideas struggling for
all but simultaneous utterance,—his anxiety to be distinctly
understood in a matter of such high moment as the indepen-
dency of his apostleshlp and teaching, leads him to commence
with a statement, then to guard it, and then to explain the very
guard. This throng of ideas throws him off from his construc-
tion which he does not formally resume, but ends with a dif-
ferent and decided declaration. Such, generally, is, we think,
the structure of these clauses of terse outspokenness.

More particularly: dmo 6¢ Tév Soxolvrwy elval 7-—“But f1 om
them who were esteemed somethmg, "—literally, “who were”
“are in high estimationy * qui videbantur, Vulgate; “which seme
to be great,” Tyndale. The & is resumptive of the thought
first alluded to in ver. 2, but going off from the previous state-
ment. The phrase is not to be taken subjectively, or as mean-
ing “who thought themselves to be something,” Examples
of similar language are: imo moMAGY Kal Soxotwrwy eival e,
Plato, Gorg. p. 472, A ; éav oxdrol Tt elvar pndév dvres, Apolog.
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41, E. See also Wetstein, in loc. There is apparently a slight
element of depreciation in these quotations, but not in the
clause before us. If those in whose estimation they stood so
high were the Judaizing faction, such an inference might be
legitimate, and Bengel and Wieseler adopt it; but if the per-
sons who held them in honour were the church—and such seems
the case from ver. 9—then the words simply indicate the high
position of the individuals referred to. See under ver. 2. The
next clause is explanatory—

‘Oroiol mwote Toav, ovbéy poi Siadépec— whatsoever they
were, it matters nothing to me;” quales aliquando fuerint, Vul-
gate. Some give mworé the sense of olim, and understand the
reference to be to the apostles and their past connection with
Christ during His public ministry (Luther, Beza, Hilgenfeld,
Olshausen); while others refer it to the life of the apostles prier
to their call by Christ—¢ Whatever they had been”—sinners
(Estins after Augustine); or but unlearned and ignorant fisher-
men (Ambrosiaster, Thomas Aquinas, Anselm, Cajetan, and
a-Lapide). Others suppose a reference to previous opinions sub-
versive of the gospel held by them (Gwynne), or to the past time,
when they were apostles, but himself was alienus a fide Christs
(Calvin), Hofmann and Usteri make it “whether apostles or
not.” The first of these views is not without plausibility, for
the prevailing sense of oré in the New Testament is temporal;
but it is too pointed to be contained in these simple words, and
the reference is one not employed by the apostle usually when he
maintains his equality. He says that he had what they had as
in 1 Cor. ix. 1, xv. 10, but does not refer to their personal con-
nection with Christ as giving them any official advantage over
him, for he was not a ‘ whit behind the very chiefest apostles”
—rav Umrephiay émooTodwy. 2 Cor. xi. 5. The apostle speaks
simply of their position in the church when he conferred with
them, or rather, of the honour they were held in at the period
of his writing. The mor¢, therefore, may be used in an inten-
sive sense—cunque—as often in interrogations.

O8év poc Biadépec—“ nothing to me it matters:” the
stress on ovdév—utter indifference. The present Siadéper does
not express his present view of the case, but his view at the
time, vividly recalled, or assuming the present. Phrynichus
says, p. 394, Aéye ofv Ti Siagpéper, quoting Demosthenes against
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the use of the dative /v, as ot here. Lobeck, however, quotes
in correction from Aristotle, tive Siadéper Ta dppeva, De Fart.
Animal. viii, 555 ; Xenophon, Hier. 1, 7, obx 0i8 & Tve Sia-
dépee.  Plato uses both dative and accusative, Aleibiades, i.
109 B; and Aclian also has {efryos ydp 7 Tve 1} ovbéy Siadéper,
Hist, Animal. xiv. 26, vol. 1. p. 327, ed. Jacobs. Chrysostom
writes too strongly in saying that “he presses hard on the
apostles for the sake of the weak.,” Theophylact, on the other
hand, says, obx éfovflevdy Tols dylovs—¢ not vilipending those
holy men.” It matters nothing to me, and the reason is—

I péowmor Ocos avlpwmov ot AapBdver—* God accepteth
no man’s person.” The asyndeton, or want of any connecting
particle, gives point to the statement (Winer, § 60), and by the
peculiar order of the words the emphatic Oeds is placed next
the contrasted dvfpdmov. The phrase mpicwmoy AapBdve is
a Hebraism, a translation of 22 &4, which means  to favour,
to show favour,”—used first of all in a good sense—of God in
Gen. xix. 21: Gen. xxxii, 20; 1 Sam. xxv. 35; 2 Kings iii.
14 ; Job xlii. 8 ;—then specially in a bad sense to show undue
favour to, Lev. xix. 15; Deat. x. 17; Ps. Ixxxil. 2; Prov. xviii,
5; Sirach iv. 27. But in the New Testament the phrase is
invariably used in a bad sense: Matt. xxii. 16 ; Mark xii. 14;
Luke xx, 21, etc.;—tc favour one for mere face or appearance,

“Jas. ii, 1-7. Hence the nouns mpocwmormria, wpocwrmo-
Anmrras, and the corresponding verb. God is impartial in the
bestowment of His gifts and in the selection of His instruments.
The apostle takes God for his model, and he judges and acts
accordingly. T acted,” us if he had said, “in my estimate of
these men, and in my conference with them, without regard to
such external elements as often influence human judgments
and occasionally warp them.” He showed ne undue leaning
on them, though they justly stood so high in the esteem and
confldence of the mother church in Jerusalem. Koppe's con-
jecture, that the apostle might be thinking of his mean bodily
appearance, is really bathos. Chrysostom gives another turn
to the thought : # Although they allow circumcision, they shall
render an account to God; for God will not accept their per-

sons because they are great in rank and station.” But this
future and judicial reference is mot in the context, which is
describing present feeling and events.
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The resumed statement is :

"Epol yap of doxobvres 00dér wpooavéBerto—* to me in fact
those in repute communicated nothing,”—éuol emphatic. If ydp
assign a reason, it may be connected with od8év, pos Sradéper—
“it matters nothing to me, for they added nothing to me;” or it
may be joined to the preceding clause, 7rpdcwmor Oeds dvbpd-
wov oy AapBaver—(God is impartial, for He has put me on the
same level (auf so gleiche Linie, Meyer) with the persons so
high in reputation. Both connections appear unnatural, linking
what is the main thought to a clause subordinate and virtually
parenthetical. Nor will éuoi yap bear to be translated mihi
inquam (Peile, Scholefield). But ydp may be regarded rather
as explicative. Donaldson, § 618, says «ydp is often placed first
with an explanatory clause. Composed of e, verily, com-
bined with &pa, “therefore,” it signifies “the fact is,” “in
fact, as the case stands.” Klotz-Devarius, ii. 233; Kiihner,
§ 324, 2.

The verb mpocavar{fnus is to impart, to communicate ; in
the middle voice—¢ on their part.” This is the real significa-
tion of the verb, though the idea of * additional” or new be
found in it by Beza, Erasmus, Bengel, Winer, Usteri, Wieseler,
Hilgenfeld, and others ; but wpoo- in composition will not sig-
nify insuper. Though, however, the signification of the verb be
simply ¢ they imparted,” the sense or inference plainly is, they
imparted nothing new,—as Meyer has it, um mich zu belohren.
The men of note, of Soxolrres, imparted nothing—nothing which
was so unknown, that he felt himself instructed in his preach-
ing or strengthened in his commission. The least that can be
said is, they did not interfere with him, and they felt that they
could not. Chrysostom is therefore too strong when he explains
it, TovréoTs, pabovres Ta éua ovdey wpooébnray, oddey diple-
oav.  In a word, the apostle makes this statement in no spirit
of vainglory, but simply narrates the naked facts.

Other forms of exegesis have been tried. 1. Some render
the first clause, as Gomarus, Borger, Bagge, quod attinet ad—as
regards the persons high in repute,—thus giving dmé the sense
of mepi, and rendering the next clause, as Theophylact, ofdeuia
poi ¢povris, or as Olshausen paraphrases, “I do mot trouble
myself about the distinguished apostles in the matter.” 2.
Homberg in his Parerga, p- 275, thus renders: ab illis vero,
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qui videntur esse aliquid, non differo. Vult enim, he adds, se
non esse minorem reliquis, quanticungue etiam fuerint. This
interpretation makes ¢mé superfluous, and also pot, consueto
pleonasmo; and Homberg quotes in justification several examples
which are far from bearing him out—admitting, too, that the
clause is the same in meaning with od8év Siadpépew. (Similarly
Ewald.) 3. Elsner, throwing dmé aside, renders, qui videbantur
esse aliquid nikil ed me, nulla ab illis pervenit ad me utilitas.
4. Heinsius, keeping a6, renders, de s aulem qui existimantur
esse aliquid, qualescunque @ fuerint, nikil miki accedit,—a mean-
ing which the verb will not bear. 5. Bengel's paraphrase is,
Nihil mea interest quales tandem fuevint illi ex insignioridus,
ete.: this would require in the last clause ¢mo 7w doxolrrawy,
and the paraphrase is very loose and disjointed. 6. As re-
mote from the context, and subversive of the order of thought,
are the two methods proposed by Kypke, which need not be
given at length; one of them, reckoned by him the prefer-
able, being, “It matters not to me whether these false brethren
were held in high estcem or not.”” 7. Riickert gives the
sense as, Was thn anlangt, ist es mir ganz gleichguliig—an
exegesis not unlike that of Castalio, Calovius, Zacharim. 8.
Still worse is the exegesis of Zeltner, given by Wolf : « Of
those who seemed to be somewhat—ri, what? What, in a
word, of those in repute? What they were formerly, whether
they held another opirnion or not, I am not concerned ;”—the
view also of Schrader. 9. Hermann proposes an aposiopesis,
amo Tév Sokovvrwy elval Ti—quid metuerim? But this is not
the kind of style for such an oratorical pause. 10. Kohler
joins the clause to the last clause of the previous verse :
“That the truth of the gospel might remain with you, (as a
gift) from those who were high in reputation.” But this
exegesis maxs the unity of thought, and the persons high in
reputation were not specially concerned with the preaching and
permanence of a free gospel among the Gentiles. 11. Words-
worth, after Bengel, calls dmé paraphrastic, and takes it as
indicating origin or quarter : “ But it is no matter to me what
sort of persons were from those who seemed to be somewhat.”
So also Gwynne, who finds the syntax to be remarkably simple,
and its parsing a ¢ schoolboy’s” exercise. On the other hand,
Laurent conjectures that the difficulty arises from the apostle’s
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habit of adding marginal notes to his epistles after he had
dictated them, and that ver. 6 is one of these notes: Neutest.
Studien, p. 29, Gotha 1866. 12. Hofmann contrives to con-
strue without any anakolouthon, making the parenthesis begin
with ¢mofos, and ending it with dA\Xa Tolwvavriov, which words
he dissevers from ver. 7 for this purpose,—a clever but quite
unnatural mode of sequence. All these forms of exegesis, more
or less ingenious, are out of harmony with the context and the
plain significance of the terms employed, in such broken and
hurried staternents.

They not only gave me no instructions, as if my course had
been disapproved by them, “ but on the contrary”—di\a Tod-
vayriov—their conduct was the very opposite ; neither jealousy,
nor disparagement of me—far from it,—*“but on the contrary,
they gave me the right hand of fellowship.”

Ver. 7. "ANAa Tolvavtiov, (8ovres 671 memiaTevuar 10 ebary-
véntov Tijs drpoBuartias, xabws IIérpos Ths meprrouss—< But on
the contrary, seeing that I have been entrusted with the gospel
of the uncircumcision, even as Peter was with that of the cir-
cumcision,” The passive verb governs the accusative of the
thing, the active combining a dative with it. Rom.iii. 2, 1 Cor.
ix. 17, 1 Tim. i. 11 ; Winer, § 32, 5; Polybius, xxxi. 26, 7.
Other examples may be found in Fischer, ad Weller. Gram.
Greee. vol. iil, p. 437. The perfect passive, emphatic by
position, denotes the duration of the trust, or that he still held
it. The resolution of the more idiomatic wemloTevuar 7o edayy.
into memioTevtal pot 7o eday. is found in F, G.

The noun d@xpoBuarias, “of the uncircumeision,” is equiva-
lent to Towv axpoBisorwy, Rom. ii. 26, iii. 30,—the gospel as
addressed fo them or belonging to them, the gospel as it was
preached by him among the Gentiles. Of course, the gospel
of the circumcision is that belonging to Jews, as specially
preached to them by Peter—xafds. It is plain that this agree-
ment was the result of the apostle’s frank disclosures, They
had confidence in his statements, and seeing that his was a
divine stewardship for a special sphere of labour, they could
not, they durst not, oppose it. It might not be in all points to
their perfect liking, it might not quite tally with their ideas of
becomingness ; but they could not set themselves against it.
They now did more than allow Paul “to fight his own battle”
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{Jowett) : not only did they leave him undisturbed in the field,
but the council, after a characteristic address by Peter, the
apostle of the circumcision, and on the motion of James, sent
out an edict which must have smoothed away some prejudices
and confirmed the success of the apostle among the Gentiles.
One should like so much to know what the beloved disciple
said at the private conference, or what he who lay in the
Master’s bosom addressed to the public assembly.

The verse implies that Peter was a representative of the
other apostles who laboured among the circumcision. Yet
he had been the first to evangelize and baptize the heathen
(Acts x. xi.); and on being challenged for his conduct, he
had made a pointed and soccessful vindication. It is not
implied by this language that there were two gospels, or even
two distinct types of one gospel. DBut circumcision formed
the point of difference. The Jew might practise it, for it was
a national rite; but it was not to be enforced on the Gentile.
The first Epistle of Peter shows the accordance of his theo-
logy with that of Paul. In Peter there are Jewish imagery
and allusions, but no Judaistic spirit. The relation of the
old economy to Gentile converts is not once glanced at. He
does not refer to its overthrow, for to him the old Israel had
passed into the spiritual Israel which had burst the national
barriers. He does not write of Judaism and Christianity as
rival faiths, or of the one supplanting the other ; but to him
Judaism had reached a predicted spirituality and fulness of
blessing in the Messiah, by “the sprinkling of the blood of Him”
who was the “Lamb without spot.” So that, as Tertullian
‘tersely puts it, this arrangement was only distributio officii, not
separatio evangelii, nec ut aliud alter sed ut alils alter predicarent,
De Prascript. Heret. xxiii, vol. ii. p. 22, ed. (Ehler,

Ver. 8. This parenthetical verse gives the ground of the
preceding statement. The same God who wrought effectually
for Peter wrought effectually for Paul too; therefore the mis-
sion of Paul, divine in its source and sustentation, could not
but be recognised.

‘0 vap évepynoas Ilérpp eis dmogroyw 7hs mepirouds,
émjpynae xai éuol els T4 &€0vy— For He who wrought for
Peter toward the apostleship of the circumcision, the same
wronght for me also towards the Gentiles.” This he adds,
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Jerome says, ne quis eum putaret detrahere Petro. The datives
IIérpgp and o, as Meyer observes, are not governed by év in
the verb which is not a pure compound, as év could not stand
independently. They are therefore dativi commodi. The
purpose of the divine inworking is expressed fully in the first
portion, eis @mooToMjy— with a view to the apostleship,” for
its successful discharge; at least such is the sense implied,
2 Cor. ii. 12, Col. i. 29. The last clause, fully expressed, as
in the Syriac version, would have been els dmooTory Téov
€fvav ; but the curter form is used by the apostle (comparatio
compendiaria). Winer, § 66, /. The inworker is (fod, and
that inworking comprehends every element of commission and
qualification—outpouring of the Spirit, working of miracles,
and all the various endowments and adaptations which fitted
both men so fully for their respective spheres. Acts xv. 12.

Ver. 9. Kai yovres Ty ydpiw mv 8ofelody poi—* And
coming to the knowledge of the grace which was given to me,
James and Cephas and John, who are reputed pillars, gave to
me and Barnabas right hands of fellowship; that we should go
or preach to the Gentiles, but they to the circumcision.” First,
idovres, perceiving,—that is, probably struck by Paul’s repre-
sentation of his work as the apostle of the Grentiles,—a phrase
parallel to «al yvovres, “ and learning,” from the details com-
municated to them. The ydpis here is not barely the apostolic
office (Piscator, Estius), nor yet the success of his labours—
potissimum de successu (Winer, Fritzsche),—but all that divine
gift embodied as well in the apostolate as in all the freely
bestowed qualifications for the successful discharge of its duties.
See under Eph. iii. 8. They came to a knowledge of the divine
gift enjoyed by Paul, implying that they had not distinctly
understood it before. If they added nothing to Paul, he cer-
tainly added something to them. Rom. i. 5, xii. 3.

'TakwBos rai Kngds wal *Twdvyms— James and Cephas
and John.” The order of the names differs. A omits «ai
Kngas; D, F, G, and the Itala read ITérpos xai 'IdxwfBos,
followed by few supporters; while the reading as we have
given it is found in B, C, K, L, &, and versions and fathers.
The placing of Kngas first is a natural correction from the
mention of Peter in the previous verse; but James is first,
from his immediate official status, and he must have had
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great influence at the consultation. So much did he become
the central figure, that Irenaus characterizes the other apostles
as hi autem qui circa Jacobum apostoli. Advers. Heres.
iii. 12, vol. i. p. 494, ed. Stieren. See Essay at the end of
previous chapter. There is no good reason for supposing that
the James of this verse is other than the Lord’s brother, i. 19,
who according to all tradition was head of the church in Jeru-
salem, Stier, Wieseler, and Davidson, however, take the
James of this verse for the Apostle James, son of Alphaeus.
But is it not likely that some clause or epithet would have been
given to the James of the second chapter, if he were different
from the James of the first? or how were his readers to be
guided to make the necessary distinction? See p. 98. The
two participles have these proper names as substantives. Of
them the apostle adds—

O:i 8okotwres arihot elvar—* who have the reputation of
being pillars,”—not, as in Authorized Version, “ who seemed to
be,” either in tense or signification. The Genevan has, “which
are taken to be pyllers.” There is no pleonasm in Soxodvres.
Mark x. 42; Luke xxii. 24; Josephus, Antig. xix. 6, 3; Winer,
§§ 65-7. The figure in the term otdAos is a common and
natural one. It represents the Hebrew ™Y in Ex. xiii. 21, 22,
xiv. 24, referring to the pillar of fire, and it occurs often in a
literal sense in the description of the tabernacle. Its tropical
use may be seen in the New Testament, 1 Tim. iii. 15, Rev.
iii. 12. It is employed often by rabbinical writers as an epithet
of great teachers and saints. See Schoettgen, i. 728, 9; com-
pare Prov. ix. 1. It occurs in a personal sense in the Kpistle
of the Church at Lyons—otdAovs é8palovs, Euseb. Hist. Eccl.
v. 1; in the first Epistle of Clement, i. 5, Peter and Paul are
of péywrror xat SikareTaTor cTiror edudxfOnoav. See Hom.
Clement. xviil. 14, émra orilovs kbouep. Many examples from
the Greek and Latin fathers will be found in Suicer, Thes.
sub voee. The figure is found also in the classics : ardros vap
olkwy eioi mwaides dpaeves, Kuripides, Iph. Aul. 57; infyris
oréyns atdhov modipy, MAschylus, Agam. 897 ; also, stantem
columnam, Horace, Od. i. 35. The accent of orvdos is doubt-
ful, though probably evidence preponderates for orihos—
perhaps the old Zolic form: Lipsius, p. 43, Leipzig 1863.
Ellicott and Tischiendorf print it oriXoe, and the v is invariably
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long in poetry, though it is short in the Latin stylus. Rost und
Palm, sub voce. These three men were esteemed as “ pillars,”
and deservedly so, as they supported and graced the Christian
edifice—which is not necessarily imaged here as a temple,—
zealous, gifted, mighty, and successful labourers, able to loock
beyond the narrow and national boundary within which some
would confine the gospel, and qualified to guide the church in
any crisis with enlightened and generous advice; for they
solemnly and formally recognised Paul on this occasion.

Adefias Ewray épol xai BapvdBa rowwvias—* gave to me
and Barnabas right hands of fellowship.” The first noun is
far removed from the genitive which it governs. Such a sepa-
ration when the genitive follows sometimes happens from the
'sudden intervention of some emphatic or explanatory plirase.
Jolmm =xii. 11; Rom. ix. 21; 1 Cor. viil. 7; Phil. ii. 10; 1
Thess. ii. 13; 1 Tim. iii. 6 ; Winer, 30, 3, note 2. One may
say in this case that defids éwrav stand first, referring to the
visible hearty pledge of recognition; and that éuol xal BaprdBa
follow, from their close relation to &ewxav and rowwvias, which
are put in immediate connection with the explanation. Both
nouns are anarthrous. The first noun with this verb is often used
without the article, the second wants it by correlation. Middle-
ton, pp. 36, 49, ed. Rose ; Apollonius, de Synt. p. 90; 1 Mace.
xi. 50, 62, xiii. 50. Compare, however, Gersdorf’s Beitrdge,
pp- 814-334. For rowwvia, see under Phil. i. 5. The giving
of the right hand was a common pledge of friendship or cove-
nant ther as now. While the Hebrew T N2 means “to sur-
render,” as in 2 Chron, xxx. 8, Lam. v. 6, it denotes also to
pledge, 2 Kings x. 15, Ezra x, 19. Compare Ezek. xvii. 18,
Prov. xi. 21, Lev. vi. 2; Diodor. Sic. 16, 43; Xen. Anabd. ii. 3,
11; Aristoph. NVub. 81; Euripides, Medea, 91, and Porson’s note.
This giving of right hands was the pledge of fellowship, the
recognition of Paul and Barnabas as fellow-labourers. Chry-
sostom exclaims, M2 cuvvéoews DmepBoy rai cupdovias amodefis
avavrippmros. “It was no such parting as when Luther in
the castle of Marburg refused the hand of Zuingle, or when
James Andrea refused that of Theodore Beza at Montbeliard”
(Thiersch). The purpose was—

“Tva 7peis €ls Ta #0pm—in order that we unto the heathen.”
The particle pév is found after sueis in A, C, D, ¥, many cur-
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sives, and several of the fathers; but the simple pronoun is
read in B, F, H, K, L, &, Vulgate and Clarom. and Gothic
version, in Origen, ‘Theophylact, (Ecumenius, and in most of
the Latin fathers. Griesbach marks it as probable, Tischen-
dorf omits it, Lachmann and Meyer accept it ; but Wieseler,
Ellicott, Alford, and Lightfoot rightly reject it. It seems
to have been inserted to produce a correspondence with the
following 8. The clause wants a verb, and is all the more
emphatic, as if no verb of sufficient fulness and distinction had
presented itself readily or at the moment to his mind. The
words “we to the Gentiles” say all that is needful. His
readers could easily divine what the phrase implied. Compare
Rom. iv. 16, 1 Cor. i. 31, 2 Cor, viii. 13,—#a being similarly
placed in all these quotations.

Adrol 8¢ eis Ty meperoprip— and they unto the circum-
cision,”—the abstract used as in ver. 7 for the concrete. Are
not the Jews so named here on purpose, as if the reference were
not only to the covenant rite, but also to what had been the
theme of dissension at Antioch and the subject of present con-
sultation in Jerusalem? while &fvy is used in its broad sense,
of all the nations beyond Palestine, as nations in want of a free
and unclogged offer of the gospel. Some would supply edary-
yemboueda—wvrat, as Winer and others ; but els with a per-
sonal reference is not used by Paul after this verb. Yet we
have a very similar connection in 2 Cor. x. 16, and this prepo-
sition follows the corresponding noun, 1 Thess. ii. 9; see 1 Pet.
i. 25. Meyer in his last edition drops his objection to edayye.
as the supplement, which he had stated in his third edition.
Others propose mopevfduer—0Odaiy, as Bengel and Fritzsche ;
but the apostle’s idea implies both these verbs; Erasmus and
Schott fill in by apostolatu fungeremur. Though this agreement
referred generally to spheres of labours, it cannot strictly be
called a geographical division ; nor was it a minute mapping out
of future travels. Thousands of Jews were in “the dispersion,”
among whom the three apostles might labour; and Paul, « as
his custom was,” went first to the Jews : Acts xvii, 2, 10, xviii.
5, xix. 8. He speaks in his imprisonment of some of his com-
panions who are of the circumcision,” Col. iv. 11; and Peter
and John travelled into heathen countries. Peter is found in
Paul’s way at Antioch; but Paul “would not build on another



CHAP, II, 10, 129

man's foundation *— would not boast in another man's line
of things made ready to our hand.”

Ver. 10. Movor 18y mwroxéy a prnuovelwpey, O xai
domoidaca alTd Tebro moifoai— " Only they asked us that
we should remember the poor, which very thing I also was
forward to do.” The adverb belongs to the previcus clause
beginning with fva. There is no formal ellipse, and no verb
like airodvres or mpoakaAoivtes needs to be supplied (Borger,
‘Winer, Riickert, Usteri) : vi. 12; 2 Thess. ii. 7. The clause
is scarcely a limitation of the compact, but is rather an under-
standing, so slight as not to contradict what the apostle has just
gaid— they communicated nothing to me.” They gave us the
right hand of fellowship, that we should go to the Gentiles; only
we were to remember the poor of the circumcision. Rom. xv.
26,27; 1 Cor. xvi. 3. The order of the words is peculiar, and
povoy fva Tér mreydr in D, F,ete., is an evident emendation.
The position of Ty rrwydr is emphatic, John xiii. 29, 2 Thess.
il. 7; and this irregular position ocenrs in a different form in
the previous verse. Winer, § 61,3, For a similar position of
va, see 1 Cor, vii. 29, 2 Cor. ii. 4. The emphasis is thus on
“ the poor,”—the understanding being that Paal and Barnabas
were to remember them. The subjective verb pypuovedw governs
here the genitive, though occasionally it is followed by the
accusative, indicating a different aspect of idea. Matthiae, §
347; Winer, § 30, 10, ¢. Many believers in Judza were
poor, and the victims of persecution. It would be wrong to
limit the poor to the city of Jerusalem (Piscator and Estius).
In the contract that they should go to the Gentiles to make
them the special field of labour, they were, however, to take
with them this understanding, that they were to remember the
Jewish poor believers. To “remember the poor” is a quiet
Clristian way of expressing generous pecuniary benefaction,—
not the idle and cheap well-wishing reprobated by the Apostle
James. The apostle now adds this brief explanation for him-
self ; for he and Barnabas scon after parted :

"0 xal éomoddaca alrd TedTo worjea—* which very thing
I was also forward to do.” The repetition of adrd Tobro after
the relative is no direct imitation of a well-known Hebraism.
Nordheimer, Heb. Gram. §§ 897, 898. 1In such cases adros is
the pronoun most commonly employed in the Septuagint.

I
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Thiersch, De Pentat. Alex. p. 123, has noted some examples
in the Seventy, as Gen. xxiv. 37, xxvill. 13, xlviii. 15; Ex.
xxx. 6; Num. xiii. 20: and also in the New Testament, as
Rev. vii, 2, xii, 14. Ellicott adds Mark i. 7, vil. 25. The
idiom before us is thus no Hebraism (Riickert, Baumgarten-
Crusius) ; nor are aird ToiTO redundant, as Piscator and
many of the older interpreters affirm. The idiom is well
known. Kiihner, ii. p. 527; Winer, § 21, 3, 2, § 22, 45 Stall-
baum, Plato, Gorgias, p. 285 (509 E.); Sophocles, Philoctet.
315, and there Hermann’s note in reply to Porson’s conjecture
in his Adversariz, p. 199. See under Phil. i. 6. The emphasis
is on the verb—the apostle was forward to do it, and needed not
any such recommendation. The past tense of the verb needs not
have either a perfect (Conybeare} or a pluperfect signification,
as denoting time past with reference to the conference, that is,
before it (Jatho, Webster and Wilkinson) ; but it signifies, that
- at that past period now referred to, he was forward to remem-
ber the poor— also,” xai—as forward to do it as they were
to stipulate for it. Probably the Galatians did not need to be
told this, for he informs the Corinthians, 1 Cor. xvi. 1, “ Now
concerning the collection for the saints, as I have given order
to the churches of Galatia, even so do ye.,” Compare Rom.
xv. 26, where Macedonia and Achaia are said to make a col-
lection els Tods wrwyads Tdy dyiwy Tév év Tepovaaniu, and
the argument which follows in ver. 27. Such benevolence
shows the unity of the charch amidst this apparent diversity of
procedure. The special spiritual obligations under which the
Gentiles lay to the Jews, were partially and cheerfully fulfilled
in those temporal charities which the Jews did not hesitate to
receive from their Gentile brethren. But the sending of this
money was no tribute, no token of their dependence on the
mother church (Olshausen) : Acts xxi. 17, xxiv. 17, and Acts
xi. 29 at an earlier period; 2 Cor. viil. and ix. To take § for
é¢ 8, a conjecture hazarded by Schott, is vague and inadmis-
sible here, though it may occur in peetry. Allied to this is
another meaning, eben deshalb, “for that very reason:” 2 Pet.
i. 5; Xen. Anab. 1, 9, 21 ; Plato, Protag. 310 £; Winer, § 21,
3, 2; Matthjae, § 470. Such a mode of constrnction is here
quite unnecessary. Nor can the reference be that which Usteri
quotes from his friend Studer, “even this,” that is, “nothing
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more did the apostles communicate ;” nor can it be “ which also,
that same, trifling and inconsiderable as it was” (Gwynne). It
simply refers to the fact that the very thing stipulated was the
very thing the apostle was forward to do, and independently al-
together of the stipulation. It is needless to ascribe the poverty
of the believers in Jerusalem to any such remote cause as the
free table established after Pentecost, and which was furnished
by a kind of voluntary communism ; for we know not how long
the experiment lasted, or to what extent it was supported. Nor
need we think of any abuse of the doctrine of the second advent
as being near at hand (Jowett),—an error in the Fhessalonian
church which apparently unhinged its social relations. We
have but to remember “the spoiling of your goods” in the
Epistle to the Hebrews, and what the apostle says to the Thes-
salonians, 1 Thess. ii. 14, 15, ¢ For ye, brethren, became fol-
lowers of the churches of God which in Juda are in Christ
Jesus: for yo also have suffered like things of your own coun-
trymen, even as they have of the Jews; who both killed the
Ligrd Jesus and their own prophets, and have persecuted us;
and they please not (xod, and are contrary to all men.”

The three apostles here referred to, whatever their prepos-
sessions, yield to the force of Paul’s statements. Peter also
at the council called the imposition of the law on Gentile con-
verts an intolerable yoke, for the Gentile was saved by the
same grace as the Jew. Peter appealed only to the great facts
which had met him unexpectedly in his own experience; bnt
James, in the old theocratic spirit, connected the outburst of
Cliristianity with ancient prophecy as its fulfilment. In his
thought, God takes out of the Grentiles a people for His name,
and by an election as real as when He separated Israel of old
from all the nations. The prophecy quoted by hini describes
the rebuilding of the tabernacle of David, not by restoring his
throne in Jerusalem over Jews, and over heathen who as a test
of their loyalty become proselytes, but by the reconstitution
of the theocracy in a more spiritual form, and over myriads
of new subjects—* all the Gentiles”—without a hint of their
conformity to any element of the Mosaic ritual. This expan-
gion of the old economy had been foreseen; it was mo out-
growth unexpected or unprovided for. Believers were not to
be surprised at it, or to grudge that their national supremacy



132 EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS.

should disappear amidst the Gentile crowds, who in doing
homage to David’s Son, their Messiah, should raise “the
tabernacle of David” to a grandeur which it had never at-
tained, and could never attain so long as it was confined to
the territory of Juda. The Jewish mind must have been
impressed by this reasoning—this application of their own
oracles to the present crisis. So far from being perplexed by
it, they ought to have been prepared for it; so far from being
repelled by it, they ought to have anticipated it, prayed for
it, and welcomed its faintest foregleams, as in the preaching
of Philip in Samaria, and of Peter to Cornelius. Paul and
Barnabas, in addressing the multitude—¢ the church, the
apostles and elders”—did not launch inte a discussion of the
general question, or attempt to demonstrate abstract principles.
First, in passing through Phenice and Samaria, they “de-
clared the conversion of the Gentiles;” and secondly, at the
convention theirs was a simple tale which they allowed to work
its own impression—they * declared what miracles and wonders
God had wrought among the Gentiles by them.” The logic
of their facts was irresistible, for they could not be gainsaid.
Let their audience account for it as they chose, and endeavour to
square it with their own opinions and beliefs as best they might,
God was working numerons and undeniable conversions among
the Grentiles as visibly and gloriously as among themselves,
The haughty exclusiveness of the later Judaism made it
impossible for the church to extend without some rupture and
misunderstanding of this nature. That exclusiveness was
nursed by many associations. For them and them alone was
the temple built, the hierarchy consecrated, and the victim slain.
Their history had enshrined the legislation of Moses, the priest-
hood of Aaron, the throne of David, and the glory of Solomon.
The manna had been rained upon their fathers, and the bright
Presence had led them. Waters had been divided and enemies
subdued. Sinai had been lighted up, and had trembled under
the majesty and voice of Jehovah. Their land was hallowed
by the only church of God on earth, and each of them was a
member of it by birth. His one temple was on Mount
Moriah, and they gloried in the pride of being its sole pos-
sessors, ‘The archives of their nation were at the same time
the records of their faith. Nothing was so opposed to their
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daily prepossessions as the idea of a universal religion. Or if
the boundaries of the covenanted territory were to be widened,
Zion was still to be the centre. Foreign peoples were to have
no separate and independent worship ; all nations were to flow
to the ¢ mountain of the Lord’s house, established in the top of
the mountains, and exalted above the hills,” It is impossible for
us to realize the intensity of Jewish feeling on these points, as
it was ever influencing Hebrew believers to relapse into their
former creed, and leading others into the self-deceptive and
pernicious middle course of Judaizers. In such circumstances,
the work of the Apostle Paul naturally excited uneasiness
and suspicion in the best of them, for it was so unlike their
own sphere of service. But the elder apostles were at this
period brought to acquiesce in it, and they virtually sanctioned
it, though there might not be entire appreciation of it in all its
extent and certain consequences.

There is no ground, therefore, for supposing that there was
any hostility between Paunl and these elder apostles, or any de-
cided theological difference, as many strenuously contend, for.
They all held the same cardinal truths, as is manifest from the
Grospel and Epistles of John, and from the Epistles of Peter.
There are varying types of thought arising from mental pecu-
liarity and spiritual temperament,—accidental differences show-
ing more strongly the close inner unity. Nor is the Kpistle
of James in conflict with the Pauline theology. It was in
all probability written before these Judaistic disputes arose ;
for, though addressed to Jews, it makes no mention of them.
Its object among other things was to prove that a justifying
faith- must be in its nature a sanctifying faith; that a dead
faith is no faith, and is without all power to save; and that
from this point of view a man is justified by works—the pro-
ducts of faith being identified with itself, their one living
source.

Nor can we say that there were, even after the convention,
no misunderstandings between Paul and the other apostles.
While they were at one with him in thought, they seem not to
have had the same freedom to act out their convictions. There
was 1o opposition on any points of vital doctrine ; but though
they held that his success justified him, they did not feel at
liberty, or had not sufficient intrepidity, to follow his example.
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Though their earlier exclusiveness was broken, their nationality
still remained,—their conservatism bad become an instinct—
“they to the circumcision.” This mere separation of sphere
might not give rise to division, but these pharisaic Judaists,
who were not so enlightened and considerate as their leaders,
were the forefathers of that Ebionitism which grew and fought
so soon after that period, having its extreme antagonism in
Marcion and his adherents. How the other apostles who had
left Jerusalem at the Herodian persecution, and may have
beer in different parts of the world, acted as to these debated
matters, we know not. It is storied, indeed, that John, living
amidst the Hellenie population of KEphesus, kept the paschal
feast on the fourteenth day of the month, in accordance with
the Jewish reckoning; and that he wore in his older years
one special badge of a priest. Such is the report of Poly-
crates ;' but no great credit is to be attached to it, for it may
be only a literal misapplication to the “ Divine™ of the sacerdotal
imagery of his own Apocalypse. But the stand made by Paul
subjected him to no little obloquy and persecution from Jews
and Judaists. His apostleship was depreciated as secondary,
and his doctrine impugned as not according to truth, His perils
were not symnpathized with; nay, some during his imprisonment
preached Christ “of envy and strife,” intending thereby to
“add affliction to his bonds.” The mournful admission is wrung
from him during his last hours, < All they which are in Asia
be turned away from me,” For his bold and continuous asser-
_ tion of Gentile freedom he was frowned upon during his life,
and no doubt censured as pragmatic, vehement, and unreason-
able in the advocacy of his latitudinarian views; and after his
death, he was for the same reason caricatured fn the Clementines
under the name of Simon Magus, the malignant and worsted
antagonist of the apostle of the circumcision. And yet Paul was
the truest Jew of them all—true in spirit and in act to the
Abrahamic promise which contained in it a ble~smg for “all
families of the earth”--to the divine pledge, “ I will give Thee
the heathen for Thine inheritance”—and to the oracular utter-

- 1The words of Polycrates are, d; éyexitdn Ispide 10 mézranoy me@opnris.
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. v. 24.  The word =éranor is rendered by Jerome {De
Viris Illus. 4, ), aurea lomina—the plate on the high priest’s mitre,
Eplphm:lms records the same thing alzo of James the Just, Heres. 39, 2.
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ance, “T will give Thee for a light to the Gentiles, that Thoun
mayest be my salvation unto the end of the earth.” Truer by
far was he to the old covenant, and those numerous fore-show-
ings of a better and broader dispensation, than they “which were
scattered abroad upon the persecution that rose about Stephen,
and who travelled as far as Phenice, and Cyprus, and Antioch,
preaching the word to none, but unio the Jews only,” and than
those who, by insisting on the circumcision of Gentile converts,
were barring the way while they professed to open it, and clog-
ging the gift in their mode of presenting it with conditions
which robbed it of its value by hampering its freeness.

The power of early association, which grows with one’s
growth, is very difficult to subdue; for it may suddenly reassert
its supremacy at some unguarded moment, and expose inherent
weakness and indecision. He who, on being instructed by a
vision, had preached to Cornelius and admitted him by baptism
into the church, and who, when ¢they of the circumcision
contended with him,” had nobly vindicated his procedure, and
rested his concluding argument on the remembered words of
the Master,—who had spoken so boldly in the synod, and
joined in the apostolic circular,—sunk at Antioch so far beneath
himself and these former experiences, that Paul was obliged to
withstand him to the face.

NOTE ON Cumar. 11 1,

*AvéBny eis ‘lepocdivpa—<t I went up again to Jerusalem.”

Five visits of the apostle to Jerusalem are mentioned in the
Acts, and the question is, which of them can be identified with
the visit so referred to in the first verse of this chapter, or is
that visit one not mentioned in the Acts at all?

These visits are: 1. That recorded in Acts ix. 26, and re-
ferred to already in Gal. i. 18. See p. 50.

2. The second visit is described in Acts xi. 27-30, and the
return from it in Acts xil. 25. In consequence of a famine,
“ which came to pass in the days of Claudius Casar,” Bar-
nabas and Saul carried up from Antioch “ relief to the brethren
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which dwelt in Jud®a ;” and their mission being accomplished,
they ¢ returned from Jerusalem.” :

3. The third visit is told in Acts xv. In consequence of
Judaistic agitation in the cliurch at Antioch, it was resolved
“that Paul and Barnabas, and certain other of them, sheuld
go up to Jernsalem to the apostles and elders about this ques-
tion.” The agitation was renewed in Jerusalem, and after the
deputies had been “received of the church,” a council was
held, and a letter was written. Then Paul and Barnabas re-
turned to Antioch, accompanied by Silas and Judas Barsabas,
who carried the epistle, and had it also in charge to expound
- its contents—* to tell the same things by mouth.”

4, The fourth visit is inferred from Acts xviii. 21, where
the apostle says, “I must by all means keep this feast that
cometh in Jernsalem,’-—followed by the announcement, that
“when he had landed at Cesarea, and gone up and saluted the
church, he went down to Antioch,”

5. The fifth visit is given at length in Aets xxi. 1-17, ete.
The apostle sailed from Philippi ¢ after the days of nnleavened
bread;” and he would not spend any time in Asia, for ¢ he
hasted if it were possible for him to be at Jerusalem the day of
Pentecost.” A

Now the first and last visits may be at once set aside. Ie sets
aside the first himself by affirming that the one under discus-
sion was a subsequent visit to it—=&reira; and he did not return
to Antioch after his last visit, but he went down to it after
this visit, as is implied in ii. 11. Nor is it likely that his visit
to Jerusalem as a delegate from Antioch on a theological con-
troversy was the fourth visit, for its only asserted purpose was
to keep a Jewish feast. Whiston, Van Til, Credner, and
Riickert virtually, with Kohler, Hess, Huther (on 1 Pet. p. 8),
and Lutterbeck, adopt this view, which has been strenuously con-
tended for by Wieseler in his Chronologie d. apostol. Zeitaliers,
p- 179, and in a Chronologischer Ezcurs appended to his com-
mentary on this epistle. Wieseler, struck by Paul’s circumecision
of Timothy after the visit referred to in this epistle, and by some
objections adduced by Baur, tries to escape from the difficulty
by adopting this hypothesis. But in this visit of the Galatian
epistle, the apostle describes his interview with the apostles as a
novelty ; while the entire narrative implies that they met for the
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first time, and came to a mutual understanding as to tlheir re-
spective spheres of labour. Such a visit cannot therefore be the
fourth, for at the third visit Paul had most certainly met with
the apostles and elders, and there had been a public synod and
debate. DBesides, Barnabas was with Paul at the visit in ques-
tion ; but there is no mention of him in the account of the
fourth visit, for the two apostles had separated before that
period. If what Paul relates in this epistle, as to the results of
his consultations with the older apostles, had happened at the
fourth visit, it would have been surely mentioned in Acts; but
Acts is wholly silent on the matter, and dismisses the visit by
a single clause—¢ having saluted the church.” Can those
simple words cover, as Wieseler argues, business so momentous,
prolonged, and varied as that described in the epistle before us?
Besides, if this fourth visit, which appears to be limited to the
exchange of cordial greetings, is the one here described by the
apostle, then his historical argument for his independence
breaks down, and he conceals that at a previous period he
had been in company with the apostles, and had obtained
from them a letter which was meant to suspend an agitation
quite of the kind which was placing the Galatians in such
serious peril. In arguing his own independence from the fact
of his necessary distance during & long period from the primary
apostles, could he have concealed such a visit as that which led
to an address from Peter and a declaration from James on
points of such importance, and so closely allied to those which
he is about to discuss at length in the letter under his hand %
Wieseler’s arguments are futlle One of them is, that not till
the time of the fourth visit could Paul have risen to such emi-
nence as to be on a virtual equality with Peter, nor wounld Paul
have ventured at an earlier period to have taken a Gentile like
Titus with him to Jerusalem. This is only an assumption, for
during those fourteen years the churches must have been learn-
ing to recognise Paul’s independent mission, since he had so suc-
cessfully laboured in Antioch, the capital of Syrian heathendom,
had gone a long missionary circuit, and returned to the same
city, where he “abode long time.” There was therefore, before
liis third visit, an ample period of time and labour, sufficient to
place him and Barnabas in the high position assigned to them.
The record of the fourth visit in Acts is also silent about Titus;
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but at such a crisis as that which necessitated the third visit,
Titus, a person so deeply interested that in his person the
question was virtually tested, is very naturally found along with
the champion of Gentile freedom in the Jewish metropolis.
Wieseler indeed attempts to find Titus in Acts xviii. 7, where
the common reading ’Iodorov is found in some Mss. as Tizov
"Ioborov or Tiriov—a reading rejected by Lachmann and
Tischendorf, and probably a traditional emendation, He again
argues that the clause, ii. 5, *“that the truth of the gospel
might remain with you,” implies that Paul had been in Galatia
before he could so write of any purpose of his at the conven-
tion. But the apostle merely identifies, as well he might, a
more proximate with a more future purpose. See on the verse.
Another of Wieseler's proofs that the visit must be the fourth
one is, because it allows unrestricted freedom to the Gentile
converts, whereas at the third visit the circular issued and car-
ried down to Antioch laid them under certain restrictions.
Bat in making this affirmation he travels beyond the record in
Gal. ii. 1-10, which speaks only of the apostolic concordat, and
says not a syllable about the general standing of the Gentile
converts. There is thus a certainty that his fourth visit is not
the one referred to by the apostle in the words, ¢ Then fourteen
years after I went up to Jerusalem.”

Nor in all probability was it the second visit, when he went
up with funds to relieve the poor. This opinion is given in the
Chronicon Paschale,' and held by Calvin, Keil, Kiichler, Gabler,
Heinrichs, Kuincel, Koppe, Bottger, Fritzsche, and by Browne,
Ordo Seclorum, p. 97. The prophecy of Agabus could not be
the “revelation” by which he went up; and this visit could not
have been so long as fourteen years after his conversion. On such
a theory, too, he must have spent nearly all the intermediate and
unrecorded time at Tarsus. But, according to Acts, no period
of such duration can be assigned to his sojourn in his native
city, for we find him very soon afterwards at Antioch. Prior to
the visit of this chapter, Paul and Barnabas were noted as mis-
sionaries among the heathen ; the elder apostles saw that Paul
had been entrusted with the gospel of the uncircumecision, for
he described to them the gospel which he was in the habit of

1 Ral 6 elws w oA iv, Snhordrs ivépe doriv dvaBdoic adry. Vol i. p. 436,

ed. Dindorf, Bonn 1832,
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preaching among the Gentiles, These circumstances were im-
possible at the second visit, for at that period the conversion of
the Gentiles had not been attempted on system and over a wide
area. It may be indeed replied, that as the apostle refers to
one visit, and then says, “ After fourteen years I went up
again,” the natural inference is, that this second must in order
of time be next to the first : Primum proaimum iter (Fritzsche).
But the inference has no sure basis. The apostle’s object must
be kept in view; and that is, to show that his mission and
ministry had no originating connection with Jerusalem ; be-
cause for a very long period he could hold no communication
with the twelve, or any of them ; for it was not till three years
after his conversion that he saw Peter for a fortnight, and a
much longer interval had elapsed ere he conferred with Peter,
and James, and John. Any visit to Jerusalem during which
he came into contact with none of the apostles, did not need
to be mentioned; for it did not assist his argument, and was
no proof of his lengthened course of independent action. But
the second visit was one of this nature—the errand was special;
the Herodian persecution, under- which James son of Zebedee
had fallen, and Peter had been delivered from martyrdom by a
singular miracle, had driven the apostles out of Jerusalem, and
the money sent by the church was, in absence of the apostles,
given into the custody of the elders.” This view is more in
accordance with the plain meaning of the narrative than that
of Ebrard and Diisterdieck, Meyer, Bleek, and Neander, who
conjecture that this visit to Jerusalem was made by Barnabas
only, Paul having gone with him only a part of the way. So
that the so-called third visit was therefore really the apostle’s
second. But this view charges inaccuracy on the Acts of the
Apostles, and is only a little better than the assumption of
Schleiermacher, that the historian has confounded his authori-
ties, and made two visits out of ome. Nor had Paul at the
second visit risen to an eminence which by common consent
placed him by the side of Peter. We dare not say with
Wordsworth that he was not an apostle at the period of the
second visit, for the apostleship was formally conferred on him
at his conversion, but certainly he had not as yet made “ full
proof”” of his ministry. In the section of the Acts which nar-
rates the second visit he even appears as secondary—the money
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was sent “ by the hands of Barnabas and Saul;” * Barnahas
and Saul returned from Jerusalem.” Acts xi. 30, xii. 25. If
one object that the visit under review could not be the second
visit, because Peter, on being released from prison, had left
Jerusalem (Acts xii. 17), and could not therefore come into
conference with Panl and Barnabas, Fritzsche replies, perperam
affirmes, for Paul and Barnabas had finished their stewardship
prior to the martyrdom of James and the arrest of Peter. But
to sustain his view, he breaks up the natural coherence and
sequence of the narrative.

The probabilities are therefore in favour of its being the
third visit recorded in Acts xv., when Paul and Barnabas went
up as deputies from the church at Antioch on the embarrass-
ing question about the circumcision of Geentile converts. The
large majority of critics adhere to this view; and among
authors not usually referred to in this velume may be named,
Baronius, Pearson, Hemsen, Lekebusch, Ussher, Sclinecken-
burger, Thiersch, Lechler, Baumgarten, Ritschl, Lange,
Schaff, Anger, de Temporum in Aectis ratione, iv.; and Trip,
in his Puulus nach der Apostelgeschichte, Leiden 1866. Baur,
Schwegler; Zeller, and Hilgenfeld hold the same opinion,
only for the sinister purpose of showing that the discrepancies
between Acts and Galatians in reference to the same event
are so great and insoluble, that Acts must be given up as
wholly wanting historical basis and credit. But in Acts, Paul
and Barnabas were commissioned, and ¢ certain others;” in
the epistle, T'itus is mentioned as being with the two leaders.
The question at Antioch was virtually the same as that dis-
cussed in the public conference at Jerusalem ; and as a
testing case, the circumcision of Titus was refused, after it
had heen apparently insisted on with a pressure that is called
compulsion. At this visit Paul stood out in the specific
character and functions of an apostle of the Gentiles; the
other apostles acquiesced in his work, not as a novel sphere
of labour, but one which he had been filling with signal suc-
cess. True, he says, “I went np by revelation;” but the
statement is not inconsistent with the record in Acts, that
he was sent as a deputy. Commission and revelation are not
necessarily in ant