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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE.

———

- JDROFESSOR CREMER'S Lexicon of New Testament Greek is in Germany considered
one of the most important contributions to the study of New Testament Exegesis
that has appeared for many years. As is clear from the author’s preface, the student
must not expect to find in it every word which the New Testament contains. For
words whose ordinary meaning in the classics is retained unmodified and unchanged in
Sc¢ripture, he must resort still to the classical lexicons, But for words whose meaning
is thus modified, words which have become the bases and watchwords of Christian
theology, he will find this lexicon most valuable and suggestive, tracing as it does their
history in their transference from the classics into the Septuagint, and from the
Suptuagint into the New Testament, and the gradual deepening and elevation of their
meaning till they reach the fulness of New Testament thought. The esteem in which
the work is held in Germany is evident from the facts that it has procured for the
author his appointment as Professor of Theology in the University of Greifswald, that a
second edition has been so soon called for, and that a translation of it has appeared in
Holland. . ' :
The present translation contains several alterations and additions made by Professor
Cremer in the sheets of his second edition ; about four hundred errata, moreover, occurring
in that edition have been corrected.

o P o WILLIAM URWICK.
49 BeLsize PARk GARDENs, LoNpow, N.W., .
August 1878.



. AUTHOR'S PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

EXICAL works upon New Testament Greek have hitherto lacked a thorough
appreciation of what Schleiermacher calls “the language - moulding power of
Christianity.” A language so highly elaborated and widely used as was Greek having
been chosen as the organ of the Spirit of Christ, it necessarily followed that as Christianity
fulfilled the aspirations of truth, the expressions of that language received a new meaning,
and terms hackneyed and worn out by the current misuse of daily talk received a new
impress and a fresh power. But as Christianity stands in express and obvious antithesis
to the natwral man (using this phrase in a spiritual sense), Greek, as the embodiment
and reflection of man’s nafural life in its richness and fulness, presents this contrast
in the service of the sanctuary. This is a phenomenon which repeats itself in every
sphere of life upon which Christianity enters, not, of course, always in the same way, but
always with the same result—namely, that the spirit of the language expands, and makes
itself adequate to the new views which the Spirit of Christ reveals. The speaker’s or
writer's range of view must change as the starting-point and goal of all his judgments
change ; and this change will not only modify the import and range of conceptions
already existing, but will lead to the formation of new conceptions and relationships.
In fact, “ we may,” as Rothe says (Dogmatik, p. 238, Gotha 1863), “ appropriately speak
of a language of the Holy Ghost. For in the Bible it is evident that the Holy Spirit
has been at work, moulding for itself a distinctively religious mode of expression out of
the language of the country which it has chosen as its sphere, and transforming the
linguistic elements which it found ready to hand, and even conceptions already existing,
into a shape and form appropriate to itself and all its own.” We have a very clear and
striking proof of this in New Testament Greek.

A lexical handling of N. T. Greek must, if it is to be really a help to the under-
standing of the documents of Revelation, be directed mainly to that department of the
linguistic store which is necessarily affected by the influence we have described, .e. to
the expressions of spiritual life, moral and religious. For other portions of the linguistic
treasury the Lexicons of classical Greek suffice. A lexicon of N. T. Greek such as I
mean will be mainly biblico-theological, examining those expressions chiefly which are of
a biblico-theological import. In order to this, it will not be enough to prove by classical
quotations that the word in question is used in classical Greek. The range of the con-
ception expressed in its extra-biblical use must be shown, and the affinity or difference
of the biblical meaning must be pointed out. Here the ever recurring antithesis between
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nature and spirit most strikingly appears; and who will venture to deny that the
observation and investigation of this will exert an influence, hitherto too often over-
looked, upon our understanding of the truths of Revelation? Thus we shall find, for
example, as Nigelsbach (Nackhomerische Theologie, p. 239) observes, that «it is with this
expression (¢ wé\as, mAnclor) as with many others in which heathen and Christian ideas
meet ; the old word has the ring of a Christian thought, and is (so to speak) a vessel
already prepared to receive it, though it did not before come up to it.” Hence, as
Ger. v. Zezschwitz in his lucid little treatise (Profangrdcitdt und biblischer Sprachgeist)
says, “ such a lexicon must be a key, thorougly elaborated, to the essential and funda-
mental ideas of Christendom.” It will likewise show how the common cémplaint, that
many notions with which theology deals are inadmissible, is directed mainly against con-
ceptions that have been alienated from their scriptural basis, that have lost their clear-
ness, and have (if I may use the term) again become naturalized. I regret that through
lack of necessary helps I have been unable to trace the historical strengthening or
weakening which such conceptions have undergone in patristic Greek. A further
valuable addition to such a lexicon Schleiermacher names (Hermeneutik und Kritik,
p. 69), when he says: “ A collection of all the various elements in which the language-
moulding power of Christianity manifests itself would be an adumbration (a Sciagraphy)
of N. T. doctrine and ethics.”

The Seventy prepared the way in Greek for the N. T. proclamation of saving truth,
Fine as is the tact with which in many cases they endeavoured to fulfil their task (cf.
8aos), it must be allowed that their language differs from that of the N. T. as the well-
meant and painstaking effort of the pupils differs from the unerring and creative hand of
the master (see e.g. é\wis). The words by which they rendered Hebrew ideas (for which,
indeed, they sometimes simply substituted Greek ideas) had already undergone much modi-
fication in ordinary or in scholastic usage (see eg. 8é8nhos and xowds). In many cases
the Hebrew word answering to the N. T. conception will be something different in the
Septuagint. It is a matter of regret that the materials and helps accessible for a thorough
review of the Septuagint are so meagre, and that one has to depend for examples alrnost
solely upon a troublesome and laborious search.

The works of Philo and Josephus afford very little help. In them, even more than
in the Septuagint, the endeavour is apparent to import Greek ideas and Greek philosophy
into Judaistic thought, so that we find no trace of that missionary character of divine
revelation, breaking up and sowing anew the profane soil, which sn strikingly charac-
terizes N. T. Greek.

Nevertheless we must on no account overlook the manifold and important affinities
of N. T. Greek with the language of Jewish religious schools, with post-biblical synagogal
Hebrew. See alwv, Bag. To0 6., eixdy, ete. “ Christianity, as the universal religion,
has moulded the form of its announcements alike from Hellenistic, Old Testament, and
synagogal materials” (Delitzsch, Hebrderbrief, p. 589). Here, as is well known, we
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have the most valuable helps. I recrret that the lexicon of Dr. T. Levi upon Ta.rgums
is not yet complete.

The work which, after the labour of nine years, I have now brought to completion is
certainly an attempt only, an effort to do, not a result accomplished; it simply prepares
the way for a cleverer hand than mine. The lack of such a preparation I have felt step
by step throughout. Hardly any even of the commonest N. T. conceptions has received
any adequate investigation, biblical or theological, at the hands of the commentators.
The commentaries of Tholuck, my dear tutor, form, with a few others, a notable yet
solitary exception. I am therefore obliged to pursue my own course, to make my own
way, and peradventure often to go wrong. But thus I have learned more and more to
admire the unerring tact of the Evangelical Church, who, by the more immediate discern-
ment of faith, learned long before us what we can only confirm as truth by our after labours.
It was of no small use to me to be obliged and to be allowed to test these my studies in
the practical work of my ministry.

I have but rarely, as in the case of Sofa had to correct the lexmons of classical
Greek. As to the arrangement of words, they are placed according to the simplest laws
of derivation, so that the review of the linguistic usage and of the scope of the thought
denoted might be as little cumbersome as possible. The alphabetical index at the end
will facilitate reference. ‘And now: “ quibus parum vel quibus nimium est, mihi ignoscant.
Quibus autem satis est, non mihs sed Domino mecum congratulantes agant !” (Aug. De Civ.
D. xxii. 30.) IR




AUTHOR'S PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

HE extraordinarily favourable reception awarded to this first attempt to reform and
scientifically to reconstruct N. T. lexicography must of necessity put me to shame,
all the more because no one can see so plainly as myself that it is due more to the want
which the lexicon was intended to meet, than to the satisfaction which it rendered to that
want. I have endeavoured in this new edition, by emendation, enlargement, revisions, and
additions of new words, to satisfy in some degree the claims which may and must fairly
beset up. Comparatively few articles have been transferred unaltered from the first edition.
While in some cases the changes are but small, eg. the revising and multiplication of
examples from profane Greek and Holy Scripture, and affecting precision of expression, a
considerable number of articles have been either extended or re-written, such as dyafés,
ayawdy, dyyehos (dyy. xupiov), &yios, Sikasos, émiovaios, mepiovaios, kipios, and many
others; and I trust that the commended purity of the work philologically has not been
prejudiced by the attempt more thoroughly to investigate the import and worth of the
biblical conceptions always with renewed linguistic thoroughness. Special attention has
been given to the comparison of synonyms. Concerning @&ycos and its derivatives, I
have instituted investigations fundamentally new, and have, I trust, contributed in some
degree to the fuller and clearer apprehension of this fundamental and xar’ éfoxiv
seriptural conception. More than one hundred and twenty new words have been added,
among others: dyew, altely, drolovlelv, dAMpyopelv, apveiaBai, dmhods, Bovheslar,
Bidlew, yeved, diypa, eldos, éxdv, rapadoxla, marip, wepdlw, mwpocwiov, precla,
Tdmewos, ete. ete.  Though I have not thus as yet attained the standard of the desirable,
I think that I have somewhat lessened the feeling of being left in the dark, on the part
of those using the book. One and another missing word will be found in the list of
synonyms compared. The biblico-theological index of subjects can lay no claim to
completeness, but may not be unwelcome to some.

I pray God that the work in this its new form may contribute abundantly to
increase the knowledge of His glory and joy in His word, and in a small measure
to counteract the misuse of the language of Scripture when employed as the fig-leaf
of modern unbelief. “ Det nobis et restituat divina gratia Theologiam tam puram, tam
efficacem, tam divinam, qualem aliquando vellemus habuisse et coluisse in aeternitatem
delati !’ (Weismann, Inst. theol. exeg. dogm. p. 31.)
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4, as the first letter of the Greek Alphabet, is coupled with 2, the last, in Rev. i 8
(Rec. Text,i 11), xxi. 6, xxii. 13, éyd eluc 70 A xal 70 2 (Bengel, Lachm.,, Tisch., always
70 d\pa); in i 8, as the words of «ilpios 6 Oeds, with the amplification, 6 dv «xal o 7w
xal 6 épyopevos, 6 wavroxpdrap; in xxi. 6, as the words of ¢ waluevos éml 1 Bpéve
(cf.iv. 2,3, v.1, 7), amplified as % dpxH xal 76 Té\os ; in xxii. 13, the words of Jesus (ver. 16),
éye» — £2, mpidros xai &oryatos, % dpxh Kal 10 Téos. It is difficult to decide whether this
designation is meant to be more than a figurative and exhaustive description of % dpx?
xal 70 Téhos. Jalkut Rub. f. 174: Adamus totam legem transgressus est ab W usque ad
N Tbid. f. 128. 3: Deus Israclitis dicitur benedicere ab & usque N, 1.e. perfecte. (Quoted
in Wolf, Curae phil., on Rev. i. 8.) According to this view, the designation would corre-
spond to Paul's words, applied in Eph. i 23 to Christ, 6 7d wdvra &v waow mAnpoluevos
(cf. 1 Cor. xv. 28, where the reference is to God), or to the words éf airod xai 8¢ avrod
xal eis avrov T& wdvra, used in Rom. xi. 36 of God; cf the partition of these words
between God and Christ in 1 Cor. viii. 6, Col. L 16, & aird (sc. Xpiord) éeriobn 7d
wdvra . . . 76 wdvra 8 adrod xal els adTov Extiorat, inasmuch as the All-including, All-
embracing is thus expressed. Hengstenberg justly objects to explaining the expression of
mere eristence: “ The great question which then agitated men’s minds was the question
of superiority—whether the world was to retain the predominance it then claimed and
apparently possessed, or the God of the Christians. This question is answered by the
words, ‘I am the Alpha and the Omega’ Let him who is troubled about the end only
ponder the beginning ; let him only muse on what the Psalmist says, ¢ Before the moun-
tains were brought forth, or ever Thou hadst formed the earth and the world, even from
everlasting to everlasting, Thou art God’ (Ps. xc. 2), and his anxiety will vanish.” Bengel
says, “ Sic, magnifico sensu, finis ab origine pendet ;” and in this self-designation of God
and Christ he recognises a triumphant protest against all His foes. He also calls atten-

tion to the fact that Hebrew and Greek modes of expression often occur side by side in
A
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the Revelation (cf. i. 7 : val, dusv), “since it concerns both Jewish and Gentile readers.”
He points out that thus it is with this expression; that we never find the words 74 dpx?
xal 0 Té\os without the éyd — 2 (as may be the case with the other amplifications,
wpidros Kai &oy., 0 dv k.T.\.); whence it appears that this is the Greek rendering of the
Hebraistically conceived éyw — £2 (% — n).—If, however, we seek a more particular refer-
ence of the éyo — £2, we might urge its connection with prophecy, such as in i. 7, xxi. 5,
xxii. 9, 10, is in every case more or less presented to us; and thus we discover in the
expression a comprehensive reference to the prophecy promulgated up to this time, to
God’s word, Holy Scripture, whose accomplishment is evidently intended to be guaranteed
by this self-designation of God and Christ. A similar view was taken by Lampe, De
Joed. grat. ii. 3. 5. Cf. also M. Baumgarten, Protestant. Warnung, iii. 1. 189 ; Offerhaus
(in Wolf, lc.), Christum esse vitam electorum et spiritum Scripturae. Many monographs on
this subject may be seen in Wolf’s Curae.

YABvaoaoos, ov, from Busoés Ion.= Bubis, depth, bottom. Hence, 1. bhottomless,
properly an adjective; eg. &Bvagov mélayos, Bdbfos, even mhoiros, wpiyua. As a sub-
stantive, 7 dBucoos, signifying, 2. abyss, bottomless depth, it is only used in biblical and
eccles. Greek. Once in Diog. Laert. Epigr. iv. 27: xolre xatij\les els péhawav
II\ovréws &Bvaaov. “ Sed a tempore Platonis . . . hic usus alienus est:” Fix in Steph.
thes. In LXX. =0in, Gen. i. 2, vii 11, viii. 2, Deut viil. 7 (Job xxxviii. 16, xxviii. 14),
Ps. xxxvi. 7, xlii. 8, civ. 6, Isa. li. 10, Ezek. xxvi. 19, xxxi. 4, 15, Amos vii. 4, Ps. cvii. 26
(Suid. : $8draw mAHbos woND) = watery deep ; Job xli. 23 = -:Swm In Deut. xxxiii. 13 it
is not an adj., but is to be construed &Bvacor myyév. In the N. T, Rom. x. 7, 75 xara-
Briocerar els T &Bvooov; Tovréoriv XpioTov éx vexpdy dvaryaryely, the word denotes the
bottomless abyss, as the place of the dead. That the two ideas are very closely allied, may
be seen from Job xi. 8, 9, xxxviii. 16, 17, xxviii. 13, 14 ; and from this easily arose this
Pauline application of the Hebrew expression &1 73y2% (LXX. : els 76 mépav mis fardoars),
Deut. xxx. 13, especially since &Bvaoos is so frequently employed as an antithesis to
ofpavos; cf. Gen. vii 11, Job xi. 8, Ps. cvii. 6, and elsewhere. In like manner the
expression UmokdTe® Tiis viis, Rev. v. 8, 13; see Phil. il 10. It is just this antithesis to
heaven that makes &Buvooos a synonym for §3ns, wherein that remotemess from heaven
which i3 distinctive of Hades finds full expression.—In Rev.ix. 1, 2, 76 ¢péap Tijs dBdoaov,
xx. 1, the depth or abyss appears as the receptacle and prison of destructive powers, over
which reigns ¢ &yyehos Tis @Blooov, ix. 11, Compare the petition of the demons in
Luke viii. 31: Wwa w2y émrafy adrois els ™y &Bvocov dmerBeiv.—In Rev. xvil 8, xi. 7,
dvaBalvew éx Tijs ¢BVcaov is said of the beast; xiii. 18.— In eccles. Greek we find eg.
&Bvacos {yryudTwy 9 ypadr, Chrys. hom. 23 in Act.; 6 Beds, &Bvocos dv dyaboryros,
Theodoret, quacst. 4 in Qen.; 9 dmiyvoais eis abmiy rardye. Tis xaxias Ty dBvoaoy,
Chrys. ; just as Bdfos is used in the New Test. and by ecclesiastical writers (see Rom.
xi. 33, 1 Cor. ii. 10, Rev. ii. 24).
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Ayabss, 1, 6v, good. Derivation uncertain; perhaps connected with ynféw, dyapas,
&yay. The application of this epithet expresses a recognition alike simple and full, that
the thing spoken of is perfect in its kind, so as to produce pleasure and satisfaction.
This feeling of pleasure and wellbeing could hardly be left out of consideration even if
the word were not akin to ymféw. Linguistic usage too fully proves this; thus posses-
sions are in various languages called “ goods,” to express the satisfaction and pleasure
which they give, and to designate them as the condition and furtherance of wellbeing.
Plato, moreover, not only enumerates health, beauty, riches, power, as chief goods ; but,
on the one hand, designates whatever gives pleasure as good ; and, on the other hand,
sets aside the definition “the good is a %301 ” merely by saying that there are also
ndoval xaral, and yet good and evil must not be identified (Rep. vi. 605 C, D); the
terms good and wseful, moreover, are everywhere continually interchanged. Considering
universal usage, the same in both ancient and modern languages, we may venture to
affirm that the fundamental conception of the good is wellbeing, pleasure. It is the well-
being and pleasure of an existence perfect according to its kind, which so sympathetically
affects him who has to do with it (let it be remembered that the Greeks even brought
xalds into the closest possible connection with dyafds, made the two, so to speak, into
one word), that what is in itself good is also at once for the good and advaniage of him
who comes in contact with it. What in itself is good is good also jfor some person,
to some purpose, heightens and promotes wellbeing beyond itself. Good, accordingly, is
existence which is perfect and promotes perfection. Cf. the expression in Rom. vii
13: 70 odv dyabBdv éuol yéyovev @dvartos;...7H duapria 3 Tob dyabod pou xatep-
yafouéwn @dvaToy. (This double aspect of the conception appears also in the Hebrew
3id, which, except in Genesis, where it is always translated by xa)ds, is quite as often by
the LXX. rendered dyafos as xadds. In 2id there is first brought into prominence the
beneficial impression which a thing makes, and by which it attains a marked importance ;
and then the element of completeness.)

The transference of this conception to the sphere of morals was easy. Since that is
good which, after its kind, is perfect, the sphere of good at once fundamentally limits itself
to that which s as in general a thing should be, and thus the word becomes synonymous
with 8lasos, from which it differs as xaxds (which see) does from é&dcxos, as the state
differs from the conduct. Hence it necessarily follows that the good is the measure of
the 8ixn, and not the dixn of the good; and further, we must take into account that
dyafos always includes a corresponding beneficent relation of the subject of it to another
subject, while 8ixatos only expresses a relation to the purely objective 8ikp. (Cf eg.
Rom. v. 7: péhss qdp Omép Sukalov 7is dmobaveirar dmép ydp Tob dyabod Tdxa Tis xal
ToMs@ dmolavelv. The Slcaios does what he ought, keeps within the limits assigned him,
limits which he neither selfishly nor unselfishly transgresses, and gives to every one his
due; the dyaflés does as much as ever he can, and proves his moral quality by pro-
moting the wellbeing of him with whom he has to do: accordingly here also the article



"Aubiy 4 * Aryalos

v wddedl (ouly deoulloly, b dndicats n wpeecial relation between the persons spoken of
With the gt has o sl commpmes Jnn, xi. 85 : rly mpoéduxev aire xal avra-
sobulljuvrws ubogp  Wanny vk, furthor, that in Matt, xix. 16~22, Luke xviii. 18-23,
Murh « 1 wpg, tha point of onr Lord's quostion, as He intended it, lies, according to all
Hin ol lven, dn the dygnllly, dyalby, boonuse the questioner evidently found no satis-
fuedlon b i Biwarlgses of Lha luw, Lo which tho Lord refers him. He needed something
v vt w Beswior ) 'Phin beanaforsnco of the word to the sphere of morals, which first
fole gl ooy b Cleonkn i the Attlo writors (sco below), but was undoubtedly more
petimmey dw Holwow, cnn linslly be onllad, in tho strict sonse, a transference ; because the
gl 1w o] menan s nggadn sael an influonco upon wellbeing, that by this use of the
wondd anthor e novearaey, thongh not actual, unity of moral and material good is authenti-
bl B e now anay to mee how that use of the word which applies it to things which
etk motally ba approved, eg, when {6 donotos, as I'assow shows, adroit for good or
wv il when wpplied to thioven - ewnning, —can only be regarded as an inexact mode of
wpwinhiigg, wilatig Do tha one sided prominence given to the element of completeness or
P i centininmd (e the wonl,
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persons in Matt. xx. 15, € 0 épfaruds cov movmpos éoTw &7i éyd dryabds elue; Luke
xxiil. 50, émp dyalfds xal Sixaios (see above); Tit. ii. 5; 1 Pet. il 18, 7ols dyabols
xal émewéow (Umotacaouevos); Rom. v. 7, imép qdp Tob dyalboi Tdya Tis Kal ToAuG
dmofaveiv (opp. to Six.). Compare with this passage, Xen. Cyrop. iii. 3. 4, Kopov dvaxa-
Nobvres Tov ebepyérny, Tov &vdpa Tov dyalbov; Xen. Hell. vii 8. 12, of mheioTor dpilovras
Tods edepyéras éavrdv avdpas &yabols elvas; John vii. 12, of puév E\eyov, 87¢ dryabés éoTwv
@\\oi Eneyov o, GANA Thavd Tov SxMov. It denotes that which is to advantage in Eph.
iv. 29, Noyos dyalds mpds oixodouriy (cf. Gal. vi. 10, épyalwueba T3 dyabov mwpds wdvras) ;
Matt. vii. 11, 36para dyald ; Luke xi. 13 ; x. 42, dyady pepls; Jas. i 17, ddais dyabif ;
Rom. vii. 12, 7} évtony)...dyab7; 1 Thess. iii. 6, uvela Hudv &yabij; 2 Thess. ii. 16,
Awis dyafij; 1 Tim. ii. 10, v. 10, &pyor dyabiv; Acts ix. 36, mAjpns Epyov dyabiv xai
Eenpoauvdy; Phil L 6, & vapEduevos &v Ouiv &pyov dyabov; Jas. iii. 17, peory Movs
kal xapwdy &yaliv; 1 Pet. iii. 10, Huépa dyal. The neuter 70 dyabov denotes good
things, things that are to advantage: Luke xvi. 25, amwéhaBes Td dyabd oov; Rom. vii. 13,
70 odv dyaBdv éuol yéyovev Odvatos . .. %) duaprla Sid Tob dryabod pov katepyalouévn
Odvarov ; viil. 28, Tols dyamdow Tov Oedv wdvra Tvvepyet els dyalbov; x. 15, oi wodes Tav
ebaryyehbopéva elpimy, Tdv edayy. Td dyald ; xiii. 4, ool els 10 dyabov; xv. 2, &aoros
Nudy T4 wAncloy dpeakére els 10 dryaldy mwpds oixodouy (Bengel : bonum, genus; aedifi-
catio, species) ; Gal. vi 6, 10; 1 Thess. v. 15, 70 ayafov Sidxete xal els aAAjhovs xai els
mwdvras; Philem. 14 ; John i. 47, éx Nalapér Svaral 1¢ dyabdv elvac. With this is con-
nected the designation of possessions as goods (in German Gut, Giiter) in Luke xii. 18,
19, Gal vi. 6. It denotes also that which we possess in Christ: Rom. xiv. 16, Judv 76

dyaboy ; Philem. 6, dyafov 70 év uiv ; cf. Luke i. 53, wewdvras &véminaev dyaliy ; Heb. ix. ‘

11, x. 1, 7& pué\hovra dyald ; cf. Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 11, woANd Te xal dyafd xTiicacbas.
— By ecclesiastical writers the Lord’s Supper is also called dyafov: see Suic. thes. 8. ;
Basilius M. epist. Can. III. ad Amphiloch.: of Tols A\naTals dvremefiovres, Efw pdv Svres Tijs
¢xihyolas, epyovras Tis rowwvias Tob dyabol: KAppiol 8¢ Svres, Tob Babuod xabatpoivrac.

IL The word was first transferred to the moral sphere by the Attic writers, and
amongst these by the philosophers, who used the expression xa\ds xdyafos to denote “ the
sum total of the qualities of an Athenian man of honour” (Passow). (Luke xviii 15,
xapdia xal\y) xal dyabij; v. sub xarés) To dyabov was equivalent to summum bonum ;
dyalby denoted, in general, what is morally good. Compare Matt. xix. 17 (cf. v. 16),
where L. T. read 7{ pe éporrds mwept 105 dyalbos; els éarly 6 éyabos: Rec., as in Mark x.
17, 18, Luke xviii. 18, 19, 7{ ue Myeis dyabbv ; obdels dyabos el py els, 6 fess. We see
here the distinctive New Testament character of this idea, and its affinity here again
with 8lxacos (Matt. v. 45, éml movnpods wal dyabobs ... éml Sucalovs xal &dirovs), only
that in Sixasos the relation to the 8lkn,or to God’s revelation, forms the standard ; whereas
dyalis denotes that inner harmonious perfection which is its own standard and measure,
and which primarily (archetypally) belongs to God. Cf Athan. L dial. de ¢rin. ii. 169:
Il obdels dyabos e p els 6 Oebs; "O7e & Oeds ob xatd peroxiy dyabérrés éomw
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dyabos, AN alrés éorw dyalbérns. o 8¢ dvfpwmos peroxi dyaboryrés éoTiw dyabos.
With a substantive: Matt. xii. 35, ¢ dyafos &vfpwmos éx Tob dyaboi Onoavpod (Luke
vi. 45 adds 7is xapdlas) éxBdN\Net Td dyald (Luke vi. 45, wpodépes 76 ayalbov). (Acts xi. 24,
W dvi)p dryabds xai mhjpns mvedpatos dryiov kal mwiaTews, belongs perhaps to I. ) Rom.
ii. 7, ka6 dmopory Epyov dyaboid {nreiv Lwny alwy.; Rom. xiii. 3, p6Bos 7§ dyabip Epye
(Rec. T@v ayabdv Epywv); 2 Cor. ix. 8, lva wepioaeinTe eis way Epyov dyabév ; Eph. ii. 10,
kticBévres . . . éml &pyois dryabols, ols mponroluacey 6 Oeos, va év alrois wepiraTicwpey ;
Col i. 10, év mavri &pyp dyalp xapmodopeiv; 2 Thess. il 17, orplfar Tas xapdlas
év mavti pyp xal Noyp dyab@; 2 Tim. ii. 21, oxedos . . . els way Epyov dyabov %ror-
pacpévoy; iii. 17, Wa dprios 3 6 Tod feod &vBpwmos, wpos wav Epyov dyabdv éfnpriouévos
(cf. Matt. xix. 17); Tit. i. 16, wpds mav &pyov dyabov adoripor; iii. 1, mpds wav Epyov
dryaboy éroluovs elvas; Heb. xiil. 21, 6 feds Tijs elpivns raraptioar Duds év mavrl Epyp
dyab@ els 70 woifjoar 106 OéNqua alrod; 1 Pet. iii. 16, 4 dyablh & Xpiord dvacTpodn.
The expression guveldnais dyalr in Acts xxiii. 1, 1 Tim. i. 5, 19, and 1 Pet. iii. 186,
21, does indeed denote the conscience as a self-witness filled with moral good, inasmuch
as it attests to the man with the absence of guilt the possession of righteousness. But
as the absence of guilt is, at all events in actual experience, the first and chief element
of the cweldnaws dyabi), so that the expression—synonymous with owveldnows xabapd,
cf. Acts xxiii. 1 with 2 Tim. i. 3—is also paralle]l with the ol8&v éuavrg cilvoida of
1 Cor. iv. 4, and opposed to the ocuweildnois mwovnpd, duapTidv, the absence or removal
of which is the only means of attaining a good conscience, I prefer to take dya6s here in
its simple and primary meaning, as denoting the wellbeing, the unimpaired and uninjured
condition of the conscience, while its depraved state is to be expressed by wownpd, a bad
conscience. We thus obviate the great difficulty involved in attributing moral qualities
to conscience itself, whereas it is only affected by these; and thus it is evident why we
may with propriety speak of a good, an evil, a bad, a pure, a reconciled conscience ; but not
of a holy, an unholy, a righteous, an unrighteous conscience. Cf. ¢ édpfaruds mormpds,
Matt. xx. 15. We find the neuter 70 dryafév in Matt. xix. 17, L. T.; Luke vi. 45 ; Rom.
il 10; vil. 19; xii. 2; xii. 9, xoANdpevor 7¢ dyab@; xii. 21, vika év 7 dyabP 16 Kaxdv ;
xiii. 8; xvi. 19, 8éAw Spds godods elvas els 10 dyabév; Eph. iv. 28; 1 Pet. iii. 13, Tod
ayaloi pymral; 3 John 11, pepod 70 éy. The plural 7d dyafd in Matt. xii. 35; John
v. 29 ; Rom. iii. 8. ’Ayafdv in Matt. xix. 16, 7{ dyabov worjow ; Rom. vii. 18; ix. 11 ;
2 Cor. v. 10; Eph. vi. 8; 1 Pet. iii. 11. — ’Ayafa Aakeiv, Matt. xii. 34. — Opposed to
kaxos ; mwovnpos, Matt. v. 45, vii. 11, xii. 84, 35, xxii. 10; to ¢adros in John v. 29 ;
2 Cor. v. 10. Synonyms, xaXds, Sleasos.

Kpelooww, o évos! compar. of dyafds. According to Etym. M. from xpatds, on
which H. Steph. : “recte, nam pro xpariwv dicitur xpdocev (cf. Matth. Gr. Gr. sec. 131,
A 1). Inde primum kpéooav, ex quo kpelcowv.” Att. kpelrrwov. The Mss. of the New
Testament vacillate between oo and 7v. In Heb. vi. 9 all the Uncials read oo where the

! Retained from ed. 1, not in ed. 2.
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Received Text has 77 ; in all the other passages of Hebrews where the word occurs the Uncials
have 7v. In 1 Cor vii 9, xi. 17, Phil i 23, Tisch. reads go. It denotes superiority
in power, worth, and importance; more excellent, more advantageous (cf xpdriaros, Ps.
xvi. 6 =0'W). Hence Philo i. 33. 44, ed. Mang.: é¢’ Goov kpelrrwy 6 woidy, éml Tocoiro
kal 75 yevopevoy duewov. Cf. the oxymoron in Plat. legg. i 627 B: 75 yeipov xpeirrov
Tod duelvovos, deterius meliore superius. The word is used in a sense most nearly akin
to the fundamental meaning in Heb. xii. 24 : xpeirrova Aalodvre wapd Tov “ABe\, where
Lachm. and Tisch. read peirror adverbially =more emphatically.— (a) More excellent :
Heb. vii. 7, 76 éxaTrov Umd Tod KpelrTovos ebhoyeitas ; 1. 4, kpeltTaw yevouevos TGV dyyéav ;
vii. 19, xpeitrrov é\mis, opp. to 70 Tis &vToMfs dabevés xal dvopelés (ver. 18), oddéy yap
érehewwaev 6 vopos (ver. 19); vil 22, wpeirrov Sabijen ; viii. 6, xpelrToves émaryyeNias ;
ix. 23, xpelrroves Quolas; x. 34, Ty dprayy TRV Umapyovrav Vudv perd xapds mpoce-
SéEaale, ywdarovres Exeww éavrols kpeirrova Umapfw xai pévovoav ; xi 16, kpeirTovos (sc.
watpldos) opéyovrar, Toir Egtiw émovpaviov; xi 35, ob mpoodefduevor THY dmoNITpwaw
(deliverance in this life) fva kpelrrovos dvasrdoews TUywow. On the kpeirrov T¢ (Tod
Ocod mepl v mpofheyrapévov) in xi. 40, see Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebr. Br. 583 : “ Our
living in the time of fulfilment is the great advantage we have above them ; and we enjoy
this advantage by virtue of the divine decree,—a decree so peculiarly in our favour,
—that the Messiah should appear in our days.” Heb. xii. 24, Rec., «pelrrova Na\eiy,
where it would be more correct to read «peirroy, adv. Phil i 23: woAND ydp paAlov
xpeigaov. — (b) Preferable, or more advantageous ; 1 Cor. xii. 31, Rec., {nhobre Td xaplopara
78 «xpeirrova, where L. T. 7 pellova; 1 Pet. iii. 17, spetrrov dyabomowivras wdayew
7} xaxomowobvras, cf. ver. 16; 2 Pet. il 21, c. dat, xpeirTov qdp v adrois p) éyverévac
Tiw 680w Tijs Sukatootvns ) émuyvodoiw émioTpéras éx Tijs wapadobeions adrols dylas évrolis
(ct. ver. 20, frrdvrar, and xelpova); 1 Cor. vii. 9, kpeloady éorw yauijoas #) mupobobas,
where rpetaaov, more advantageous, is parallel to kaldv adrols in ver. 8, it is proper for
them, it is good for them ; cf. ix. 15 and 1 Cor. vii. 1 with ver. 28. Cf with this pass-
age, Aesch. Prom. 752 : xpeigaov ydp elodmaf Oavelv # 7Tds dwdoas jubpas mwdaxew
xaxds. Kpeloowy does not appear to have been used in a moral sense as equivalent to
better (better is expressed by duefvov). In 1 Cor. xi. 17 also, odx els 70 xpeicooy AN’
els 10 Yjogov auvépyeabe, the antithesis appears to be between advaniageous and dis-
advantageous : in favour of this is the combination eis 7 . .. curépyeabe.

Kpeioaov, the neuter of xpelsowy (which see), occurs as an adverb Heb. xii. 24.
KkpelrToy Nakeiy (sq. wapd) = more emphatically. 1 Cor. vii. 38: xal 0 éryaullwr ralds
woiel, xal 0 uy éryapllov xpelogov mowel = more advaniageously, more appropriately,
cf. v. 35. 4

Ay abwaibvy, 4 only in biblical and eccles. Greek = goodness and kindness, bonitas
as well as benignitas; chiefly, however, in the former signification, which appears to be the
exclusive one in the New Test.; Phavorin. % dmwnpriopévy dperi. It is the quality of the
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man who is ruled by and aims at what is good,—moral worth. Eph. v. 9: o0 xapmos Tod
PoTds & wdap dyabwoivy cal ducatootwvy kal dAnlela. 2 Thess. i 11 : eddoxia dyabwoivys,
what is pleasing to dyafwgiwy (vid. ebdoxia). Rom. xv. 14: pearol éore dyabwaiwys,
wemhnpopévos wdons yvwaews, duvdpevor xai d\Mhovs vovdereiv. The only doubtful
passage is Gal. v, 22, where Theophyl explains it by benignifas; others, on the contrary,
in consideration of the word wiores that immediately succeeds, explain it by bonitas,
integritas. LXX. = i, 2 Chron. xxiv. 16 ; Eccles. iv. 8, v. 10, vii. 14, ix. 18.

’Ayaloepyéw, 1 Tim. vi. 18: 1ois mhovaloss . .. wapdyyeNe . . . dyabocpyety, mhov-
Telv &y Epyois kalols, ebperadiTovs elvai, xowwmkols. Otherwise it only occurs in eccles.
Greek, where it is equivalent to dyafovpyeiv, the Attic form, which Tisch. and Lachm.
have adopted in Acts xiv. 17. Cf. Herod. i. 67, Alms 7év dyaboepydv . . . Smwapriréwy,
Lichas, of the number of Spartans “approved by valour,” according to Tim. lex. a7
avdparyallay aiperol; iii. 154, ai ayaboepylas, res praeclare gestae; iii 160, dyaloepyla
ITepoéwy, what a man has done for the advantage of the Persians, by which he has
deserved well of them. Hence dyafoepyeiv = to work good, as also to act for some one’s
advantage. Since in the above passage (1 Tim. vi. 18), in which there is a climax, the
word relates to the use made of riches, it would seem best to render it fo do good, so that
others shall be benefited, to deserve well. To do good, to act kindly, as in Acts xiv. 17:
olx dudprupov Eavrov ddijxev dyaboupydv, where Rec. reads dyalomroidv.

’Aya@omoiéw, peculiar to eccles. Greek. In Att. dyabov mowiv on the one hand,
edepyeteiv on the other. 1. To do good, to do the good, opp. to duaprdvew, 1 Pet. ii. 20 ;
so also il 15 (cf. 16), iii. 6, 17; 3 John 11, py) pepod 16 sakdy dAAE To dryaboy 6 dyabo-
aroudv éx 10 Oeob éorlv. — 2. In the sense of dyafis, L b., according to the connection, to
do good, 8o that some one derives advantage from it. 'With acc. in Luke vi. 33, dyafomroieire
Tobs dyabomosotvtas vuds; cf. Num. x, 32 = 20'3; Tob. xii. 14. With dat. in 2 Mace.
i. 2; 1 Mace. xi. 33. Absolutely in Luke vi. 35; Mark iii, 4 and Luke vi. 9, parall.
Yyt oéboas  In Matt. xii. 12, kalds woweiv. — On Acts xiv. 17, Rec., see dryaboepyeiv.
— Opp. to xaxomotelv in Mark iii. 4, Luke vi. 9, 3 John 11, 1 Pet. iii. 17 ; cf. dyafomoceiv,
opp. to xaxotv in Zeph. i 13. As used by astrologers, it is = bonum omen afferre. Cf.
also kalomoiety = to act becomingly, and in some connections Zo act kindly.

'Ayabomouds, ov, practising good, acting rightly: 1 Pet. ii. 14, els éxdlcnow raxo-
moudy, &mawov 8¢ dyabomoiv. — Clem. Al. Strom. ed. Sylb. 294 : ¢iaes Tob dryabomroiod
76 dyafomoueiv, s Tob mupds 70 Oeppalvew kal Tob Pwtds T Pwtllew. Plut. Is. et Osir.
c. 42: 6 yap "Ocipis dyabomoiss. It is further used also in the sense of bemeficus, and
is applied by astrologers to favourable constellations.— In Ecclus. xlii. 14, &yaformoids
qyuwij, it refers to a woman who puts on a kind or friendly manner in order to corrupt. —
Only in later writers.

’Aya@omocla, 1, except in astrological writers, where it is = beneficentia siderum,
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only in 1 Pet. iv. 19, oi wdayorres kard 76 OéNqpa Tod Oeod ds miaTe krioTy wapatibéo-
Owoav Tds Yuxds alriy év dyabomoa (L. -woidass) ; cf. ii. 15,. 20, iii. 6, 17 : = well-
doing, the practice of good. Clem. AL Strom. ed. Sylb. p. 274, 8re &) # émiracis is
ducavwaiims els dyabomodav émidédorey, Tovre 1) Teelwows v duetaBirg &e edmoulas
xal opolwaw Tob Oeot Siapéver.

PiNdyalbos, ov, loving good, the friend of good. Aristotle, Magn. Mor. ii. 14,
describes the owoudalos, who devotes himself in earnest to right doing, as ¢uhdryafos, in
contrast with ¢pilavres which is predicated of the ¢adlos, and, in accordance with the
context there, that man is ¢ihdyafos who loves and practises with self-denial what is
good. The word sometimes occurs in Plutarch also, Mor. 140 ¢, dvip Peirdyabos xai
piAdkaros cdppova xai xeoulav quvaia ol In the same connection, comp. Thes. et
Romul. 2. In this general signification, Wisd. vil 22, of godla: &ore év adrf) mvedpa. ..
pAdryafov.—In ecclesiastical Greek, on the contrary, we find the word mostly used in
the particular sense of one who likes to be kind, who likes to do good, joined eg. with
dhoscrippwy. Piaydbas and ¢iayabwsivy occur there with a like meaning, while
¢i\ayabla in Philo and Clemens Alex. answers to ¢pu\dyabos in its general sense. Thus,
also, Chrysostom explains the word in the only place where it occurs in the N. T. (Tit.

L 8), 7d adrod wdvra Tois Seopévois mpoiéuevos; and likewise Theophylact: Tov émueixs,

Tov pérpiov, Tov uf) ¢Plovoivra,—the same expositor who explains the dw. Ney. dpird-
yabos in 2 Tim. iii, 3 by éxbpos mwavrds dyaboj. Considering that dpehdyabor in 2 Tim.
iil. 3 occupies a middle place between dwjuepoc and wpodoras, and that ¢uhdyalov in
Tit. i 8 appears side by side with ¢i\ofevov among the requirements in a presbyter,
the more general moral qualities cwppova, Slkasov, Sowov, not being enumerated till after-
wards, the meaning given by the above-named Greek interpreters must apparently be
preferred, and the word may perhaps be explained: one who willingly and with self-
denial does good, or is kind.

’Apendyabos, oy, only in the N. T, and there only in 2 Tim. iii. 3, among the
characteristics of the wickedness and apostasy of the last days. In accordance with
what has been said under ¢iAdyafos, the explanation of Theophylact, éx6pol mavros
dryafod, must probably be rejected, and the word must be regarded as a negative, and
therefore strong expression to denote hard-heartedness, = some such rendering as unsuscep-
tible of any self-denial in order to kindness.

'Ayawdo, f sjow, to love, is connected with &yauas, though scarcely as stated by
Coray (& ydp ¢pehodpev, éxeiva xal Oavudlew eidfapev, Coray, ad Isocr. ii. 157. 9).

‘Rather might we, however, on the ground of this connection—which likewise probably

includes the Latin gaudere, see Curtius, 158—explain dyamdy as=to have one's joy
in anything. Mistaken, at any rate, are the explanations given by Hemsterhuis (from

dyav and the unused theme wdw =) summo opere curam alicujus gerere; and by Damm
B
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LEXICON

OF

NEW TESTAMENT GREEK

4, as the first letter of the Greek Alphabet, is coupled with 2, the last, in Rev. 1 8
(Rec. Text, i 11), xxi. 6, xxii. 13, éyd elus 70 4 xal 76 £2 (Bengel, Lachm., Tisch., always
70 é\da); in i. 8, as the words of wipios 6 Beds, with the amplification, 6 dv xal o 7
xal 6 ¢pyduevos, 6 wavrokpdrwp ; in xxi. 6, as the words of ¢ xabjuevos éml T¢ Opove
(cf.iv. 2,8, v. 1, 7), amplified as % dpy? xal 70 Té\os ; in xxii. 13, the words of Jesus (ver. 16),
éyd — f2, mpidros xai Eayartos, 1) dpxN) xal 1o Téhos. It is difficult to decide whether this
designation is meant to be more than a figurative and exhaustive description of % dpx7
xal 10 Téhos. Jalkut Rub. f 174: Adamus totam legem transgressus est ab 8 usque ad
N Ibid. f. 128. 3: Deus Israelitis dicitur benedicere ab & usque N, i.e. perfecte. (Quoted
in Wolf, Curae phil., on Rev. i.8.) According to this view, the designation would corre-
spond to Paul's words, applied in Eph. i. 23 to Christ, 6 & wdvra & waow mAgpoluevos
(cf. 1 Cor. xv. 28, where the reference is to God), or to the words é¢ airod xai 8’ adrod
xal els adtov Td wdrra, used in Rom. xi. 36 of God; cf. the partition of these words
between God and Christ in 1 Cor. viii. 6, Col. i 16, év alrd (sc. Xpiorg) éxrichn
wévra . . . T& wdvra &' avrod Kal els avTov éxtioral, inasmuch as the All-including, All-
embracing is thus expressed. Hengstenberg justly objects to explaining the expression of
mere existence: “ The great question which then agitated men’s minds was the question
of superiority,—whether the world was to retain the predominance it then claimed and
apparently possessed, or the God of the Christians. This question is answered by the
words, ‘T am the Alpha and the Omega’ Let him who is troubled about the end only
ponder the beginning ; let him only muse on what the Psalmist says, ¢ Before the moun-
tains were brought forth, or ever Thou hadst formed the earth and the world, even from
everlasting to everlasting, Thou art God’ (Ps. xc. 2), and his anxiety will vanish.” Bengel
says, “ Sic, magnifico sensu, finis ab origine pendet ;” and in this self-designation of God
and Christ he recognises a triumphant protest against all His foes. He also calls atten-

tion to the fact that Hebrew and Greek modes of expression often occur side by side in
A
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the Revelation (cf i. 7 : val, dusjv), “since it concerns both Jewish and Gentile readers.”
He points out that thus it is with this expression; that we never find the words 7 dpx?)
xal 70 Téhos without the éyw — 2 (as may be the case with the other amplifications,
wpdros xai &oy., 6 dv k.T\.); whence it appears that this is the Greek rendering of the
Hebraistically conceived éyw — 2 (% — n).—1If, however, we seek a more particular refer-
ence of the éyd — 2, we might urge its connection with prophecy, such as in i. 7, xxi. 5,
xxii. 9, 10, is in every case more or less presented to us; and thus we discover in the
expression a comprehensive reference to the prophecy promulgated up to this time, to
God’s word, Holy Scripture, whose accomplishment is ¢vidently intended to be guaranteed
by this self-designation of God and Christ. A similar view was taken by Lampe, De
Joed. grat. ii. 3. 5. Cf. also M. Baumgarten, Protestant. Warnung, iii. 1. 189 ; Offerhaus
(in Wolf, Lc.), Christum esse vitam electorum et spiritum Scripturae. Many monographs on
this subject may be seen in Wolf’s Curae.

*ABvaoaoos, oy, from Bucods Ion. = Bufds, depth, hottom. Hence, 1. hottomless,
properly an adjective; eg. dBvacov méharyos, Bdbos, even mwhobros, wpaypua. As a sub-
stantive, 4 &Buvoaos, signifying, 2. abyss, bottomless depth, it is only used in biblical and
eccles. Greek. Once in Diog. Laert. Epigr. iv. 27: xolro xatiiOes els pélawav
II\ovréws &Rvagov. “ Sed a tempore Platonis . . . hic usus alienus est:” Fix in Steph.
thes. In LXX. =0, Gen. i 2, vil 11, viii. 2, Deut viil, 7 (Job xxxviii. 16, xxviii. 14),
Ps. xxxvi. 7, xlii. 8, civ. 6, Isa. li. 10, Ezek. xxvi. 19, xxxi. 4, 15, Amos vii. 4, Ps. cvii. 26
(Suid. : $ddrwy wARbos wOND) = watery deep ; Job xli. 23 = ﬂ'?ﬂm In Deut. xxxiii. 13 it
is not an adj., but is to be construed &Bvogoc myydv. In the N. T, Rom. x. 7, 7(s xara-
Bijoerar els mw dBvaaov; Tovréarw XpiaTov éx vexpdy dvayaryeiv, the word denotes the
bottomless abyss, as the place of the dead. That the two ideas are very closely allied, may
be seen from Job xi. 8, 9, xxxviii. 16, 17, xxviii. 13, 14; and from this easily arose this
Pauline application of the Hebrew expression 2% 13y~98 (LXX. : els 7 mépav vis Bakdoars),
Deut. xxx. 13, especially since dBvagos is so frequently employed as an antithesis to
ovpavos; cf. Gen. vii. 11, Job xi 8, Ps. cvii. 6, and elsewhere. In like manner the
expression UmoxdTw Tijs oijs, Rev. v. 3, 13 ; see Phil. il 10. It is just this antithesis to
heaven that makes &Buvcoos a synonym for §dns, wherein that remoteness from heaven
which 8 distinctive of Hades finds full expression.—In Rev.ix. 1, 2, 70 ¢péap Tijs aBiaaov,
xx. 1, the depth or abyss appears as the receptacle and prison of destructive powers, over
which reigns 6 &yyedos 7ijs @Bvoaov, ix. 11, Compare the petition of the demons in
Luke viii. 31: fva u) émerdEp alrois eis Ty @Pvooor dmerfeiv.—In Rev. xvii 8, xi. 7,
dvaBalvew éx Tijs dafvaaov is said of the beast; xiii, 18.— In eccles. Greek we find eg.
&Bvacos {yryudTwy 9 qpadr, Chrys. hom. 28 in Act.; o6 Bebs, &Bvooos dv dyabiéryros,
Theodoret, quacst. 4 in Qen.; 1 dmoyvwais els admyy xatdye Tis xaxlas ™y dBvccov,
Chrys. ; just as Bdfos is used in the New Test. and by ecclesiastical writers (see Rom.
xi. 33, 1 Cor. ii. 10, Rev. ii. 24).
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’Ayafas, 1, 6v, good. Derivation uncertain; perhaps connected with yn6éw, dyaua:,
ayav. The application of this epithet expresses a recognition alike simple and full, that
the thing spoken of is perfect in its kind, so as to produce pleasure and satisfaction.
This feeling of pleasure and wellbeing could hardly be left out of consideration even if
the word were not akin to ynféw. Linguistic usage too fully proves this; thus posses-
sions are in various languages called “goods,” to express the satisfaction and pleasure
which they give, and to designate them as the condition and furtherance of wellbeing.
Plato, moreover, not only enumerates health, beauty, riches, power, as chief goods ; but,
on the one hand, designates whatever gives pleasure as good ; and, on the other hand,
sets aside the definition “the good is a #%dow}” merely by saying that there are also
%#0oval xaral, and yet good and evil must not be identified (Rep. vi. 505 C, D); the
terms good and wuseful, moreover, are everywhere continually interchanged. Considering
universal usage, the same in both ancient and modern languages, we may venture to
affirm that the fundamental conception of the good is wellbeing, pleasure. It is the well-
being and pleasure of an existence perfect according to its kind, which so sympathetically
affects him who bas to do with it (let it be remembered that the Greeks even brought
xalds into the closest possible connection with dyafss, made the two, so to speak, into
one word), that what is in itself good is also at once for the good and advantage of him
who comes in contact with it. 'What in itself is good is good also for some person,
o some purpose, heightens and prometes wellbeing beyond itself. Good, accordingly, is
existence which is perfect and promotes perfection. Cf. the expression in Rom. vii
13: 70 odv dyaldv éuol wyéyovev Odvartos;...7 duapria did Tob dyalbod po xatep-
yabouévn Bdvarov. (This double aspect of the conception appears also in the Hebrew
3ib, which, except in Genesis, where it is always translated by xa\ds, is quite as often by
the LXX. rendered dyafés as xalds. In 2§ there is first brought into prominence the
beneficial impression which a thing makes, and by which it attains a marked importance ;
and then the element of completeness.)

The transference of this conception to the sphere of morals was easy. Since that is
good which, after its kind, is perfect, the sphere of good at once fundamentally limits itself
to that whick is as in general a thing should be, and thus the word becomes synonymous
with 8lkatos, from which it differs as xawds (which see) does from &ducos, as the state
differs from the conduct. Hence it necessarily follows that the good is the measure of
the 8len, and not the &lxm of the good; and further, we must take into account that
dyafss always includes a corresponding beneficent relation of the subject of it to another
subject, while 8ixaios only expresses a relation to the purely objective 8lxn. (Cf eg.
Rom. v. 7: poMs qdp dmép dukalov i dmobaveirar Umép ydp Tob dyalbob Tdya Tis xal
ToMs@ dmobaveiv. The Slkaios does what he ought, keeps within the limits assigned him,
limits which he neither selfishly nor unselfishly transgresses, and gives to every one his
due; the dyafos does as much as ever he can, and proves his moral quality by pro-
moting the wellbeing of him with whom he has to do: accordingly here also the article
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is added (rof dyafoi), to indicate a special relation between the persons spoken of.
With the thought here expressed, compare Rom. xi. 35: & mpoédwrey air@ xal dvra-
wodobjoerar avrg. 'We may remark, further, that in Matt. xix. 16-22, Luke xviii. 18-23,
Mark x. 17 sqq., the point of our Lord’s question, as He intended it, lies, according to all
the narratives, in the dyafds, dyafov, because the questioner evidently found no satis-
faction in the dixalwpa of the law, to which the Lord refers him. He needed something
more than a 8/xawr.) This transference of the word to the sphere of morals, which first
took place among the Greeks in the Attic writers (see below), but was undoubtedly more
primary in Hebrew, can hardly be called, in the strict sense, a transference ; because the
good in a moral sense has again such an influence upon wellbeing, that by this use of the
word rather the necessary, though not actual, unity of moral and material good is authenti-
cated. It is now easy to see how that use of the word which applies it to things which
cannot morally be approved, eg. when it denotes, as Passow shows, adroi for good or
evil,—when applied to thieves = cunning,—can only be regarded as an inexact mode of
speaking, arising from the one-sided prominence given to the element of completeness or
perfection contained in the word.

In keeping with this view, the usus loguend: may be most simply arranged and sur-
veyed as follows

I. (a) Good, worthy of admiration, excellent, omnibus numeris absolutus, or—of course
with the modifications suggested by what has been above stated—as Irmisch says (on
Herdn, i. 4, p. 134), “perfectus . . . qui habet in se ac facit omnia, quae habere et facere
debet pro notione nominis, officio ac lege;” Sturz says in his Lex. Xen., “ accipit notionem
© fere a nomine ad quod pertinet :” excellent in its kind. Eustath. in Il xvii. p. 1121 (in
Sturz, L) : Soxei 8¢ évrebfev eihiipfar kai 15 dyabds cxvreds, & ebrexvos kal Soa rowadra.
Xen. Cyrop. i. 6. 19 : dyabds yewpyds, iwmeds, latpos, addyris. Aeschin. Socr. dial.i.10.12:
twmou xal xbves dyabol So in the New Test.: Matt. vii. 17, 18, wav 8évdpov dyabfov
xapmods Kalovs moiel, 70 88 campov Sévdpov kapmods wovnpovs mouei. ob Slwarar Sévdpov
&ya@dv kapmods mwovnpods mouly xrh.; Matt. xix. 16 (T. L omit dy.) ; Luke xviii. 18;
Mark x. 17, 88doxale dyabé; Luke xviii. 19; Mark x. 18, 7 ue Myeis dyabov; Luke
viil. 8, % o % dyafij (ver. 15 parall. 5 xaAy «f); Matt. xxv. 21, 23, Sothe dyabé xai
mioré; Luke xix. 17, Sodhe dyafé; Tit. ii. 10, wiorw mwicav évdewvvuévovs dyabi.
When the meaning is not more precisely expressed in the substantive, it is indicated
by the accusative, as in Homer, Bofjy dyabis, Binv dry., and Xen. Cyrop. i 5. 9, Td mwole-
wixd dyabol: or by the inf, as in Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 14, dyafols Méyew kal wpdrrew;
Hadt. i. 136, dayafos pdxecfac: or by a preposition, Xen. Mem. iv. 6. 11, dyabfods 8¢
wpos Td Towadra voulles E\Novs Twds ) Tods Suvapévovs adrols xalds xpiobac; Plut.
Public. 17, v avip els maoav dperqy dyabos ; cf. Gregor. Nyss. de opific. hom. c. 20, t. 1,
p- 98, 70 dvrws dyabov amhody wal povoedés éari T Pioer, wdans Semhons xal Tis mWpos
10 &vavriov ovlvylas dANGTpLov.

(®) Good, in relation to something else — what is of advantage. It is thus used of
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persons in Matt. xx. 15, e 0 épfaduds gov mormpds éoriv 8ri éyd> dyabbs elue; Luke
xxiil. 50, dwmp dyabis xal Sikawos (see above); Tit. ii. 5; 1 Pet. il 18, Tobs dyabois
xal émewéow (bmotacoopevor) ; Rom. v. 7, tmép ydp Tob dyabod Tdya Tis xal ro).;m,
amobavety (opp to 8ic.). Compare with this passage, Xen. Cyrop. iii. 3. 4, Kopoy dvaxa-
Nobyres Tov ebepyérny, Tov dvdpa TOv dyabév; Xen. Hell. vii. 3. 12, of mheloror Spitovras
Tols ebepyéras éavrdv dvdpas dyabods elvac; John vii. 12, of udv ENeyow, 8¢ dyabés dorwr
d\ou Eeyor of, GANY Thavd Tov Syhov. Tt denotes that which 1s to admntage in Eph.
iv. 29, ANdyos dyalds mpds oucoSo,u,r)v (cf. Gal vi 10, épyalidpela 70 dyabov mpds mwdvras);
Matt. vii. 11, Sopa'm dyabd; Luke xi. 13 ; x. 42, dya0) pepls ; Jas. i. 17, 8bows dyabi ;
Rom, vii. 12, 5§ évrory...dyabs); 1 Thess. iil. 6, pvela Hudv dyabij; 2 Thess. ii. 16,
émis dyabs); 1 Tim. ii. 10, v. 10, &yov dyalfév; Acts ix. 36, mN\fpns Eoyaw dyabiv kai
éenuocvviv; Phil L 6, 0 évapEduevos &y duiv Epyov dyabov; Jas. iii. 17, peory ENbovs
xai xapmw &yabdy ; 1 Pet. iii. 10, fuépa dyabf. The neuter 78 dyabéy denotes good
things, things that are to advantage: Luke xvi. 25, dménaBes T& dyald gov; Rom. vii. 13,
70 odw dyaldv éuol yéyovev Odvaros. .. duaprla 8 Tob dyabod pou xarepyalouévy
Odvarov ; viil. 28, Tois dyawdow Tov Oedv wdvra cuvepyel els dyabdv; x. 15, of wbdes Taw
evayyeboubvaw eipivny, Tdv edayy. Td dyabd ; xiii. 4, ool els T dyabov; xv. 2, &acros
Gudy ¢ whMnelov dpeskéra eis T8 dyaldv mpds olxodousfy (Bengel : bonwm, genus ; aedifi-
catio, species) ; Gal. vi. 6, 10; 1 Thess. v. 15, 70 dyafdv Sidkere ral els dAAMfAovs xai els
wdvras; Philem. 14 ; John i. 47, é Nalapér 8tvaral 7¢ dyafév elvas. With this is con-
nected the designation of possessions as goods (in German Gut, Giiter) in Luke xii. 18,

19, Gal vi. 6. It denotes also that which we possess in Christ: Rom. xiv. 16, Sudv 70 )

dyafov ; Philem. 6, dyaBdv 76 év Juiy ; cf. Luke i. 63, wewdvras dvémhpoer dyalddy ; Heb. ix.
11, x. 1, 7a pé\hovra dyabdd ; cf. Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 11, woANd e xal dyabd xricactac
— By ecclesiastical writers the Lord’s Supper is also called dyafov: see Suic. thes. s2.;
Basilius M. epist. Can. I11. ad Amphiloch.: oi Tots Myarais dvremeEwovres, EEw ulv Svres Tis
éexholas, elpyovras Tis Kowovlas Tob dyalod: ’KAnpirol 8¢ Svres, Tob Babuod xalbatpoivra.

IL The word was first transferred to the moral sphere by the Attic writers, and
amongst these by the philosophers, who used the expression xa\ds xdyafss to denote « the
sum total of the qualities of an Athenian man of honour” (Passow). (Luke xviii. 15,
xapdia ka\) xal ayabi; v. sub xalds.) To dyabov was equivalent to summum bonum ;
dyafov denoted, in general, what is morally good. Compare Matt. xix. 17 (cf. v. 16),
where L. T. read 7¢ pe éparr@s mepl Tob ayaboi; els éorlv 6 dryabis: Rec, as in Mark x.
17, 18, Luke xviii. 18, 19, 7 ue Myes dyaliov ; obdeis dryalos el uz els, 6 Oeds. We see
here the distinctive New Testament character of this idea, and its affinity here again
with leatos (Matt. v. 45, éml movnpods xal dyabois...émw) Swalovs ral &dirovs), only
that in dixaios the relation to the 8lm, or to God’s revelation, forms the standard ; whereas
dyafis denotes that inner harmonious perfection which is its own standard and measure,
and which primarily (archetypally) belongs to God. Cf Athan. I. dial. de ¢rin. ii. 169 :
IIas otdeis dyalos e pn els 6 Beos; "Ote 6 Beos od xard peroxiy dyabornris éorew
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dyalos, GAN' abrés doriw dyaborns. ¢ 8¢ &vbpwmos peroxi dyaboryTés éoTw dyabos.
With a substantive: Matt. xii. 35, ¢ dyafos dvparmos éx Tod dyaboid Oncavpod (Luke
vi. 45 adds 7 capdias) éxBd\ret Ta dryafd (Luke vi. 45, mpodéper 70 dyalov). (Acts xi. 24,
Hv dviip dyabds xal Thipns mvelpaTos dylov xal miarews, belongs perhaps to I. b) Rom.
ii. 7, xa6 vmopoviy Epyov dyabod tyreiw fwny alwy.; Rom. xiii. 3, ¢oBos 7@ dyabd Epye
(Rec. T@v dyabdv Epywv) ; 2 Cor. ix. 8, lva wepioaeinTe els way Epyov dyabév ; Eph. ii. 10,
ktialévres . . . émi Epyois dyabols, ols mwpoyrolpacer 6 Oeds, va & alrols weprraTiowpey ;
Col i. 10, & mavri épyp dyabp rapmodopeiv; 2 Thess. ii. 17, arnplfar tas xapdlas
é& mavri &pyp ral AMoyp dyabp; 2 Tim. ii. 21, oxedos . . . els way &pyov dyabov Hror-
pacpévoy; iil. 17, Wa dprios § 6 Tod Beod &vBpwmos, wpos wav Epyov dryabov éfnpriouévos
(cf Matt. xix. 17); Tit. i 16, wpds wdv Epyor dyabov &doxipor; iii. 1, mpds mwav Epyov
dryaBdv éroluovs elvac; Heb. xiil. 21, 6 feds Tijs eipivns xaraprioar dpds év mwavrl Epyep
arya@p els T mojoar 10 Géhqua abrod; 1 Pet. iii. 16, 4 dyady) & Xpiord dvaoTpodri.
The expression cuveldnows dyafy in Acts xxiii. 1, 1 Tim. i. 5, 19, and 1 Pet. iii. 16,
21, does indeed denote the conscience as a self-witness filled with moral good, inasmuch
as it attests to the man with the absence of guilt the possession of righteousness. But
as the absence of guilt is, at all events in actual experience, the first and chief element
of the oweldnows dayabs), so that the expression—synonymous with cweldnois xabapd,
cof. Acts xxiii. 1 with 2 Tim. i. 3—is also parallel with the oddév éuavré aivoda of
1 Cor. iv. 4, and opposed to the cuweldnows movnpd, duapridv, the absence or removal
of which is the only means of attaining a good conscience, I prefer to take dyaf} here in
its simple and primary meaning, as denoting the wellbeing, the unimpaired and uninjured
condition of the conscience, while its depraved state is to be expressed by mormpd, a bad
conscience. 'We thus obviate the great difficulty involved in attributing moral qualities
to conscience itself, whereas it is only affected by these; and thus it is evident why we
may with propriety speak of a good, an evil, a bad, a pure, a reconciled conscience ; but not
of a holy, an unholy, a righteous, an unrighteous conscience. Cf. ¢ édpfaruds mormpos,
Matt. xx. 15. We find the neuter 76 dyafoy in Matt. xix. 17, L. T.; Luke vi. 45 ; Rom.
il 10; vil 19; xii. 2; xii. 9, koOM\dpevor 7¢ dyald; xii 21, vika év T dyadP 10 raxov ;
xiii. 3; xvi. 19, 0éAw duds godods elvas els 10 dyabov; Eph. iv. 28; 1 Pet. iii. 13, Tod
ayabod pyumtal; 3 John 11, wepod 76 dy. The plural 7d dyafd in Matt, xii. 35; John
v. 29 ; Rom. iii. 8. ’Ayaféy in Matt. xix, 16, 7{ dyafdy wovjow ; Rom. vii. 18; ix. 11;
2 Cor. v. 10; Eph. vi. 8; 1 Pet. iii. 11. — "Ayafd Aakeiv, Matt. xii. 34. — Opposed to
xarxés ; movnpos, Matt. v. 45, vii. 11, xii. 84, 35, xxii. 10; to ¢addos in Jobn v. 29;
2 Cor. v. 10. Synonyms, xa\ds, dlxasos.

Kpelooww, ov, dvos! compar. of dyafés. According to Etym. M. from «patis, on
which H. Steph. : “recte, nam pro xpariov dicitur kpdoowy (cf. Matth. Gr. Gr. sec. 131,
A 1). Inde primum rpéoowy, ex quo kpelocwv.” Att. xpefrrov. The MsS. of the New
Testament vacillate between oo and 7. In Heb. vi. 9 all the Uncials read oo where the

1 Retained from ed. 1, not in ed. 2.




Koeisaov 7 ' *Ayabwcivy

Received Text has =7 ; in all the other passages of Hebrews where the word occurs the Uncials
have 7r. In 1 Cor. vii. 9, xi. 17, Phil i 23, Tisch. reads go. It denotes superiority
in power, worth, and tmportance ; more excellent, more advantageous (cf. xpdriaros, Ps.
xvi. 6 =0). Hence Philo i. 33. 44, ed. Mang.: é¢’ 8oov xpelrTwv 6 moidy, éml TogoiTO
kal 70 yevopevov dpewov. Cf. the oxymoron in Plat. legg. i. 627 B: 70 xelpov xpeirrov
Tob aucivovos, deterius meliore superius. The word is used in a sense most nearly akin
to the fundamental meaning in Heb. xii. 24 : xpeirrova Aalodvre wapd Tov *ABe\, where
Lachm. and Tisch. read «peirrov adverbially = more emphatically. — (a) More excellent :
Heb. vii. 7, 76 E\atrov Umd Tob kpelrrovos ebhoyeitas ; 1. 4, kpelrTwy yevduevos ToV dryyéaw ;
vil. 19, kpeirrov é\mrls, opp. to 70 Tiis évToNfjs dolevés xal dvwperés (ver. 18), oddév yap
érehewdoey 6 vopos (ver. 19); vil 22, xpelrtov Swabirn ; viil. 6, xpelrroves émaryyeias ;
ix. 23, kpeirroves Quolac; x. 34, v dpmayiy Tdv Umapyovrey Vudv perd xapds mpoge-
dékaale, yuaarovtes Exew &avrols xpelrrova Umapfiw kal pévoveav ; xi. 16, kpeirrovos (so.
mwarpidos) opéyovras, TobT EoTw émovpaviov; xi 35, ob mpoodefdpevor ™ droriTpwaw
(deliverance in this life) {va kpeirrovos dvacrdoews Tixwow. On the xpeirrov 10 (Tod
Ocod mepl v wpofheyrapévov) in xi. 40, see Riehm, Lehrbegr. des Hebr. Br. 583 : “ Our
living in the time of fulfilment is the great advantage we have above them; and we enjoy
this advantage by virtue of the divine decree,—a decree so peculiarly in our favour,
—+that the Messiah should appear in our days.” Heb. xii. 24, Rec., xpelfrrova Aaleiy,
where it would be more correct to read xpeirrov, adv. Phil i 23: 7woAND ydp paAov
xpetoaov. — (b) Preferable, or more advantageous ; 1 Cor. xii. 31, Rec., {n\olre 1d xaplopara
7 «xpeirtova, where L. T. 7d ueilova; 1 Pet. iii. 17, xpelrrov dyabomoioivras mwdoyew
#) xaxomowivras, cf. ver. 16; 2 Pet. il 21, ¢. dat., xpeiTTov ydp Ay alrois py éyvwrévas
T 680y Tis Sikatoatims f émvvobaw ématpérai ék Tiis mapadoleions adrols drylas évrods
(cf. ver. 20, jrrdvras, and yelpova); 1 Cor. vii. 9, kpeloady éorw yaufjoas #) wupoioba,
where «pelaoov, more advantageous, is parallel to xa\év adrols in ver. 8, it is proper for
them, it is good for them ; cf. ix. 15 and 1 Cor. vii. 1 with ver. 28. Cf. with this pass-
age, Aesch. Prom. 752: xpeicaov wyap elodmaf Oavelv 9} Tds dmwdoas juépas mwdoxew
xaxds. Kpeloowy does not appear to have been used in a moral sense as equivalent to
better (better is expressed by duelvwv). In 1 Cor. xi. 17 also, odx els 70 Kpeiooov AN
els 10 fjogov ouvépyeabe, the antithesis appears to be between advantageous and dis-
advantageous : in favour of this is the combination els 70 . .. curépyecfe.

Kpeiaoov, the neuter of xpeloowv (which see), occurs as an adverb Heb. xii 24.
KkpeirTov Na\elv (8q. mapd) = more emphatically. 1 Cor. vii. 38: xai 6 éxyaulfwy xakds
woiel, Kal 0 py éxyaullwv xpelocoov ol = more advaniageously, more appropriately,
cf. v. 35.

"Ayabwaoivn, 4 only in biblical and eccles. Greek = goodness and kindness, bonitas
as well as benignitas; chiefly, however, in the former signification, which appears to be the
exclusive one in the New Test.; Phavorin. 4 dmnpriouérn dpers. It is the quality of the
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man who is ruled by and aims at what is good,—moral worth. Eph. v. 9: o xapwis Tod
PwTds év mdoy dyabwaivy kal Sikaioaivy kal dAnbela. 2 Thess. i 11 : eddoxia dyabwoivys,
what is pleasing to dyalwaivy (vid. ebdoxia). Rom. xv. 14: pearol éore dyabwaivys,
werMjpopévor wdons yrwoews, dvvduevor xai aAMjhovs wovdereiv. The only doubtful
passage is Gal. v. 22, where Theophyl explains it by benignitas; others, on the contrary,
in consideration of the word wloris that immediately succeeds, explain it by bonitas,
integritas. LXX. = n3id, 2 Chron. xxiv. 16 ; Eccles. iv. 8, v. 10, vii. 14, ix. 18.

’Ayafoepyén,1Tim. vi. 18: 7ols whovaloss . .. TapdyyeNke . . . dyaboepyeiv, mhov-
Teiv &v Epyots xalols, ebperadoTovs elvai, rowwvikols. Otherwise it only occurs in eccles.
Greek, where it is equivalent to dyafovpyetv, the Attic form, which Tisch. and Lachm.
have adopted in Acts xiv. 17. Cf. Herod. i. 67, Afms 7év dyaboepydv . .. Smaprigrény,
Lichas, of the number of Spartans “approved by valour,” according to Tim. lex. ka7
avdparyallay aiperol; iii. 154, ai dyabocpylas, res praeclare gestae; iii. 160, dyaboepyla
ITepoéwy, what & man has done for the advantage of the Persians, by which he has
deserved well of them. Hence dryafoepyeiv = to work good, as also to act for some one’s
advantage. Since in the above passage (1 Tim. vi. 18), in which there is a climax, the
word relates to the use made of riches, it would seem best to render it to do good, so that
others shall be benefited, to deserve well. To do good, to act kindly, as in Acts xiv. 17:
odk apdprupov éavrov aijkev dryalovpydv, where Rec. reads dyafomroidv.

'Ayaf@omoiéw, peculiar to eccles. Greek. In Att. dyafov mowciv on the one hand,
eDepyeteiv on the other. 1. To do good, to do the good, opp. to duaprdvew, 1 Pet. ii. 20 ;
so also il 15 (cf. 16), iii. 6, 17; 3 John 11, u) utpod 76 saxdv dAAE 10 dyabor o dryabo-
mouidv éx Tob Oeod éorilv. — 2. In the sense of dyafis, L b., according to the connection, to
do good, so that some one derives advantage from it. With acc. in Luke vi. 33, ayafomoceire
Tods dryabomrototvras vuds; cf Num. x. 32 = 20" ; Tob. xii. 14. With dat. in 2 Macc.
i. 2; 1 Mace. xi. 33. Absolutely in Luke vi. 35; Mark iii 4 and Luke vi. 9, parall.
Yuxw odoas.  In Matt. xii. 12, kalds mowelv. — On Acts xiv. 17, Rec., see dyafoepyeiv.
— Opp. to xaxomoielv in Mark iii. 4, Luke vi. 9, 3 John 11, 1 Pet. iii. 17 ; cf. dyafomocciv,
opp. to xaxoiwv in Zeph. i. 13. As used by astrologers, it is = bonum omen afferre. Cf.
also xalemoueiv = to act becomingly, and in some connections fo act kindly.

'Aya0omodbs, ov, practising good, acting rightly: 1 Pet. ii. 14, els éxdlknow xaxo-
mowdy, émawoy 8¢ ayabomoidv. — Clem. AL Strom. ed. Sylb. 294 : ¢dos Tob dryalomorod
70 dyabomotelv, s Tob Tupos To Oeppalvew xal Tob Pwros 10 Pwrlew. Plut. Is. et Osir.
c. 42: o yap "Oaipis dyaborowss. It is further used also in the sense of bemeficus, and
is applied by astrologers to favourable constellations.— In Ecclus. xlii. 14, &yafomoios
v}, it refers to & woman who puts on & kind or friendly manner in order to corrupt. —
Only in later writers,

'Aqyafomocta, 7, except in astrological writers, where it is = beneficentia siderum,
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only in 1 Pet. iv. 19, oi wdoyovres xata 16 OéApua Tob Oeot ds miaTe kTloTy Taparibéa-
Owoav Tas Yuxds alrév év dyabomwoda (L. -woilass) ; cf. ii. 15, 20, iiil. 6, 17 : = well-
doing, the practice of good. Clem. Al Strom. ed. Sylb. p. 274, &rp &) 3 émirags Tis
Sicaioatims eis dryabomoday émidédwrey, Tovrp 1) Télelwois év dueraBorg &fe edmoilas
xaf opolwaw Tod Oeotr Siauéve.

Pirdyabos, oy, loving good, the friend of good. Aristotle, Magn. Mor. ii. 14,
describes the owovdaios, who devotes himself in earnest to right doing, as ¢peAdryabos, in
contrast with ¢ilavros which is predicated of the ¢aidos, and, in accordance with the
context there, that man is ¢Adyaflos who loves and practises with self-denial what is
good. The word sometimes occurs in Plutarch also, Mor. 140 c, dvip ¢irdyalos xai
piddraros addpova xai kaoulay qyuvaiea mowi. In the same connection, comp. Thes. ef
Romul. 2. 1In this general signification, Wisd. vii. 22, of coia: &ore v alrh mvedpa. ..
¢Adyabov.—In ecclesiastical Greek, on the contrary, we find the word mostly used in
the particular sense of one who likes to be kind, who likes to do good, joined eg. with
dhocrippwy. Diraydfas and ¢iayabwoivy occur there with a like meaning, while
¢\ayabla in Philo and Clemens Alex. answers to ¢addyalfos in its general sense. Thus,
also, Chrysostom explains the word in the only place where it occurs in the N. T. (Tit.
i 8), Td adrod wdvra Tois Seopuévois mpoiéuevos; and likewise Theophylact: Tov émiexs,
Tov pérpiov, Tov p) Pplovotvra,—the same expositor who explains the &u. Aey. aphd-
yafos in 2 Tim. iii. 3 by éyfpés mavrds dyalfoj. Considering that dpidyalfos in 2 Tim.
iii. 3 occupies a middle place between dvrjueposc and mpodoras, and that ¢dryabfoy in
Tit. i 8 appears side by side with ¢iAofevov among the requirements in a presbyter,
the more general moral qualities c@ppova, Slkatov, Sowov, not being enumerated till after-
wards, the meaning given by the above-named Greek interpreters must apparently be
preferred, and the word may perhaps be explained: one who willingly and with self-
denial does good, or is kind.

Adpirdyalbos, ov, only in the N. T, and there only in 2 Tim. iii. 3, among the
characteristics of the wickedness and apostasy of the last days. In accordance with
what has been said under ¢idyafos, the explanation of Theophylact, éxfpol mavros
dryafod, must probably be rejected, and the word must be regarded as a negative, and
therefore strong expression to denote hard-heartedness, = some such rendering as unsuscep-
tible of any self-denial in order to kindness.

'"Ayawdo, f vjow, to love, is connected with &yauas, though scarcely as stated by
Coray (& ydp pihoduev, éxsiva xal Oavudlew eldbapev, Coray, ad Isocr. ii. 157. 9).
Rather might we, however, on the ground of this connection—which likewise probably
includes the Latin gaudere, see Curtius, 158—explain dyamdv as=to have one's joy
i anything. Mistaken, at any rate, are the explanations given by Hemsterhuis (from

dyav and the unused theme wda =) swmmo apere curam alicujus gerere; and by Damm
B




‘Ayardw 10 'Ayamaw

(lex. Hom.), est pro dryapdw, ab dyav, valde et dddw, contingo, compositum, applico quasi
me valde ad aliguid, suscipio quid amplexu meo. The connection with &yav is their only
true suggestion.—Homer has for dyamde the form dyamdiw.

The Greek language has three words for fo love: ¢ihety, épdv, dyamdv. épdv is used
in only a few passages of the O. T.: Esth. ii. 17 and Prov. iv. 6 =2mx; Wisd. viii. 2;
épacTijs, Ezek. xvi 33; Hos. ii. 5; not at all in the N. T. On the relation between
¢ireiv and épav, of. Xen. Hier. xi. 11: od povov ¢ikoio &y, AN’ kal épo I’ dvbpwrmwy,
on which Sturz (lex. Xen.) remarks: scil. dulovow amici; sed qui vehementius amant,
tanquam amasium, 4 épdot. "Epav denotes the love of passion, of vehement, sensual desire ;
but so unsuitable was this word, by usage so saturated with lustful ideas, to express the
moral and holy character of that love with which Scripture in particular has to do, that
it does not occur in a good sense even in the O. T, save in Prov. iv. 6, Wisd. viii. 2;
and, as already remarked, not at all in the N. T. Concerning this latter fact, Trench
(Synonyms of the N. T.) well says: “In part, no doubt, the explanation of this absence
is, that these words (épws, épav, épacris), by the corrupt use of the world, had become
so steeped in earthly sensual passion, carried such an atmosphere of unholiness about
them (see Origen, Prol. in Cant. op. 3, pp. 28-30), that the truth of God abstained from
the defiling contact with them.”

*Aryardv and ¢ikelv are used, indeed, in many cases synonymously ; they even seem
sometimes to be used the one in place of the other; cf. eg. Xen. Mem. ii. 7. 9, ddv 8
wpoaTdTys s, dmws évepyol B, cb pdv éxelvas pijoets, opdy dpeNluovs geavrp oboas,
éxeivas 8¢ o0& dyamicovew, aloOouevas yalpovrd ge adrals, with il 7. 12: al pdv ds
xndepdva épidowy, 6 8¢ s dpeNuovs fydma. Yet it follows from these very passages that
a distinction not too subtle exists between the two words. Cf Plat. Zys 215 B, o &¢
w1} Tov Seouevos oUdé Ti dyamem dv; OV yap ody. ‘O 8 ud) dyamdv, o0d &v dudoi; ol
8fra. Hom. Od. 7. 32, 33, ol yap Eelvovs olde ud\' dvfpamovs dvéyovrar, old’ dyamals-
pevor piNéova’, 8s & E\hofev é\0p. Dio Cassius 24, épiMjoare adrov o5 marépa, xal
fyamicare es evepyérqy.  However often dyamav and ¢eleiv are used in the same com-
binations and relations, it must not be overlooked that in all cases wherein the simple
designation of kindred, a friendly or in any way intimate relation between friends, etc., was
required, the words ¢iles, ¢uhely were naturally used, and hence we meet these more
frequently by far, dyawav less frequently. ’Ayawdv, moreover, possesses a meaning of
its own, which, in spite of other points of agreement, never belongs to ¢iletw, viz. to be
contented, to be sotisfied with (twl, and 7/, or with the participle, or followed by e, édv; so
we find from Homer onwards to the later Greek in Thuc., Plat., Xen., Demosth., Lucian) ;
according to the old lexicographers, =dpreigOac Tl xal pndéy whéoy émlnrelv. On
the other hand, dyamdr never means “to kiss,” or “to do anything willingly,” “to be
wont to do,”—significations which are peculiar to ¢ehetv. If, after all this, it be asked, in
conclusion, How do you account for the surprising fact that everywhere in biblical Greek
in both the O. T. and specially in the N. T., where the love which belongs to the sphere
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of divine revelation is spoken of, ayawdy i systematically used, while ¢ihelv has received
no distinctive colouring at all ?—the answer must be, That the love designated by ayamway
must certainly possess a distinctive element of its own. We shall not go wrong if we
define the distinction thus: ¢e\eiv denotes the love of natural inclination, affection,— -
love, so to say, originally spontaneous, involuntary (amare); dyamwav, on the other hand,
love as a direction of the will, diligere. This must be regarded as the true and adequate
explanation, at least as regards Scripture usage, and it is surely confirmed by the tes-
timony of classical usage above given. God’s love to man in revelation is but once
expressed by ¢ilelv, not in the text cited by Tittmann (de synon. N. T. p. 53), John
xvi. 27, where the special relation of the Father to the disciples of Jesus is spoken
of, but in the expression ¢i\avfpwrmia, Tit. iii. 4, and there the word has a meaning
quite different from its signification in classical Greek. Pu\elv is never used of the
love of men towards God. [But see 1 Cor. xvi. 22: € 75 o0 Pihel Tov wipiov.]
Love to God or to our neighbour, as & command, is unheard of in the profane writers;
this love, again, is always expressed by dyamwav. ’Ayamdv, and never ¢ileiv, is used of
love towards our enemies. See, on the other hand, John xv. 19: & éx Tod rxdouov
Yre, 0 xoopos &v 1o Wewv épihe.  For the love of Jesus to Lazarus, both ¢pelely
and dyamrav are used, John xi. 3, 5, 36; and in like manner of His love to St. John,
John xx. 2; cf xiii. 28, xix. 26, xxi. 7. But one feels at once how inappropriate ¢e\ew
would be, eg. in Mark x. 21: ¢ & ’Ingods jydmyger adrédv. (We can hardly attach
importance to the use of dyawav instead of ¢pi\elv in John xi. 5: Jydwa 8¢ ¢ "Inagods T
MadpbOav xal Ty adedy alrijs kal Tov Adapov, for one cannot see why épiles, a8 Cod. D
reads, should be regarded as offensive.) The moral and holy love, which is and must be
brought to light by divine revelation, may even possibly stand in opposition to natural
inclination, whereas the love of inclination, ¢eheiv, includes also the éyawdy. The range
of ¢ekeiv is wider than that of dyamway, but dyaméy stands all the higher above ¢eheiv on
account of its moral import. It does not in itself exclude affection, but it is always the
moral affection of conscious deliberate will which is contained in it, not the natural
impulse of immediate feeling. Though the word did not as yet contain this element of -
moral reflection in the classics, still it was the proper vessel to receive the fulness of
biblical import; and as in the N. T. the right word for that love of which the N. T.
treats—love which is to be estimated morally, and which is designed for eternity—
could no longer be dispensed with, dydmy—a word formed, perhaps, by the LXX. a8’
a companion to dygmwav, and wholly unknown in the classics—became, in N. T. language,
the distinctive designation of holy and divine love, while the Greeks knew only éws, piria,
and oropyr; and this is itself a significant fact for the understanding of dyamwdv. This
state of things is already recognised in the Vulgate. ’Ayawdv is once rendered by amare
(2 Pet. ii, 15), the word usually employed in translating ¢eheiv; but in all other cases
diligere is commonly used, and dydwn is = caritas, dilectio. “In order to distinguish
the subordinate relation of natural inclination, both sexual inclination and that of per-
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sonal friendship, from the conception of Christian love, the Vulgate avoids the words amor
and amare, and uses instead caritas and diectio.” R. v. Raumer, Die Einwirkung des
Christenthums auf die althochdeutsche Sprache, 1845, p. 398. These are obviously weighly
considerations in determining the biblical and Christian conception of love. How greatly
Scripture usage has enriched the word &yamav, becomes apparent when we compare the
following detailed exposition with the notices of the word given in classical lexicons.
Classical Greek knows nothing, for instance, of the use of dyawdv to designate compas-
sionating love, or the love that freely chooses its object. With reference to the words
&yamdy, drydmn, ayamnros, N. T. usage is peculiarly coherent and self-contained.

1. 'Ayamav is used in all places where the direction of the will is the point to be con-
sidered ; Matt. v. 43, dyamijaes Tov mAnalov aov; ver. 44, ayaméirte Tods éxbpods, xix. 19,
xxii. 37, 39; Mark xii. 30, 31, 83; Luke vi 27, 35, x. 27; Rom. xiii. 9; Gal
v. 14; Eph. v. 25, 28, 33; Col iii 19; Jas. iL 8; 1 Pet. i. 22, ii. 17. So also
where the inclination rests on the decision of the will, on a selection of the object.
So in Heb. i. 9, #ydmnoas Swcawoovvyy; 2 Cor. ix. 7, i\apdv démqy dyamg o Oeds;
2 Pet. ii. 15, uwbov ddwelas Hydmnoev; 2 Tim. iv. 10, dyamijocas Tov viv aléva;
1 Pet. iii. 10, 6 0é\wv {wiv dyawdv; cf. John iii. 19, sHydmnoav of &vbpwmor péiiov
70 okoTos 1) 10 ¢ds; John xii. 43, dydmnoav T Sckav Tdv dvlpdmwv paNhov dmep
Tiw 8ofav Tob Oeod. Cf. Demosth. pro cor. p. 263. 6, ed. Reisk.: ofr’ év Tois ‘ENMixols
18 BiMbrmov dipa ral Ty Eeviav fydmmoa dvr Tév Kowh mage Tols “ENMnot ovude-
povrov. Plut. Oamill. 10: dyamijoar mw fooav wpo s é\evfeplas. Under this head
must also be classed the cases in which dryamdv is used to express the love which decides
the direction of the will, as in the relation between the Father and the Son. John iii. 35,
0 maTip dyamd Tov viov Kal wdvra 8édwkev év Th yepl avrob; John x. 17, Sid TobTo pe
o mamip dyawd kT ; xv. 9, xvil. 23, 24, 26 ; xiv. 31, dyawd Tov Matépa. So also when
the relation of love between man and God, between the Father and the Son, is expressed
by éyamav, John viii. 42, xiv. 15, 21, 23, 24, 28; 1 John iv. 10 (and 19 Rec.), 20, 21,
v. 1, 2; Rom. viii. 28; 1 Cor. ii. 9, viii. 3; Eph. vi. 24; Jas. i. 12,ii. 5; 1 Pet. i 8;
2 Tim. iv. 8, wois Jyawneoade Ty émpdveay adrod. When Peter, in John xxi. 15, 16,
answers our Lord’s question, ayawds ue; with ¢pAd ge, he certainly uses the term which
Christ Himself once employed to designate the close and special love of the disciples to
Himself, John xvi. 27 ; and Christ evidently points to Peter’s word when He repeats the
question the third time, saying, ver. 17, ¢ehets ue; But we can hardly suppose that Peter

meant by this answer to go beyond our Lord’s question, by naming the love of inclina-.

tion instead of the decided love of the will which was claimed from him. We must rather
suppose that he’felt humbled by our Lord’s question, and does not therefore venture to
affirm the love which Christ seeks. Jesus then still more deeply humbles him by His
third question,—answering to Peter’s thrice-repeated denial of Him,—which takes up and
adopts the ¢ehetv of the disciple’s reply, and brings home to his heart its meaning,

1I. *Ayamav is therefore employed when an eligere or a negligere takes place. Matt.
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vi. 24, 1ov &a piorjoe kal Tov Erepov dyamijoes, 1) évos avbéferas xai Tod érépov xata-
¢povijges ; Luke xvi. 13; Rom. ix. 13, 7ov 'IaxwfB sjydmrnoa, Tov 8¢ "Hoad éulonoa
(Mal. i. 2; Hos. xiv. 5; Jer. xxxi. 2; Deut. vii. 8, 13 =anx); Rom. ix. 25, ra\éow Tov
o¥ Naov pov Aaov pov xal T odk ryamnuévny fyamnuévny (Hos. ii. 23 = om); whence
may be easily explained why o vics pov 6 dyamnrds, in Luke iii. 22 and elsewhere, is
parallel with ix, 85, 6 vi u. o écheleyuévos. Cf. Matt. xii. 18, ¢ dyamnris pov, after
Isa xlii. 1, ""N3, LXX. 6 éxhextds pov. For Rom. xi. 28, xkara v éxdoyly dyamnroi,
as also the addition, év ¢ eddox., Matt, iii. 17, see s». dyamnrés. To this head belong
Rev. xx. 9, % wo\ss 1) syamnuévn, as also John xiii, 23, xix. 26, xxi. 7, 20, pabymis dv
Hydma o "Incods; whereas in xx. 2, dv épies is used with unusual tenderness. Cf. John xii.
25 with Rev. xii. 11. Closely connected herewith is, finally,—

IIL The use of dyamdv, where love, as free love, becomes compassion. Cf. Isa. 1x. 10,
Sid E\eov fpydmnod ae; of. Luke vii. 5, dyawd yap 70 &0vos ; 1 Thess. i. 4, eldores adehdol
iyamnpévor Uwd Oeod v éxhoyiwy Uudv; Eph. il 4, ¢ 8¢ Oeds mhodoios Sy v ENées, Bl
™y woAM dydmny adrod, Ay fydmnaey fuas xT\; Eph. i. 6, éyaplrwgey juds v TH
ryamnpévep—hence both the redeeming love of God and the love of Christ as Saviour are
designated by dyamwav. The former, in John iii. 16; 1 John iv. 10, 11, 19; John
xiv. 21, 23, xvii. 23 ; Rom. viii. 37; Eph. ii. 4; 2 Thess. ii. 16; the latter, in John
xiii. 1, 34, xiv. 21, xv. 9, 12; Gal. ii. 20 ; Eph. v. 2, 25 ; Rev. L. 5, iii. 9 (Mark x. 21 ?).
The part. perf. pass. is then used to denote those in whom this love is realized, and in
whom the result abides; as in 1 Thess. L 4; 2 Thess. ii. 13; Col. iil. 12, ds éxhexrol
100 Oeol &yior xal Hyamnuévoe. In Jude 1, Tols év Oed marpl Hyamwnuévors (Rec. yyac-
pévors), 7y. denotes a thought complete in itself (like sjyiacuévoe in Heb. x. 10); and the
added words é& Oep matpi are to be explained like év in Heb. x. 10 ;—that they are
nyamrnuévos and "Inaot Xpiore Ternpmuévos, has its ground in God as the Father.

The meaning of dryamwav having been fixed by such usage, it is used finally to denote
the love of Christians towards each other. John xiii 34, xv. 12, 17; 1 John ii. 10,
iii. 10, 11, 14, 23,iv. 7, 11,12, 20,21, v. 1, 2; 2 John 5. In all these passages, as
in Rom. xiii. 8, 1 Thess. iv. 9, 1 Pet. i. 22, ii. 17, the object is specified: Tov &repow,
adendov, adehpols, aAMihovs, adendotnTa, etc. Without specification of an object, it is
used to denote Christian brotherly and social love in 1 John iii. 18,iv. 7, 8.

A ey am, 9, love, not found in the profane writers. The LXX. uses it in 2 Sam.
xiil. 15; Song ii. 4, 5, 7, iil. 5, 10, v. 8, vil. 6, viil. 4, 6, 7; Jer. ii. 2; Eccles. ix. 1, 6,
as an equivalent for M3, which is elsewhere translated dydmnows and ¢la. It is
also found in Wisd. iii. 9, vi. 19. In the N.T. it does not occur in Acts, Mark, and James.
The peculiar N. T. use of dyawdv would seem to have rendered mnecessary, so to
speak, the introduction of dydmy, a word apparently coined by the LXX., and unknown
both to Philo and Josephus. ’Aydwy in the LXX. does not, it is true, possess any
special force, analogous to that which it has in the N. T., unless we choose to lay stress
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on its use in Solomon’s Song; but from 2 Sam. xiii. 15, Eccles. ix. 1, 6, it is clear that
the LXX. aimed at & more decided term than the language then afforded them,—a term
as strong in its way as pigos, for which &ws, ¢pilia, oropyr) were too weak ; indeed, it is
worthy of remark in general, that while hatred in all its energy was, love in its divine
greatness was not, known and named in profane Greek. It denotes the love which chooses
its object with decision of will (dilectio, see s.v. dryamwdv), so that it becomes self-denying or
compassionate devotion to and jfor the same. Cf. Jer. ii. 2, where it occurs by the side of
&\eos. In the form of such energetic good-will or self-sacrifice, love appears, indeed, as
an isolated trait in profane writers; but it was unknown to them as a ruling principle
of life. The Greek ¢pihavfpwmia, which was & spécial characteristic of the Athenians, was
a different thing from this dydmy, and is surpassed by the ¢iraderla of the-N. T. See
2 Pet. i, 7: émixopnyicate .. . & 7 eboeBela v Ppadenplay, dv 8¢ Th Pihaderdia T
dydmny. In classical Greek, ¢praderdia is nsed simply of the relation between brothers
and sisters ; and as to ¢iravfpwmia, Nigelsbach says: “ We shall not form a correct idea of
the spirit and essence of neighbourly love among the Greeks, unless we remember that
the word for it, namely ¢uravfpwrmia, should not mislead us into the belief that it was
practised from love to man as such. It was rather an exhibition of that justice which
gives to a man that to which he is entitled, whether he is a friend and benefactor who
has a personal claim, or a fellow-citizen who has & political claim, or a helpless and
needy fellow-man having a divine claim to help. — Nothing more was necessary to the
full display of neighbourly love than to give a man the full rights to which he was
entitled. It was taken for granted that the heart of him who thus discharged his
obligations was rightly disposed towards the other, Tov mwéhas; and, in order to indicate
its nature, this disposition of heart was called ai8as, or pious respect for usage and pre-
scription. It was accordingly not the free manifestation of & man's own disposition
existing even independently of the law, but respect for the law. In a word, it was
with this form of Swcawoirn just as with edoéBeias,—so long as both were practised
in outward deeds, the question was never raised, What is the source of the deeds?
—no distinction was drawn between a free and a legally compulsory fulfilment of
duty.” — Nachhomer. Theologie, p. 261. Synon. with ¢havfperla is wpasrns, xaplieo-
Oai.  Cf. Aesch. Epist. xii. 14 : xal yap dpyllecfas padiws duiv &0os éari xal yapileabas.
Opp. to audrys. Herewith compare 1 Cor. xiii., % dydmy parpoBupuet, ob {yhoi, ob mepme-
pevetas, ete. ; a8 also mAfjpwpa odv vouov 3 drydmy, Rom. xiii. 10. For ¢pravfpwrnia, see
Acts xxviii. 2; in one instance Paul uses it also of God’s xdpis, Tit. iii. 4; cf Eph.
ii. 7. — Plut. employs @ydmnois to denote sensual love.

Now, we find dyamn used to designate a love unknown to writers outside of the New
Testament (cf. xapmos Tob mwvedparos, Gal. v. 22),—love in its fullest conceivable form ;
love as it is the distinguishing attribute, not of humanity, but, in the strictest sense, of
Divinity. (One may think, for instance, of the saying of Aristotle, “ The Deity exists not
to love, but to be loved.”) John xv. 13, peillova Tavrys dydmny odlels Exer, iva Tis TV
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Juxw abrod 05 Umép rdv dlAwv alrob; cf. Rom. v. 8, quvicTnow mw éavred dydmnw
els npds o Oeds, &t & duaprordy Svrwv judv Xpioros Umép fHudv dmwébavey, cf. v. 10,
éxOpol dvres karn\dynuev 1@ Oeg Sid Tob favdrov Tob viod alro. We are accordingly
told that this form of love was first exhibited in Christ's work of redemption, 1 John
iil. 16, év Tovre éyvarxauev T dydmny &ri éxelvos Imép Nudv T Puxyw albrot ey,
where the object is not to characterize the spirit manifested in this fact, but to set forth
what the love is that is required from us; cf. what follows, kai %uels Spelhouer mép Tdw
adenpdv Tas Yuxas Oeivar. In correspondence with this, the action of God towards us
has now been shewn by the giving up of His Son to be one of aydmp, 1 John iv. 9,
& Tovre épavepwly 3 dydmn Tob Geol év Nuiv, v Tov vidy adrod TOV povoyevi) dméoTalkey
6 Oeds k.7, cf. Rom. v. 7; and as this love is, as it were, absorbed in its object, in view of
this revelation of God’s disposition towards us in Christ, He is said to be Love: ¢ feos
ayamy éotly, 1 John iv. 8,—whatever He is, He is not for Himself, but for us. (Love and
self-surrender are inseparable ; cf. Gal ii. 20, Tod dyamijcavrés ue xal wapadivros éavrov
tmép éuod.) In ver. 10, év vobre éoriy 4 drydmm, oby 874 Huels fyamioaucy Tov Gedv, GAN
87¢ alrds fydmnoev suds, “ Not in our display of love, but in God’s, is % dyd, love in
itself, love in its essence, set forth” (Diisterdieck). Hence, 1 John iv. 7, # dydmy é
10D Oeod éorly; cf. Gal. v. 22, where love is spoken of as a fruit of the Spirit. 1 John
iv. 12, édv dyamdper GNMfhovs o Oeos év Hulv uéver xal 1) dydmn alrod Terehewpéyn
éoriv év ulv. In this general sense, without specification of an object, it occurs
farther in 1 John iv. 17, év toirp TeTehelwras % dydmn pel sjudv; ver. 18, $péBos odx
EoTw dv i) dydmy, GAN 1) Tékela dydmn Ew Bd\es Tov PoBov, §ri 6 PoPos Kohacww Exes,
o 8¢ ¢oPoluevos ol TereheiwTar év TH dydmy, with which cf. Rom. viii. 14 sq., mvelua
viofeclas, opp. to wvebua Sovkelas (els PpoBor). We do not find, it is true, in the Pauline
writings, any such penetration into the essence of drydmn; but, nevertheless, the estimate
of it is not less high; the expression ¢ feos Tijs drydmns xal elpijivys corresponds pretty
nearly to John’s words, 6 feos dydmn éorlv, and Rom. v. 7 contains even a profounder
description of love than any passage in John's writings. Both Paul and John, however,
assign to love the same central position as the distinctive peculiarity of the Christian life, cf.
xatd dydmny wepiwatety, Rom. xiv. 15; Eph. v. 2; Gal. v. 6, mloris & dydmns évepyor-
pém; Eph. iv. 16, els oikoBouny éavrod év dydmry. See particularly 1 Tim. i 5, 7
7éNos Tis wapayyehias éaTly dydmy ék xabapis xapdlas xal ovveldijcews dyabis xal mio-
Tews dvvmoxpirov, on which Huther remarks: “ As the gospel proclaims to the believer
one divine deed alone, the atonement by Christ which has its root in the love of God; so
does it demand one human deed alone, to wit, love, for m\jpoua véuov % dydmy, Rom.
xiii. 10.” There is this difference, however, between Paul and John, that the latter uses
ayamy to designate not only our action towards our fellow-men, but also our action towards
God and His revelation in Christ ; ¢f. 1 John ii. 5, 15, iii. 17, iv. 17, 18,v. 3 ; Johnv. 42;
Rev. ii. 4; cf. Jer. ii. 2. Compare also the description of the Church as the Bride of
Christ in the Apocalypse. In the Pauline writings, on the other hand, the relation of
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men to God is only once expressed by the substantive daydms, viz. 2 Thess. iii. 5, o 8¢
iipeos karevivas budv Tds xapdlas els Tiv dydmny Tob Ocod kai eis T ropory Tob Xpiarob.
The other texts in his Epistles where aydmy with the genitive of the object is said to occur
—Rom. v. 5; 2 Cor. v. 14; 1 Thess. i 3—cannot, upon closer examination, be brought
forward to support this view. As to Rom. v. b, it is contrary alike to Christian experience
and to St. Paul’s chain of thought, here and elsewhere, to make the ‘certainty of Christian
hope rest upon love to God existing in the heart; of. ver. 8, viii, 35, 39. As to 2 Cor.
v. 14, that must be a marvellously forced and distorted exegesis which regards love to
Christ as more suitable to the connection as a determining motive for the conduct of the
apostle described in vv. 11-13, than Christ’s love to us, which leads the apostle to the
conclusion or judgment expressed in ver, 15. Lastly, as to 1 Thess. i 3, to refer the
objective genitive Tob xuplov Hjudv 'Incod Xpiorod, which belongs to ijs Umopovijs Tis
é\midos, to the preceding Tod xdmwov Tiis dydmys, is hardly necessary, especially in this
juxtaposition, not unusual, as is well known, elsewhere in St. Paul’s writings, of faith and
love and hope. The Pauline substitute for the Johannine aydwy in this sense, is per-
haps mvedua viobealas, Rom. viii. 15 ; cf. Gal iv. 6, Eph. i. 5; or that other mepigoedew
€v evxapiorig, Col ii. 7. Further, John represents love to the brethren as a fruit of love
to God, whilst Paul represents it as a fruit of mloris. John, on the other hand, uses
miores only once (1 John v. 4), mioredew, indeed, frequently, though rarely without an object.
As in St. John love of the brethren is connected with love to God, so in St. Paul love is
connected with faith; for in faith man appropriates to himself what applies to all, but in
love he extends to all, especially to the household of faith, what applies to himself, so
that faith without love cannot exist—is utterly worthless, 1 Cor. xiii.

"Aydmn is used accordingly to mark (1) the relation between the Father and the Som,
John xv. 10, xvii. 26 ; Col. i. 13, ¢ vids Tiis dydmys avrod. (2) The redeeming love of God
and Christ (see dyamav), 1 John iv. 9 (iil 17),iii 1,iv. 16 ; John xv. 9, 10, eto. ; see above.
Rom. v. 8, viii. 39, xwploas dmd Tis aydmns Tob Oeod év Xpiord 'Incob; v. B, % dydmy Tod
Oeod éxxéyvrasr &v Tais kapdiass fudv Sid Tob wyvedparos dylov; 2 Cor. xiii. 13 ; Eph. i 4, 5,
& &rydmy wpooploas Nuds els vioBealay ; ii. 4, o Oeos Tholaios v év é\éer S1d THY TN
aydmny W fydmyaey juds, ke Jude 2, E\eos Uulv xal elprvn xal dydwn T ein,
cf. 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Jude 21, éavrods & dydmy Oeod ryprjcare, cf. John xv. 9, 10;
2 Cor. xiii. 13.— 2 John 3; Rom. viii. 35; 2 Cor. v. 14; Eph. iii. 19. (3) The
distinctive peculiarity of the Christian life in relation fo others, with specification of the
object: eis wdvras Tods dylovs, Eph. i 16; Col i 4; els d\\jhovs xal els wdvras,
1 Thess. iii. 12; 2 Thess. i. 3; cf. 2 Cor. ii. 4, 8, viil. 7; % dydmy Tis aAnlelas, 2 Thess.
ii. 10 (cf. 1 Cor. xiii. 6); els éavravs, 1 Pet. iv. 8; the immediate object are the dder-
¢ol, so in 1 John ; the more remote wdvres, mAnclov, Rom. xiii. 10.—In 2 Pet. i. 7,
Pradendla (which see) is distinguished from the dydwn, which extends to all. — It occurs
without specification of object in the combinations wepimareiv xard, év, Rom. xiv. 15 ;
Eph. v. 2 ; dwkew v dydmnw, 1 Cor. xiv. 1; &yew, 1 Cor. xiii. 1, 2, 3; Phil ii. 2; &
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drydmy &pxecbas, 1 Cor. iv. 21 ; opp. to v péBSe. — Gal. v. 13, &ua s dydmns Sovhedere
dM\jhoss ; Philem. 95 Phil. i 16 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 14, wdvra Sudv év dydmy ywécbw ; Eph,
iv. 2; Col. ii. 2, iii. 14, &dioacbar T dydmyw 8 éoriv abvdeopos Tis Teebryros; Eph.
iii. 18,iv. 15. Further: o xémwos viis dydmys, 2 Thess. i. 3 ; &deifis Tis dydmns, 2 Cor.
viii. 24 ; 1 Thess. v. 8 ; Heb. x. 24. For manifestations of love, see Phil. ii. 1, wapapd-
Owv drydmns ; 1 Pet. v. 14, piqua drydmys. 1 Cor. viii. 1, % dydmn oixodouet ; cf. Eph.
iv. 16; 1 Cor. xiii. 4-8 ; Rom. xiii. 10; 1 Pet. iv. 8. — Rom. xii. 9; 2 Cor. vi. 6,
dydmy dvvmixpitos. — Conjoined with wloes, ete., 1 Cor. xiii. 13; 1 Thess. v. 8 ; Eph.
vi 28; 1 Thess. iii. 6; 1 Tim. i. 14,iv. 12, vi. 11; 2 Tim. i. 13,ii. 22; Gal. v. 6;
1 Tim. ii. 15; 2 Tim. iii. 10; Tit. ii. 2; Philem. 5; Rev. ii. 19. It is designated
Kapmds o wvebparos in Gal v.22; cf. Rom. xv. 30; Col. i. 8. — See, besides, Rom.
xifi. 10; 2 Cor. viii 8; Phil i. 9; 1 Thess. v. 13; 2 Tim. i. 7 ; Philem. 7; 3 John 6;
Matt. xxiv. 12. (4) To denote the believer's relation to God and Christ ; by Paul, only
in 2 Thess. iii. 6 ; by John, in 1 John ii. 5, 15, iii. 17, iv. 12, v. 3 (in every case here
with the genitive of the object). See above. — In 2 Pet. ii. 13, Lachm. reads, instead
of dwdrass, dydmrass, which is the correct reading in Jude 12, where A C have dwdraus.
The plural denotes the love-feasts, or agapae, at which the supper of the Lord was cele-
brated ; cf. 1 Cor. xi. 17-34 ; Matt. xxvi. 20 8q.; cf 1 Cor. x. 17, &7¢ els &pros, & odua
oi moA\o{ éopev, compared with Eph. iv. 16, eis oikoSouny Tod cwpatos év dydmry. Vid.
Herzog's Real-Encyclopddie, i. 174 sq.; Suicer, Thes. i. 23-28.

'AyamnTis, 1, ov, verbal adj. from dyamwdw, in the N. T. with the force of the
part. perf. pass.=7yamnuévos, beloved, dear; see Buttmann, sec. 134. 8-10. With the
meaning of possibility, as = amabilis, which is rare even in profane Greek, it is not
used in the N. T.; for the two passages adduced as illustrations, viz. 1 Tim. vi. 2,
&re miaTol elow xal dyamnrol ol Tiis ebepyealas dvriNapBavipevos, and Philem. 16,
a alrov dméyys obx &re ds Sodlov, AN’ Umép Sobhov, ddeNdov dyamnrov, must be
rejected, on & comparison of the usage elsewhere. (For 1 Tim. vi. 2, cf. the like union of
meTos xal dyamytés in Col iv. 9; 1 Cor. iv. 17. For Philem. 16, cf. both the constant
association with dSeAdds, and ver. 165, pdhora éuol x1N) The LXX. uses it in both
senses ; in that of the part. perf. pass. for ™M, Gen. xxii. 2, 12 ; Jer. vi. 26 ; Amos viii. 10;
Zech. xii. 10; ™, Ps. cxxvii. 2, Ix. 7, cviii. 7; M, Jer. xxxi. [xxxviii.] 20 ; in the sense
of possibility, in Ps. lxxxiv. 2: ds dyamnrd 1@ oxqrdpard cov. We find it used in the
N.T., (1) as an adj. 6 vios wov 0 dyamnrés, Matt. iii. 17, xvii. 5; Mark i 11, ix. 7;
Luke iii. 22 (Rec. Luke ix. 85, where Tisch. has éxheneyuévos; see sv. dyamwdw); 2 Pet.
i 17; Mark xii. 6, & &a elyev viov dyamnrov; cf. Od. 2. 365, woivos éwv dyamnros;
and Od. 4. 817, Il. 6. 401, without poiwos, as a designation of the only son. We must
not, however, connect this use with the designation of Christ in Matt. iii. 17, etc., as the
latter is traceable to the Hebrew "'M2 (Luke ix. 35), T (see above), and expresses the
relation of the Son to the Father in the history of redemption ; cf. Rom. xi. 28, and also

C
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the addition év ¢ edddxnoa in Matt. iii. 17, xvii. 5, and see sv. eddoxelv (Mark i 11;
Luke iii. 22; 2 Pet. i. 17). Cf. further, Rom. xi 28, xata s éx\oyiw dyamnrol, as
also the remarks under dyawdw. To the Hebrew T corresponds rather uoveyerrjs, which
see. (Luke xx. 13.)—Conjoined with écwov, 1 Cor. iv. 14; Eph. v. 1; 2 Tim. i 2;
with ddexgss, 1 Cor. xv. 58; Eph. vi. 21; Col iv. 7, 9; Philem. 16; Jas. i. 16, 19,
ii. 5; 2 Pet. iii. 15 ;—ddeMpol pov dyamnrol xal émumwdfyroi, Phil iv. 1; dyamyrds ovv-
Sovhos, Col. i. 7; with proper names, Col iv. 14; fem., Rom. xvi. 12; Philem. 2;
3 John 1. (2) As a subst. in Rom. xi. 28, xatd uév 70 edaryyéhov éxbpol . . ., xatd
8¢ T éedoyyw dyamnrol In aeddress, 3 John 2, 5, 11; plur, Rom. xii 19;
2 Cor. vii. 1, xii. 19; Eph. v. 1 ; Heb. vi. 9; 1 Pet. ii. 11,iv. 12; 2 Pet. iii. 1,8,14,17;
1 John ii. 7, iii. 2, 21,iv. 1, 7, 11; Jude 3, 17, 20. With a genitive following, Rom.
i 7, dyamyrés Oeod (cf. TN, Ps. cxxvii. 2,1x. 7, cviil 7); 1 Cor. x. 14; Phil ii. 12.
The dative in 1 Thess. ii. 8, dyamyTol 7uilv yeyérnale; is no more to be connected with
dyamyrés than in Ecclus. xv. 13, odk égmw dyamnrov Tois ¢oSovuévoss adrov, but with
the verb; cf. Winer, sec. 31. 2, b.—The import of the expression is determined in agree-
ment with what was remarked on advyamdy, IL and III.

"Ayyérro, to bring a message, announce, proclaim ; followed by &r¢, John xx. 18,
dyyé\ovoa Tols pabfnrais (where Rec. dmaryyé\hovoa), which, interchangeably with the
acc. and inf, is the usual construction. Derivatives in the N. T. dyyelia, &yyelos, and
the compounds dvayyé\\w, drayyé\\w, ete., all variously employed to designate the pro-
clamation of salvation.

'Ayyella, 1, message, proclamation, news, 1 John i. 5, &rrw adry 7% dyyedia (Rec.
éxaryyelda) v daneoapev—ral avaryyé\hopey Vuiv ; of. Isa. xxviii. 9, dvayyé\hew dyyelav,
1 John iii. 11, a¥ry éotlv 4 dyyeNla (var. lect. émaryy.) Hv fxodoare . . . a dyarduey
d\\j\ovs, where &yyeNla is more precisely defined by being connected with &a, as
an order, as the announcement of a will, of an intention.—LXX. =Y, 1 Sam. iv. 19;
Isa. xxviil 9; Ezek. vii. 26 ; 7%, Prov. xii. 25.

T

“Ayyelos, o: I In a general sense, messenger, synonymous with mpésBus, Xen.
Hell. i 4. 2, ol Te Aaxedaspoviwy mpéoBes kal oi &\Nov dyyehos, and frequently with
injpv, Anab. ii. 3. 1 sqq. and often.—Luke vii. 24, dyyedot "Toduvvov ; ix. 52 ; Jas. ii. 25.
—LXX. =!I§,59, in the same sense, Gen. xxxii. 4 [3]; Josh. vii. 22, and often.—Then,
I, in particular, of messengers of God ;—(a) of men who have to deliver a divine com-
mission, who are commissioned to speak by God, eg. prophets, Hag. i. 13, nim 3xbn wn
niny MONCoR; 2 Chron. xxxvi 15; priests, Mal. ii. 7 (Eccles. v. 5). This use is rare, it
is true; but still it does not seem allowable (cf 2 Chron. xxxvi. 15) to treat it only as a
figurative mode of speech, as though the name given to the messengers of God from the
unseen world were transferred to men. By this designation we are, in general, reminded
rather of the divine commission only ; and it was easy to apply it xar’ éfoyijv to the
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messengers who came from the unseen world. Cyrill. Alex., 76 “Ayyelos Svopa Aestovp-
wylas pd\\ov éorw, fmep ovolas onpavrikdy. — Accordingly, the forerunner of the
Messiah also is called, not His messenger, but the angel of the Lord, Mal. iii. 1; Matt.
xi. 10; Mark i. 2; Luke vii. 27.—It is questionable whether in Rev. i. 20, dyyelos
TGy émrd éex\poidv, il 1, 8,12, 18, iii. 1, 7, 14, men are so designated in the same
sense. The genitive is primarily analogous to the genitive in xvi. 5, &yyehos Tdv ¥ddrav ;
Matt. xviii. 10, of &yyehot avrdv; Acts xii. 11, 15; and denotes that which is entrusted
to the angel ; cf. Matt. iv. 6 ; the contents of the Epistles also indicate that those persons are
meant to whom the churches are entrusted. We are prevented by Rev. i. 16, 20 from
taking the genitive as the gen. of origin, and from understanding by dyyehos deputies of
the churches (Ebrard, after Phil. iv. 18; Col iv. 12). It would rather yield a sense to
connect this designation with the rabbinical ™% or "3y m5% (the latter in Ewald, Com-
mentar. in Apok. 1828, a view which he himself has recently surrendered ; see Ewald, dte
Joh. Schriften, 2. 125). The high priest was called '_1’,5? at the time of the second temple,
as—in opposition to the deviations of the Sadducees—one bound under an oath and
delegated by the Sanhedrim to offer the sin-offering on the great day of atonement; and
the M3y D‘??, the servant of the church, was first appointed simply to attend to the external
affairs of the individual congregation, and then, in particular, as reader of the prayers, re-
presented the sacrificing priest (amppn oppa). Cf Delitzsch and Kurtz on Heb. iii. 1.
But the comparison between these names and the &yyehot Tdv érxhnaidy is obviously too
far-fetched and inappropriate. But to see in &yyeho: here a personification of the spirit
of the community in its “ideal reality ” (as, again, Diisterdieck has recently done), is not
merely without any biblical analogy,—for such a view derives no support from Dan. x.
13,20; Deut. xxxii. 8, LXX.—but must also plainly appear an abstraction decidedly
_ unfavourable to the import and effect of the Epistles. It would have been far more
effective in this case to have written 17 év ... éxxAqola ypdyov. Assuming the &yy.
Tév éxxhno. to be those to whom the churches are entrusted, the only question is, to
what sphere do they belong, the terrestrial or the superterrestrial ?# Their belonging to the
earthly sphere is supported, above all, by the address of the Epistles; secondly, by the
circumstance that the writer of the Apocalypse could not act as messenger between two
superterrestrial beings (cf. Rev. i. 1, xxii. 16); and further, by the consideration that as
the candlesticks, so also the stars must belong to one and the same sphere. But if by
this expression we are to-understand men, it is natural to think of Acts xx. 28; 1 Pet. v. 2;
and that too so that these éwloxomor or mpecBiTepor are those whose business it is to
execute the will or commission of the Lord, in general as well as in special cases, to the
churches, as those whom the Lord has appointed representatives of the churches, and to
whom He has entrusted their care; cf. Acts xx. 28 ; Mal. ii. 7.—Grimm (Zexicon graeco-
lat. in Ub. N. T.) understands the expression &y dyyérows, 1 Tim. iii. 16, likewise to
refer to men, dyyé\ois being a poetical name for dmoordross; but this view may
possibly rest more upon a certain aversion to the angelology of Scripture than upon
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any reasons. Besides, he would have to show that dyyelos is more “poetical” than
dmooTohos.

IL () Ka7' éE. dyyeros, angels, denotes the members of the orpatid olpdwios, Luke
il 13; cf Acts vii 38; Rev. xix. 14; Matt. xxvi. 53, Swdexa Aeyedvar dyyélov;
Hebrew D'o¥n X3%, 1 Kings xxii. 19; 2 Chron. xviii. 18 ; Ps. exlviil. 2; Dan. vii. 10;
2 Kings vi. 17; Josh. v. 14, 15. Compare the designation of God as MX3Y¥ W5® in
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Zechariah, Malachi. In accordance with their nature and their appear-
ance they are called spirits, mveluara, Heb. i. 14 ; and according to their essence and life,
they belong not to the terrestrial, but to the superterrestrial or heavenly sphere of the
creation. Hence they are called ol &yyehos Tdv odpavidy, Matt. xxiv. 36 ; év Tois odp., Mark
xii. 25, xiil. 32; ¢f olp., Gal. i. 8 ; cf. Luke xxii. 43 ; in order to indicate the sphere to
which they belong; and they bear the name dyryeloc, not on account of their nature, but
as describing their office and position as the messengers of God to men. These members
of the orpatid olpdviog are designed, just as men on their part, to praise God's glory, to
glorify God; see Ps. ciii. 20; Eph. i. 14; and, moreover, in such a way that in them
especially the omnmipotence and resplendent majesty of God are reflected (cf. the
very term oTpamid odpdvios, and God’s title, nikJy ‘555.; further, Ps. ciii. 20, M5 @ ;
2 Thess. i 7, &yyeloe Svvduews alroi; Matt. xxvi. 53; Luke il 9, dyyehos xuvpiov
éwéarn alrois xal Sofa wuplov wepiéhapurev aldrols; Matt. xxv. 31; and thus, perhaps, also
the titles dpyal, éfovalas, Opdvor, rvpioTnTes, Suvdpers, are to be explained); according to
their rank in the organism of the coming kingdom of God they are messengers between
heaven and earth in the service of God, &yyehos feod, Luke il 15 [?]; Matt. xxii. 30;
Luke xii. 8,9, xv. 10 ; John i. 52 ; Acts x. 3, xxvil. 23 ; Gal.iv. 14 ; Heb. i. 6 ; without its
being intended always by this title to give prominence to their work as God's servants and
messengers, for &yyelos is simply the technical term derived from their office. 'When the
angels appear in the execution of their mission, it is singly, as a rule, and the angel spoken
of is then called dyyenos xupiov, Matt. i 20, 24, ii. 13, 19, xxviii. 2; Luke i 11,ii. 9;
Acts vii. 30, xii. 7, 23 ; rarely dyyehos Tob feod, Acts x. 3, xxvil 23 ; which is explained
from the fact that the angel appears in the service of the God of the revelation of salva-
tion ; see . xUpios. Cf. Acts xxvii. 23, wapéorn pot . . . Tob Oeod o) elpi, ¢ xal Natpedw,
dyyehos = DndNA 0w, whereas dyyedos kuplov = mm-Jdn.  The definite & dyyehos xvpiov
is only used after the appearing of an angel has been named; cf. Matt. i. 20, 24; Acts
xii. 7,11, vii. 30, 38 ; Luke ii. 9,10, 13. This observance is of importance in determining
the well-known question about the meaning of the O. T. mm b, For it follows from -
this that there is no support in the N. T. for the opinion that dyyehos «. always denotes
one and the same person. Butnow there is also no reason for distinguishing the &yy. xvp.
of the N.T. from the mm Jbn of the O.T.; just as little as dyy. #vp., Acts vii. 30~35, 38
(without the article), can have a different meaning from the same term as it occurs elsewhere
in St. Luke’s writings, where an &yy. xvp. appears in exactly the same manner as mn Jxbp
in the O. T. Cf. with Acts vii. 30-35, 38, the passage, 1 Kings xix. 5, 7, 9, 13, which
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is quite similar and very important for this question, where in ver. 5 a b appears who
in ver. 7 is called mm qSn. (In ver. 9 the word of the Lord comes to Elijah, and in
ver. 13 Jehovah Himself appears, obviously as quite distinct from His angel) In addi-
tion to this, it is to be observed that mm Jxbv stands in the same relation to mvbin b
in the O. T. as dyy. xvplov does to dyy. Tob feod in the N. T. There, also, mm xbp is
the more frequent and usual term to describe the angelic appearance in question, and in
fact the same appearance which is elsewhere called ob#n 7¢5n. (The former occurs 52
times ; the latter—apart from 1 Sam. xxix. 9; 2 Sam. xiv. 17, xix. 28—only 7 times"
Gen xxi. 17, xxxi. 11; Ex. xiv. 19 ; Judg. vi. 20, xiii. 6, 9; 2 Sam. xiv. 20.) Cf Judg.
xiii. 6, and especially ver. 9 with vv. 3,13, 15,16. But if an angel, or an angel of God,
is more definitely described by the title angel of Jehovak, because he appears in the service
of the God of the revelation of salvation, an important step has been gained towards the
answer to the question as to the relation of this mm 2p to mm. If, after the appear-
ance of such an angel, mention is made of Jehovah and not of the angel ; if words of the
angel are frequently spoken of (though not always) as words of Jehovah ; yea, if the presence
of Jehovah is replaced by the presence of an angel, or of His angel (Ex. xxxiii. 2, 3,
compared with xxiii. 20), who is therefore the angel of His presence (Isa. Ixiii. 9), in
whom is His name (Ex. xxiii. 21),—it follows from this, it is true, that there is a repre-
sentation of Jehovah by the angel, a certain mediation through the angel,—in the main, the
view which we find in Heb. ii. 2, Gal. iil. 19 (see s.v. uecérns),—but not an identity of any
kind whatsoever between Jehovah and His angel. Cf. also Acts vii. 30, 32 with the ori-
ginal passage quoted, and with Judg. vi. 11-23. The relation is the same between Jehovah
and His angel as between Jesus and His angel, Rev. i 1, xxii. 6-9. But if we cannot
overlook the distinction between Jehovah and His angel, and in order to do justice to the
eccasional identifying of the two we infer that the angel of Jehovah, whom we suppose to
have been always one and the same, is a manifestation beforehand of the incarnation of God
in Christ,—or at least that, in this distinction between Jehovah and His angel, there is an
indication of that distinction of subject in the unity of the Godhead which was fully
revealed in Christ,—it is of course true that this representation of God by the angel of
the Lord (which is so characteristic of the O. T.) recedes in the N: T., where we have the
presence of God in Christ. But to infer from this that there subsists a definite relation
between the angel of Jehovah and the Son of God,—that the angel of. Jehovah is an
anticipatory manifestation of Christ,—is not merely logically and exegetically rash in the
highest degree; for not a word is said in the N. T. about any such relationship,—a
relationship which, if it really existed, would be of the highest import for the Messiahship
of Jesus. Such an inference is also quite contrary to the N.T.; for both from Gal. iii. 19,
Heb. ii: 2, and especially from the way in which Stephen, Acts vii, introduces the
angel of the Lord, where the O. T. contains no mention of it, and from the rare appearance
of the mn* by in the N. T, this only may be inferred, that angel service as a substitute
Jor God's presence,—an effecting of His revelation by means of angels,—is as characteristic
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of the old covenant as the presence of God in Christ specifically characterizes the new.
From the fact of Christ’s taking the place of the O. T. mn Jx50,—if we choose thus to call
it—we must, quite on the contrary, conclude, in view of the texts cited, that the mm o
18 not the 0. T. manifestation of Christ, but that the two stand related to one another in
the same way as the old and new covenants, & T¢ Myew Kawrjy, memalalwxey T
mpidTY TO 8¢ walatovuevoy kai ynpdokov éyyds apaviopod, Heb. viii. 13.—See Kurtz,
Geschichte des A. B, 2 Aufl. sec. 50. 2 ; Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, 1. 1'75, 378.

*  While thus we see how it is that the dyy. xuplov still appears in N. T. history, though
very seldom and less prominently when compared with the O. T., we must not, on the other
hand, overlook the fact, that as in the O. T. angels more and more frequently appear as
the revelation progresses, so in the N. T. the history of revelation certainly does not run
its course without the participation of angels, as Jesus says of Himself, John i 52, dwdpre
Sreale Tov odpavov dvepyora, xal Tods dyyéhovs Tob feod dvaBalvovras xal xaraBalvovras
émi Tov viov Tob avfpwmov. It is not, however, so much that active participation which is
peculiar to the O. T., but rather a participation of a psychological kind which of course
does not exclude occasional activity. In lieu of the communication of divine revelations
and prophecies in the O. T. by means of angels, something quite different appears. Only
at the outset of N. T. history, and at the resurrection and ascension of Christ, are angels
employed to convey divine announcements, Matt. i. 20, 24,ii.13, 19; Luke i 118qq., i 9;
cf. Matt. xxviii. 2, 5, and parallel passages ; then in the visions of the Apocalyptic writers.
Cf. Auberlen, Daniel und Apok. cap. 3. Generally, where history is narrated, or prefigured
in visions (in the Revelation), they occupy their appropriate place; and hence they are
mentioned but seldom comparatively in the Epistles, only Rom. viii. 38 ; 1 Cor. iv. 9, vi. 3,
xi. 10, xiii. 1; 2 Cor. xi. 14; Gal i 8, iii. 19, iv. 14; Col il 18; 2 Thess. i. 7; 1 Tim.
iii. 16, v. 21; Heb. i 4-7, 13,ii. 2, 5, 7, 9, 16, xii. 22, xiii. 2; 1 Pet. L. 12, iii 22;
2 Pet. ii. 4, 11; Jude 6. They are Metrovpyicd wvevpata els Siaxovlay dmrosTeANdpeva did
Tols wé\hovras KAnpovouely ocwrnpiav, Heb. i. 14,—this is the view of the position, signi-
ficance, and appearing of angels in the sphere of the revelation of salvation, which runs
throughout Holy Scripture, so that their service, though not always directly, yet ever in
its ultimate purpose, is for the benefit of those for whom God has provided salvation.
Cf. Gen. iii. 24, xxiv. 7, 40, xxviii. 12, xxxii. 1, 2 ; Matt. xiii. 49, xxiv. 31, etc. To them
as such is entrusted the care of the guardianship and well-being of each, Matt. iv. 6
(from' Ps. xci. 11), Tols dryyélois adrod évreheitas mepl god k..., and accordingly they are
the angels of those who are entrusted to their care; so Matt. xviii. 10, ol dyyehos airév
(e. Tadv pikpdy TovTey TAY migTevovTwy els éué, ver. 6); Acts xii. 15, 6 &yyeros alroi.
Cf. Rev. xxi. 12; Matt. xxiv. 31; Dan. x. 12 sqq.; Zech. iii. 7; Josh. v. 13 sqq.;
Luke xvi. 22, xv. 10. Not that there is assigned to the angels a special part in the work
of salvation on the part of God, nor that in any way by spiritual influence or the exercise
of superhuman power they lead to the laying hold upon and possession of salvation on
the part of man ; but they accompany the history of salvation, in its objective growth
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and in its subjective realization, with special interest in those for whom salvation is
intended ; cf. Luke ii. 13, 14, xv. 10; 1 Pet. i. 12, eis &.émibupodow dyyehor mapaxinac.
In no other way is even the greatness of God's glory—pBdfos mAovTov—made known
to them than in the revelation of salvation, and by the church; 1 Pet. i 12; Eph. iii. 10,
wa yvwpiali viv Tals dpxals xkal Tals éfovoiats v Tois émovpavioss Sid Tiis dxxlnalas 9
mo\vmoixihos gopia Tob feod. Cf. 1 Cor. iv. 9

Only with this limitation can we rightly understand the appearance of angels in the
history of salvation, and the above-mentioned enhancement of their prominence in the
N.T. For in all the stages of the history of salvation they appear as ministering and
participating, and for this very reason serving and participating most actively at the outset
of the N. T. revelation, with which heaven again opens. It is not only at the main
epochs that their service and participation are regularly mentioned,—at Christ’s birth,
the flight into Egypt, the temptation, the agony in Gethsemane, the resurrection, and the
ascension (1 Tim. iii. 16). Here they are rather in continual movement between heaven
and earth, John i. 52; cf. Mark i 13 ; Matt. iv.11. And they again appear in the future
at the end of the history of salvation, and then collectively, 2 Thess. i. 7 ; Matt. xxiv. 31,
xxv. 31, xiii. 49, xvi. 27; Heb. i. 6. In behalf of the history of salvation—more than
this we cannot venture to say-—they appear also as ministering, and as accomplishing
God’s operations in the sphere of nature, Heb. i. 7 ; John v. 4; Rev. xvi. 5; cf. xiv. 18,
dryyehos 6 Eywy éfovalav éml Tob mupds.

If after all this we not inappropriately designate the angels as intermediate beings, no
perversion would be greater than to find in them echoes or even unsubdued remnants of
polytheism ; for it is just by the service and escort of angels that God’s highest sovereignty
is glorified, as is evident from the total impression of sacred history, as well as from
particular declarations (¢g. Dan. vii. 10; 2 Thess. i. 7; Matt. xxv. 31); God not being in
any way limited by angels, nor necessitated to make use of them as if they were “ the
necessary medium of His relation to the world” And so far from placing themselves
between man and the God of his salvation (cf. Col. ii. 18), or hindering the direct access
of man to God, they rather, on the one hand, invest the intercourse of God with men with
a certain attractive and softening beauty (cf. Acts vi. 15 ; Ex. xxxiii. 2, 3), by the side of
all the splendour and all the sublimity of their appearance (2 Cor. xi. 14); as, on the
other hand, by their appearing, they impart to man a humbling impression of the divine
majesty and greatness; cf. Isa. vi.; Luke ii. 9, 10; Rev. xxii. 8, 9.—It may further be
observed, that the angels of God are called &ycos, Rev. xiv. 10, Mark viii. 38, Luke
ix. 26, Acts x. 22, in order to characterize them in contrast with sinful man; éxhexrol,
1 Tim. v. 21, to describe them according to their ministering participation in the counsels
of divine love (and their being included therein, Eph. i. 20 8qq.; Col i. 20 ?); see s..
éxhexTos.

II. (¢) Mention is also made of &yyehot duaprijcavres in 2 Pet. ii. 4, and with this
express distinction only in the N. T.; cf. Jude 6, Tos u) Tnprjoavras Ty éavrdv dpxiv
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d\\& dmolumrovras o [diov olknriipiov els kplow peydys fuépas Seapols didloss vmd Lodov
Terjpnrer. See Rev. xii. 7, 9, ix. 11; cf. John viii. 44. On account of their fellowship
with Satan, not because they stand in the same relation to him as the angels of God to
God, they are described as &yy. o0 diaBoMov, Matt. xxv. 41 ; cardv, 2 Cor. xii. 7. See,
on this subject, Beck’s profound and copious dissertation, free from all extra-scriptural
theosophizing, Lehrw. 1, sec. 21, p. 247 sqq.: “ Der Abfall in der unsichtbaren Welt.”

On the whole subject, see Hahn, 7%eol. des N. T. sec. 107 sqq., pp. 269-384; Beck,
Lehrwissenschaft, 1. 173 sqq.; Kahnis, Zuther. Dogm. 1. 5563 sqq.; Hofmann, Schrift-
beweis, 1. 314 sqq.

’Apxdyyelos, o, first or highest angel, archangel, leader of the angels, 1 Thess.
iv. 16, o xfpios . . . & Pavii dpyayyéhov . . . xaraBijceras (cf Matt. xxv. 31, xal wdvres
ol dyyehow per’ adrod); Jude 9, Meya)h 6 dpxdyyehos. Cf. Rev. xii. 7, ¢ Miyay\ xai
ol &yyelot alrod . . . 6 Spdrwy kal o &yyehos avrod. Michael is, in Dan. x. 13, described
as DYURM DD MR, els Tav dpyovTov ; in xii. 1, as Simn em, dpxov o péyas. Tt is
incorrect to say (Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, 1. 343) that this title is intended to imply nothing
concerning differences of rank in the angel world, but only to explain the relation of Israel to
the great world-powers ; for then Michael would be “ one of the chief princes,” “the great
prince,” merely because “ he standeth for the children of Israel,” xii. 1. His greatness would
depend solely upon the part he took in the history of Israel, whereas it is his greatness,
his power, which is to comfort the prophet, and to give Israel help against the oppression
of the nations. If, moreover, we take DWYNW) as merely a strengthening of oM, this
latter word clearly denotes a definite rank, by virtue of which he is qualified for the
special work and service. Cf. Josh. v. 14: nim 83¥™%. Moreover, some such difference
of rank as apydyyehos denotes, must, for linguistic reasons, be recognised. For the
prefix apy.—which occurs only in words which denote office, dignity, or occupation, very
frequently in Plutarch and in the Byzantine age—always expresses a gradation in the
sphere spoken of. Cf. in N. T. Greek, dpytepels, dpximoluny, dpxirerawys ; and such words
as dpyvypapparels, “ chief secretary;” dpywcvBepvitns, “chief helmsman;” dpyireparis,
“captain of pirates.”—Philo, on G¢n. xviii. 6, 7, designates Moses dpyimpodritns Kxad
dpydryyehos, as he also styles the Logos dpydyyeos, by which he means to indicate, at
all events, a distinction of rank.

‘Todyyelos, o, 1, angel-like; Luke xx. 36, olire yauodow olite yaupiokovras, oddé yap
amofavety &ty Slvavras, iodyyehot ydp elow, where Mark xii. 25, ds dyyehos of év Tois
odpavoss ; of. Matt. xxii. 30. According to this passage, neither mortality nor sexual com-
munion pertains either to the viol vfjs dvaordgews or to the angels; cf 1 Cor. vi. 13; so
much the more horrible, therefore, must the sin of the angels appear, which is mentioned
in Jude 6 and 2 Pet. ii. 4.

"AvayyérNo, f. eAd, strictly, to report back; used of the reports brought by persons
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returning from somewhere, Xen. Anab. i 8. 21, drodcavres 8¢ Tabra of aiperol dvayyéN-
\ovos Tois orpatiwrars. Judith xi. 15; thus in 2 Cor. vil. 7, dvayyéArwv juiv ™y dudy
émméfnow. In accordance herewith is to be explained the choice of this word in John
xvi. 14, éx Tod éuod Mierar xai dvaryyelel Uuiv, and in ver. 15; ver. 13, 8ca &v drovap
Aalijoes xal Td épydueva dvayyehel Uuiv; 1 John i 5, 5 dyyeNla Hv dxneiauer am’
avTod kal avaryyéAhopev Upiv; cf. Erasm., quod filius annunciavit a patre, hoc apostolus
acceptum a filio renumciat nobis; also in John iv. 25, of the Messiah, dvayyehe? 7uiv
mavra ; comp. Deut. xviii. 18. This may possibly have to be taken into consideration in
1 Pet. i. 12, ols dmexalifn &7¢ oby éavrols Huiv 8¢ Supxovoww adrd, & viv dvmryyéhn Juiv,
x.7.\, where the meaning, “to report things that have happened ” (Schott), is not to be
given to it. It is then used with a weaker sense of the dvd, and signifies to send news of,
and generally, to report, to notify, to announce, to proclaim. Very frequently in the LXX.=
™7, etc. Rom. xv. 21, ols o0k dvnyyéAn mepl adrod ; Isa. lii. 15, D-f_,‘? "9?'“5 WA ; besides,
only with certainty in Acts xiv. 27, dvjyyedor (Rec. awjyyeihav) doa émolnoev . . . xal
&re k7N ; Acts xv. 4, xix. 18, xx. 20, 27. In classical Greek we find more frequently
arayyé\\e, which Lachm. and Tisch. have received into their text, instead of the Rec.
avaryyé\\w, in Mark v. 14, 19 ; John v. 15, xvi. 25; Acts xiv. 27. The second Aor.
7yyé\y, which in the compounds of dyyé\\w is not infrequently used by later writers,
occurs in 1 Pet.i 12; Rom. xv. 21 (c¢f. Rom. ix. 17; Acts xvii. 13). Construed (1)
with the acc.: John iv. 25, xvi. 13; Acts xvi. 38, xix. 18, xx. 20, 27; 2 Cor. vii. 7;
1 Pet.i 12; 1 Johni. 5. Instead of the acc., with a relative clause following, in Mark
v. 19; Acts xiv. 27; (2) followed by &re, John v. 15; Acts xiv. 27 ; (3) mepl Tivos,
John xvi. 25; Rom. xv. 21; cf. Judith x. 22 (dmayyéA\hew mepl Tivos, often in Polyb.).
Except in Mark v. 14, els Twa, it is connected with the dative of the person.

'Amayyérro, second Aor. pass. dmwnyé\qy (cf. sv. dvayyé\\w), Luke viii. 20.
Herodian. vii. 9 = dyyéA\\ew (il Ti) amé Twos, to announce or report from some place or
person ; see Acts iv. 23, v. 22, 25, xxiii. 16, 17, 19 ; then generally, to tell, to announcs,
to publish, and, indeed, fo publish something that has happened, been experienced, heard. It
is also used of a commission to be executed viva voce, Acts xv. 27, xxvi. 20. LXX. =74},
etc.; more common, however, is the word dvayyéA\lw (g.v.), which occurs less frequently
in the profane writers. ’'Awayyé\\w occurs especially in Luke’s writings, the Gospel
and Acts. (1) mewl 7i, Matt. xxviii 11; Mark vi. 30 ; Luke ix. 36, xiv. 21, xxiv. 9;
Acts xii. 17, xvi. 38, xxiii. 17. Of the ministry of the apostles (cf. on the contrary,
éraryyéNhopas, of the divine action), 1 John i 2, (éwpdrapev ral papTupoiper kai) amay-
yé\hopev Duiv T Loy v aloweov (cf. Acts xxvi. 20). Cf Matt. xii. 18, kplow Tois
veowv dmarpyenes, from Tsa. xlii. 1, 0¥ DN veYd, LXX. éfoloes, where rplois denotes,
not future things, but gquid sit verum, sanctum, Deo dignum (Cocceius), the righteous govern-
ment of God; see sv. xplois.—Heb. ii. 12, dmayyedd T6 Svoud cov Tols ddeldols mpov;
Ps. xxii. 23, MBOR, LXX. dupyffoopas. Instead of T, we find mpos Twvae, Acts xvi. 36 ;

v
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Xen. Anab. vi. 3. 22; els Twd, when the object is impersonal, the place where and to
which the proclamation is issued, Acts xxvi. 20, Tois év daudory wpdTov Te xal ‘Iepoco-
Auois els maadv Te T xdpay Tis "Iovdalas xal Tols EQveaiv dmijyyedov petavoely KT —
amayyé\ew T, Matt. viil. 33 ; Acts xv. 27 ; Luke viii. 47 (Lachm., Tisch.).

(2) The object subjoined in the form of a relative or objective clause (Winer, sec. 60. 6 ;
cf. Acts xiv. 27, dvijyyehov 8ca éwolnoev ¢ Oeds per’ adrdw xal &7 fvokey x.7T.), Matt.
xi. 4; Luke vil 22, viii. 47, Rec.; Acts iv. 23, xxiii. 19; 1 Thess. i. 9; 1 John i. 3;
followed by mas, Luke viii. 36; Acts xi 13; by ¢, Luke xviii. 37 ; 1 Cor. xiv. 25 (cf.
Acts v. 25); by inf. Acts xxvi. 20 ; acc. and inf. Acts xii. 14 (cf. Winer, sec. 44. 3).
(3) dmayy. Tl mepl Twos. Luke vil 18, xiii. 1; Jobn xvi. 25 (cf. 1 Thess. i. 9, wepi
Npdy amayyéNovaw, omolay elcodov Earyouev mpds Upds, and Acts xxviii. 21, darrjyyeiher
7) éAdAnoév ¢ wepi aod wormpov). (4) Without object, dmayyé\hely Tar = to give an account
to some one, Matt. ii. 8, xiv. 13, xxviii. 8, 9, 10 (Lachm. and Tisch. omit it in ver. 9).—
John iv. 51, dmjyyedav Myovres ; cf. 2 Sam. xv. 31, Tbid Mn,

4 iayyér\w (second Aor. pass. dupyyé\gy ; cf. s.v. dvayyéiw), to make known through
an intervening space, (1) to convey a message or tidings; cf. Xen, Anab. i. 6. 2, dore pifmore
Stvagbas adrols, Wovras 16 Kipov orparémedov, Baginel Siayyeiras; il 3. 7, uéypes dv
Bagikeél 1d wap' Dudv Suayyerdj ; vii 1. 14, éwaxoloavres 8¢ Tives TGV oTpaTiwTGY TalTa
1) xai Ty Aoxaydv Tis Suayyé\her els T oTpatimedov. So in Acts xxi. 26, SayyéAhaw
T éemhijpwow Tdy fuepdv k.1, on which Chrys. remarks, adros v 6 Sfjhov avrdv moudw,
he caused to be known, that, etc. Then (2) =to report further, to publish far and wide; cf.
LXX. Lev. xxv. 9, Suryyeheite cdNwuyyos povii &v mdap 7§ i Spdv ="  Plut.
Camill. 24, 19 ripn [tayV] Siayyé\hovaa v mpikw els Tas worers. Thus in Lukeix. 60,
o) 8¢ aweNfwv Sidyyene Ty Bagikelav Tob Geod. Rom. ix. 17, Smas dwayyeNi 0 Svoud
pov év wdoy 7h v, from Ex. ix. 16 = 8D (cf. Ex. xiv.).

'EmayyérNo, to proclaim; used, like the Lat. edicere and pronunéiare, of public
announcements, decrees ; to announce, be it a message, a summons, or a promise. Xen.
Cyrop. Vii. 4. 2, arparids omére déovto, émifyyeAhev adrois; Thucyd. vii. 17, orpatiay T¢
émaryyéov &s Tods Euppdyovs; v. 47, émw ey & Ty wéhw T émayyelhacay Bonleiv.
Most frequently in the sense, to announce a summons, to issue the command for something.
Also in the middle, Herodian, vii. 1, émnyyéAero éropudtew orpatujy, he caused to be
announced ; cf on this meaning of the middle, Kriiger, Gram. sec. 52. 11; Matth.
Gram. sec. 492. 9. 1In the N. T. only middle, émayyé\reaOas, to announce queself, s.c. I
~ offer myself for something which I engage to do,—I offer my services. Kriiger, sec. 52.
8. 5. Thue. vi. 88, miewr émayyelopévwy xal adrdv cuumoheuciv. Mark xiv. 11,
émnpyyeilavro adr@ dpyipiov Sotvas. 2 Pet. ii. 19, Eevleplay abrois émayyeAhbpevos adrol
oo Imdpyovres Tijs pOopds. In particular, of the offers of the Sophists to teach some-
thing.  (Cf. Ecclus. iii 25, ywdoews 8¢ duowdv p% émayyehod.) This is the use in
1 Tim. ii. 10, émrayyeAhouévass GeooéBeiav, professing godliness, pretending to be godly,
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hence =to pretend, 1 Tim. vi. 21, (ékrpemdpevos Tds . . . dvmibéoes Tijs evdwripov
yvidaews) fv Twes émaryyeANduevor k. ; of. Wisd. il 13, émayyé\heras yvidow Eyew Oeod.
With a special meaning the word (as also its derivatives) is used of God, and of the divine
promise of salvation, for which it is peculiarly appropriate ; because, “ in distinction from
Umioyvéopas, it means, to promise spontaneously, to engage oneself to render a service” (Pape,
Dict.), quae verbv graect proprietas, ubi de divinis promissionibus agitur, exquisite observanda
est (Beng. on Acts i 4). In Acts vil 5, émypyelhato Sodvac; Tit. i 2, ér’ \wldi Lwijs
aioviov fy émnyyelharo 6 dyrevdis Oeos; cf 1 John ii. 25 ; Jas. i. 12, Tov orépavor Tis
loijs 8 émpyyelato Tols kT Jas. il 5, Tis Bacikelas s émpyyellato x.T.; Rom.
iv. 21; Heb. xii. 26, émifyyedTas Méyor. Absolutely = to give a promise (cf. above, Ecclus.
iil. 25 : Aristot. Eth. x. 9. 20, 76v codiaTdv ol émayyeNhouevor); o émayyeihdpevos, Heb.
vi 13, x. 23, xi. 11; Gal iii. 19, owéppa @ émijyyertas, the seed, to which the promise is
given; cf. ver. 18. As Paul also uses éwayy. only in the middle, and it is a technical
term, it falls under the category of those deponent verbs which, in some tenses, especially
in the perf.,, have both an active and a passive meaning ; cf. Matth. sec. 496a.—The O. T.
has no corresponding technical term.—See mpoevayyerifouar.

Hpoemayyérrw, to proclaim beforehand, to promise beforehand; it occurs fre-
quently in Dio Cass. in both active and middle—In the N. T. it occurs in the passive in
2 Cor. ix. 5, fa ... wporarapriowcs T wpoernyyeruévmy edhoyiay dudv (Rec. mpo-
xaryyye\uévny) ; in the middle in Rom. i. 2, 8 (sc. edayyéhiov) mpoemnryyelhaTo 8id kT

’Emacyyella, 4, proclamation, both in an active and a passive sense. Except as
used as an Attic law term in the combination émayyehlay émayyé\rew, “to bring an
accusation [against an orator]” (see Passow), the word occurs only in later Greek, where it
is mostly equivalent to consent, promise, offer (even summons, Polyb. ix. 38. 2), for which,
in O. T. Greek, and in Isocr, Dem., Aesch., émdyyeua is used, g.v.; cf. Polyb. i. 43. 6,
vii. 13. 2, xviil. 11. 1, é&v ém. xarahelmew, to rest content with promising; i. 72. 6,
éraryyellas moiciclar wpos Ty dméaracw. On the other hand, Aeschin. p. 24. 14, ddv
& alros &v Tois mpos duds Epyos wévnras olos viv éaTiv év Tols émayyénpacw. The word
seldom occurs in the LXX.; once through a misunderstanding of the Heb. ¥, Amos
ix. 6; in Ps. lvi. [Iv.] 9=mB0. In Ezek. vii. 26, a passage which Schleusner cites in
addition, we have not érayy. but dyyerla =nno¥. In the only place wherein it occurs
in its true sense, Esth. iv. 7, it is added by the LXX. In 1 Esdras i. 7 and 1 Mace.
x. 15, it is =promise, promises. In the Prayer of Manasses, ver. 6, it stands as in the
N. T. of God’s promise of salvation; 76 &\eos Tijs érarpyeNlas oov=misericordia conspicua
in promissione tua (Wahl).

In the N. T. Acts xxiii. 21, wpocdeyouevor Thv amwd ood émaryyeMlav, in the general
sense, promise or consent. Elsewhere always in a special sense, to denote the divine pro-
mises of salvation, as, in fact, all the derivatives of dyyéA\\w, as already remarked, are used
to designate the proclamation of salvation. As it occurs also in the N. T. (Luke, Acts,
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Hebrews, St. Paul's writings, 2 Peter, 1 John) in an active and a passive sense,—though
but rarely active, besides Acts xxiii. 21, only in Gal. ifi. 18,—we have in N. T. usage of
the passive an extension of the meaning, so that it denotes not only the promise given, but
also the promised blessing itself. (L) Actively, it denotes the act of promising, Gal iii. 18,
1 'ABpadp & émayyeMlas xexdpioTas 6 Oeds; cf. Bengel on Acts i 4, sv. émayyé\w.
(IL) Passively, (a) the promise given. Rom. ix. 9, émayyehlas 6 Moyos; Rom. iv. 20, eis
T ém. Tob Ocob ob Suexpify 1§ dmiori (cf. Plat. Euthyd. 274 A, Omo yap Tod peyébovs
10D émayyéparos 008y OavuacTdv dmioreiv). With specification of the purport of the
promise, 2 Tim. i 1, ka7 ém. lwiis s év Xpword 'Ingod; 2 Pet. iii 4, 7 ém. Tis
wapovaias alrod; Heb. iv. 1, ém. eloeMdelv eis Tyv rardmavow abrob; 1 Tim. iv. 8, 9
edolBea . . . émaryyehlay Exovoa lwfis. Cf 1 John ii. 25, alm édorly 4 ém Hv adrds
&rmryyeinato fuly, T Ly T aldvov; Rom. iv. 13, 4 ém. . .. 70 kAnpovduov airov elvas
Tod kéopov. Without a more definite specification of the purport, the promise of salvation,
the Messianic promise, Rom. ix. 4, &v al émaryyeNlac; Gal iii. 21, ¢ odw wopos xard Tdv
émaryye\idy Tob Oeod; ver. 18 ; iv. 23. Acts ii. 39, Juiv ydp éorw 9 ém. ; xiil. 23, Tolbrov
6 Oeds amd Tob amépparos kar' émayyehlay ipyayev 16 'Iopanh cwripa 'Ingod. Ver. 32,
edayye\lopeba ™y mwpos Tods waTépas ém. yevouévny &1 TabTy 6 Beds éememNijpwrey KT\ ;
xxvi. 6, ém’ ewid Tijs els Tods matépas émaryy. yevopbvns Umo Tob feod. In this special
sense, the conception expressed in émayy., both as to its form (Gal. iii. 18) and purport
(Gal. iii 21), occupies so important a place in the divine economy, that the blessings as -
well as the members of the economy of salvation are thus characterized. Hence the
combinations : 5 s éwayy., Heb. xi. 9; 1@ Téxva 7ijs émayy, Rom. ix. 8, Gal. iv. 28;
mvebua Tis émaryy. 10 &ywv, Eph. i. 13; dwabika: Tis émwayy., Eph. il 12; cf. Rom.
ix. 4—Qal. iii. 29, xa7 émayy. KAmpovopor; Eph. iii. 6, ocvuuéroxa is émayy.; Rom.
iv. 14 and Gal iii 17, xarapyelv ™ émayy.; Rom. xv. 8, BeBawwcar Tas émayy.;
cf. iv. 16, els 70 elvas BeBalay T ém.; Gal iiil 16, éppibnoav ai éraryy.; 2 Cor. vil 1;
Heb. vii. 6, &yew 7ds émayy.; Heb. xi 17, dvadéyeclar Tds émayy—Acts vii. 17;
Gal. iii. 16, 22; Eph. vi. 2; Heb. viii. 6. In 2 Pet iil. 9, o0 Bpadives xipios Tijs
érayyéMas, ds Tives Bpadurijra iyodvrar dANQ paxpofuuet ..\, we must not (as in our
first edition) join xipios Ts ér.,—a connection which cannot be justified either by dpxn
Tob ebaryyehlov, Mark i. 1, or by «ij rijs ér. d\horpla, Heb. xi. 9, and which is so harsh
that most manuscripts read ¢ xvp. Tijs ér.; but we must construe 7ijs ér. with Spadives,
for then only will the antithesis intended between the otherwise synonymous verbs Bpadi-
veww and paxpobuuetv appear (cf. Ecclus. xxxii. (or xxxv.) 22, ¢ xipios od u3) Bpadivp
o0d¢ uy paxpobumriop én’ adrois) when Bpadlvew is more fully defined by a special
object. The thought of course is this: What seems a delaying of the promise is really
not 8o, but a delaying of the judgment; and that at which the mockers mock in the pre-
sence of those who wait for the second coming of the Lord, is really for them a call of grace
to repentance. Cf. 1 Pet. iv. 17, 18. The intransitive Spadivew does not, indeed, else-
where appear with the genitive, but with the dative or accusative, eg. Bofi, “ with help,”

’
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in Aeschylus ; Tyv cwmplay, Isa. xlvi. 13 ; dpav, Plut. Conv. 707 E. Still this connection,
which the context obliges, is justifiable; because, on the one hand, Bpadls is sometimes
joined with the genitive, e.g. Heliod. ii. 29 : Bpadv T fAixlas,—in the passage cited by
Passow, Thuc. vii. 43, it is joined, not with the genitive, but with the dative ;—and, on
the other hand, according to the general rule, words signifying “ neglecting,” “ preventing,”
“ holding back,” “ hindering,” are followed by the genitive; cf. Kriiger, sec, 47. 11. 12;
Winer, sec. 30. 6. (b) émayyehia is = the promised blessing, so only in Luke, Acts, Hebrews.
Acts ii. 33 (cf. Heb. ix. 15, xi. 13); Acts i 4; Luke xxiv. 49 ; Heb. x. 36, and xi. 39,
roplfealas v ér. With ol khmpovéuor viis éxr., Heb. vi. 17 ; ver. 12, x\npovouetv Tés ém. ;
xi. 9, quykMpovdpos Tiis émr., compare the Pauline xar’ émwayyehlav xAnpovépor, Gal. iii. 29.
It is to be observed, that é. standing alone never signifies “the blessing promised,” that
this is purely a derived meaning, and always results from the connections in which the
word stands; and it is thus of course also necessary to explain the same connections in
one and the same book, as eg. in the Epistle to the Hebrews, uniformly; so that Heb.
xi. 33, émérvyov émaryyeMdv must not (because of the absence of the article) be under-
stood of the words of promise, while vi. 15, éméruyev rijs ém., denotes the promised blessing ;
cf vi. 12, 17. This is clear with reference to the combinations AauBdvew v é., Acts
ii. 33; Heb. ix. 15 ; Tas éw., Heb. xi. 13 ; xoullew ™y ér., Heb. xi. 39, x. 36. But with
these expressions it seems not to agree, that of the same persons of whom it is said : “ they
received not the promises, but only saw them afar off” (Heb. xi. 13, 39, ix. 15), it should
be said again: “they have through faith and patience inherited the promises,” and that
“ Abraham was made partaker of the éw.” (vi. 12,15, 17, cf. xi. 9). But as, according to
the context, we cannot take (vi. 12 sqq.) the émwayyerlas, éraryyela, to denote anything
else than the purport of the promise, we must seek the harmonizing of both statewents in
ix. 15, v ém. MdBwaiv ol xexMpuévor Tis alwviov xkAynpovoulas. As to xi 33,
émérvuyov érayyeddv, compared with ver. 39, odx éroploavro ™ ém., and ver. 13, uy
Aafdvres Tas ém., the absence of the article shows that by ér. we are to understand some-
thing different from ai ér., viz. not the N T. salvation, but indefinitely “ that which was
promised ;” cf. Delitzsch, in loc.

'E w doyyelp a, 7o, promise, assurance; 2 Pet. i. 4, 7a Tluia xal uéyiora Huiv émay-
yé\pata Sedwpnras; 2 Pet. iii. 13, xatd 10 émdyyerpa alrod mpoadoxdue, conjoined with
Umoaxeats in Dem. p. 397. Dion. Hal 19. 178,

'EEayyérrw, 1. to report from somewhere, to publish -abroad ; Xen. Anad. i. 6. 5,
énel & éEiNOev, éEyyee Tols pidois T kplow Tob *Opovrov ds éyévero ob ydp Jmopprrov
7. Hence also, to proclaim publicly; Prov. xii. 16, opposed to xpUmrew ; Ps. ix. 15,
dmos &y wyyeire mdaas Tds alvéoes dov & Tals wiNass Tis OBuyatpos Sy, 1L =to
publish completely ; plene et plane (Biel, Lexicon tn LXX.; cf. the German auserzihlen, “ to
tell to the end”); as verbs compounded with ée often mean : thus Ecclus. xviii. 3.—1In the
N.T. only in 1 Pet. ii. 9, érws Tds dperds éfayyelAnre Tob ... duds kahéoavros k.T.\. ; after
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Isa. xliii. 21, where we find Supyeiofas, and xlii. 12, where dvaryyéAhew is used. Bengel :
é¢ in éfarpyeiyre, innuit multorum ignorantiam, quibus fideles debent virtutes Det praedicare.

Katayyérro (Xen, Polyb, Plut., and other later writers), to publish somewhither,
to proclaim, 7i or Twd Twve, Acts xvi. 17, xvii. 3, 23, xxvi. 23; 1 Cor. il 1; pass. Acts
xiii. 38 ; without specification of the direction, merely with the object in the accusative,
Acts iii, 24, iv. 2, xiii. 5, xv. 36, xvi. 21; 1 Cor. ix. 14, xi. 26 ; Phil. i.17; Col. i 28;
in the passive, Acts xvii. 13; Rom. i. 8; Phil. i 18; év with dative, Acts xvii. 13,
Rom. i 8, denotes not the direction, but the locality, in which the xarayyé\hew takes
place. The word may contain both a hint of the unknown purport of the proclamation
(cf. xaTaryyeAhels), and a strengthening of the simple verb; cf. Rom. i. 8; 1 Cor. ix. 14,
xi. 26 ; Viger, ed. Herm. p. 638.

Katayyelets, éws, 6 = 6 ratayyé\\ov, xatdyyelos, proclaimer, only in Acts
xvii. 18, Eévwv Sayuoviwv Soxet kaTaryyehels elvas, and in eccl Greek.

IIpoxaTayyér\w, to proclaim beforehand ; Jos. Anit. i. 12. 3 ; ii. 9. 4. 1In the
N.T. Acts iii. 18, 6 8 Oeds & mpoxariyyerev &id oropatos wdvrwv Tév wpodnTiv,
wabetv Tov XpiaTov adrod, émhipwaey ; Vvil. 52, dméxteway Tods mwpoxarayyelhavras mepi
Tis é\eboews Tob Sixalov; iil 24, Rec., where Griesb., Lachm., Tisch. read xariyyeav;
2 Cor. ix. 5, Rec., Ty mwpoxaryyyeruévny edhoylav, where Beng., Lachm., Tisch. read the
more concrete mpoemnyyeduévny ; cf. Rom. i. 8 with Acts iii. 18.

ITaparyyérrw, to proclaim, more rarely in the sense of a mere communication, as
the LXX. in Jer. xlvi. [xxvi] 14, dvaryyeirate (MI0) els MdySwlov kal mapayyelhate
(YD) els Méudiv, than to denote a summons, a proclamation, or an enjoining of some-
thing which is to be done; cf. Xen. Cyrop. ii. 4. 2, xal 7@ Sevrépp éxéhevae Tadrd Toirro
mapayyeidas, in which sense also the German expressions, ankindigen, bekannt machen, to
- proclaim, to make known, are used to denote what certainly will or must be done. Thus in
Greek it is the proper term for military commands. Cf. Acts iv. 18, mapfyyedrar 70
kabforov p) pOéyyeclar unde KT\ ; v. 28, TapayyeNla mwapmyyyeiapey Uuiv py dilddoxew ;
ver. 40, xvi. 23.  Also in a milder sense = to charge. Acts xxiii. 22, mapayyelras pnderi
éxhafjocar &t Tavra éveddviocas wpods ué—Used of apostolic commands,—not arbitrary
enactments, but pressing injunctions ; = to enjoin, 1 Cor.vii. 10, Tois yeyapnriow wapay-
Yé\\w . . . ywaika pf ywpiobijvas, and in the remaining passages of the Pauline Epistles ;
cf. 1 Tim. iv. 11, wapdyyerhe Tadra xal 8dacxe. Used of Christ when sending forth His
disciples, Mark vi. 8, wapijyyeher alrois Wa undév alpwow. Acts x. 42, waprijyyeiher
uly rnpokas . . . xal Suapapripacfai—Construed with 7wl 76, 2 Thess. iii. 4, 10 (ver.
10, Toiiro maparyyéNhouev Upiv &ro); without dative,in 1 Cor. xi. 17; 1 Tim. iv. 11,
v. 7. Instead of the accusative the infinitive is used; cf. Acts iv. 18, wapnyyedav
(Tisch. omits adrois) 70 xalohov uy) POéyyecbas, and, indeed, the infin. Aor. : Matt. xv. 85 ;
Mark viii. 6 ; Luke v. 14, viii 29, 56 ; Acts x. 42, xvi. 18, xxiii. 22; 1 Tim. vi. 13, 14
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(acc. and inf); 1 Cor. vil 10. Bernhardy, Synt. p. 383 sq. The inf pres. in Luke
ix. 21 ; Acts i 4, iv. 18, v. 28, 40, xv. 5, xvi. 23, xvii. 30, xxiii. 30; 2 Thess. iii. 6 (ace.
and inf)) ; 1 Tim. i 3, vi 17, without there being apparently any radical distinction between
the two constructions ; cf. Acts xv. 5 with 1 Tim. vi. 13. See, however, Matth. Gram. sec.
501, who thinks there is between the Aor. of the imperat., opt., subj., inf,, and the pres. of
the same moods, this distinction, that the Aorist denotes a transitory action, action con-
sidered in and by itself in its completeness ; whereas the present denotes an action which
is either continued or often repeated, or of which merely the I;eginning is taken into con-
sideration. At the same time, it is to be remarked (p. 1130), that the writer may often
please himself which representation he makes use of.—Followed by @a in Mark vi. 8;
2 Thess. iii. 12 (not 1 Tim. v. 7). The direct narration of the injunction is connected by
Aéywr in Matt. x. 5.

ITapayeela, 1, proclamation, command, Acts xvi. 24, v. 28 ; mapayyeNla waprny-
wyelhapev, corresponding to the apostolic wapwryé)d\.ew, 1 Thess. iv. 2, cf. ver. 3; 1 Tim.
i 5, cf ver. 3; 1 Tim. i. 18,

Evayyériow, 76, from Hom. to Plut. = the reward for a good message; as 7a &idao-
xdMa = fees paid for instruction. It also denotes sacrifice for a good message, in Isocr.,
Xenoph., Aeschin. Later Greek writers use it, at the same time, in the sense of good
tidings, e.g. Plut., Lucian, Appian. Chrysostom establishes a forced connection between
the two meanings in Hom. 19 in Aet.: 10 edaryyé\ov Toiro &0t Tdde cov &orTar dryabd.
As 70 8dagrdliov denoted primarily what was taught, doctrina, and then later (Plut.)
in the plur, the merces docendi; so, conversely, el. denoted primarily the reward for a
good message, and then, subsequently, the good message itself. The LXX. use it in the
latter sense only in 2 Sam. xviii. 25, unless there elayyehla ought to be read instead of
elaryyéhia, as M3 ig translated in 2 Sam. xviil 20, 27; 2 Kings vii. 9; on the other
hand, we find in 2 Sam. iv. 10, ¢ &et ue dodvac evafyé)ua mi3 5Anb; and in 2 Sam.
xviii. 22, where it is also mbya = reward for a good message. 1Its constant use in the N. T.
and by eccl. writers in the sense of good tidings, is not inconsistent with the formation of
the word from eddryyehos=publishing good news (Eurip., Aeschyl.), nor opposed to the wsus log.

In the N. T. = good news, and, indeed, always with an altogether special significance ;
for as émaryyehia = the promise of salvation, so ebaryyéhiov (cf. edayyerileatas, Isa. xL 9, 1ii. 7,
Ixi. 1 ; Luke iv. 18) = the news of the actually fulfilled promise of salvation = the news of sal-
vation; cf. Acts xiii. 32, fjuels Juds edayyenilopeba ™ wpis Tods watépas émayyeriay
yevopévny, 8¢ Tatrmy ¢ Oeds éxmemhijpaxey kT ; Eph. iii. 6, elvar 7d &vn cvyrAnpoviua ral
aloowpua kai cvppéroya Tis émayyellas év Xpiord 'Incod Sia vod edayyellov.
Mark i. 14, 15 ; cf. Phavor., edayyé\iby éame wijprypa Tiis véas cwrnplas 9 Noyos mepiéyav
ayalob mapovolav. Theodoret on Rom. i, edayyéhiov 70 sxijpvypa mpociydpevoer ds
woNN@Y dyabiv dmiaxvolpevoy yoprrylav. Hence the expressions % dMjfeia Tob ebayy.,
Gal. ii. 5, 14; 70 pvemijpwr Tod €., Eph. vi. 19 ; % éAmis Tob €., Col i. 23, cf. ver. 5,
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just as in most of the combinations given below. As regards the sense, we have not to
decide between the news to be, or already, delivered, the news of salvation, and the act of
delivery itself, the publishing of salvation, in the transitive sense; for passages like 1 Cor.
ix. 14, ¢ xipios Siérakev Tois 1O €b. xaTaryyé\hovaw éx Tod edayyelov Ly, do not admit of
such a change of signification (cf. Phil. i 12, 7, 16). Further, the combination xatd
70 edayyéhdy pov, fudv, Rom. il 16, xvi. 25, 2 Tim. ii. 8, 2 Cor. iv. 3, 1 Thess.
i. 5, 2 Thess. ii. 14, may be quite as suitably explained the news of salvation to be
delivered or actually delivered by me or us; and in Gal. ii. 7, wemarelolar 70 edayy.
Tis dxpoBuarias, tis wepiropdis (cf. 1 Tim. i. 11; 1 Thess. ii. 4), the apparently appro-
priate explanation, “ evangelization of the preputium,” «of the circumcision,” is excluded
by the context, vv. 2, 5, so that the genitive must be regarded as possessive; cf. Rom.
ix. 4, dv ... ai éwayyeNlas. Besides, the transitive rendering, publishing of salvation,
evangelization, does not harmonize with the formation of the word, which points strongly
to the passive meaning, news of salvation. Phil iv. 15, év dpxh Tob V., is to be explained
as in Mark i. 1; cf Heb. il 3; John ii. 11. Edayyé\ov Oeot, Rom. i. 1, xv. 16, 2 Cor.
xi. 7, 1 Thess. ii. 2, 8,9, 1 Pet. iv. 17, designates the message of salvation according
to its divine origin ; cf. Rom. i. 2, 3, 8 wpoemnpyyelrato . . . wepl Tot viod adrod ; on the
other hand, el. o0 viob adrod in Rom. i. 9; Mark i. 1, 0 'Incod Xpioroh viod Oeod;
Rom. xv. 19, 700 Xpiorod, as in Rom. i. 16, Rec.; 1 Cor. ix. 12; 2 Cor. ii. 12, ix. 13,
x. 14; Gal i 7; Phil i. 27 (cf. 1 Thess. iii. 2, cuvepyds Tob feod & 7 eb. T0d Xpiaroi ;
Mark viii 85, x. 29, &vexev éuoi xal &vexev Tod €b.); as also 1 Tim. i. 11, 75 €. Tijs dokns
7o) paxapiov feod, compared with 2 Cor. iv. 6 ; 2 Cor. iv. 4, 70 eb. Tijs 8ofns Tob XpiaTod,
—designate the news of salvation according to its purport, like 70 eb. Tijs Bacilelas in
Matt. iv. 23, ix. 35, xxiv. 14; Mark i 14, Rec., 70 ). Ths Bagi\elas Tob Oeod, Tisch. Tod
Ocod. Acts xx. 24, 70 eb. Tijs xdpiros: Toi Oeod; Eph. i. 13, 70 eb. Tis cwrplas dudv;
vi. 15, 7is elpns. The explanation of the genitive in 2 Thess. i. 8, Tois p#) Praxovovow
7@ €v. Tob ruplov %p. "Incod may remain doubtful; comp. Heb. ii. 3.—We have the ex-
pressions wnplooew 7o eb., Matt. iv. 23, ix. 85, xxiv. 14, xxvi. 13 ; Mark i. 14, xiii. 10,
xiv. 9, xvi. 15; Gal ii. 2; 1 Thess. ii. 9; Aaheiv 78 €0, 1 Thess. ii. 2; Sapapripacias
76 €., Acts xx. 24 (cf. els papripioy, Matt. xxiv. 14); 70 €b. kaTayyéArew, 1 Cor. ix. 14;
70 eb. ebaryyelileabas, 1 Cor. xv. 1; 2 Cor. xi. 7; Gal i. 11; Rev. xiv. 6 ; lepovpyeiv 70
ed., Rom. xv. 16; Sovhedeww els 70 €., Phil ii. 22 ; swwalleiv év 7 eb., Phil iv. 3 (cf.
i. 27, ovwal\ely 15 wloTes Tob €b., cf. 1 Thess. iii. 2); wemAppoxévar 7o 0. Tob XpioTod,
Rom. xv. 19 ; peractpépew 70 €b. Tob Xpiorod, Gal. i 7 (cf v. 6, perariBecbas eis &repov
eb., 8 odx &oTw dNMo, to fall away to another gospel [qualitatively], which, however, is not
[numerically] another, because there is no second message of salvation, but, at best, 7o
b, 700 Xpuorod perearpaupévov; cf. 2 Cor. xi. 4, eb. &repov & odx édéfacle). Further,
Umaxovew T¢ ev., Rom. x. 16; 2 Thess. i. 8; mioredew év 7 eb., Mark i 15; ovyra-
xomabeiv 7 eb., 2 Tin. i. 8.—Joined with a substantive: 2 Cor. viii. 18, oJ o &rawos
év 1 eb.; 1 Cor. ix. 18, éfovaia év 7¢ €. ; Phil i. 5, rowwwvia els 70 €v. ; cf. 1 Cor. ix. 23,
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wavra woud Sk T €. Wa cvykowwvds abrod yévwuar. It occurs also, besides, in Acts
xv. 7; Rom. xi. 28; 1 Cor. iv. 15, ix. 18; 2 Tim. i. 10; Philem. 13. . Not in Luke,
Hebrews, Titus, 2 Peter, Jude, nor in the Gospel or Epistles of John,

Edayyerilw = edayyéhia Méyew, to bring a joyful message, good news. The active
is unknown in the better Greek writers; rare also in the later ones, Dio Cass. Ixi. 13.—
LXX.1 Sam. xxxi. 9; 2 Sam. xviii 19, 20.-—In the N. T. Rev. x. 7, elpyyé\ioer Tods
éavrod Sobaovs Tods mpodriras ; xiv. 6, Exovra ebayyéhioy . . . ebayyehisas émi Tods (al. Tods)
«.7\. Elsewhere in the middle, Aristoph. Eq. 642, Aoyovs dyabois ¢pépwv, ebaryyehicactar
mpdrov uiv Bodopas; Theophr. Char. xvii. 5, wpds Tov ebayyehfouevor 8tv vids ot
wéyovev ; Dem., Lucian, Plut.; LXX. 1 Kings i. 42, dyafd edayyenloa.—In the N.T.
1 Thess. iii. 6, edayyeMaauévov Huiv v wiloTw kal ™y dydmqy Spdv xal e k1. ; Luke
L 19, dmeord\pw Nalijoas mpos o¢ kal edayyelloasbai oov Taira. Except in these pas-
sages, it is only used by the N. T. writers to denote the New Testament proclamation of
salvation (vid. edaryyéhiov); cf. LXX. = W3, Isa. xL 9, compared with ver. 10; Isa. lii. 7,
s wodes ebaryyehouévov dxon elprivns, ds edayyehbouevos dyaldd ; 1xi 1, edayyehiocacOas
wrwyols ; Ps. xL. 10; ednyyehoduny Swcaoovvny ; Heb. iv. 2-6. Cf. also the combination
with nploaew, Siddarew, maparxaketv, pabnrevew, Luke iii. 18, viii. 1, ix. 6, compared with
ver. 2, xx. 1; Acts v. 42, xiv. 21.—The augment comes after ev . .. eonyyerlero, etc.
Cf. Lobeck, Phryn. 269 ; Winer, 66 ; Kriiger, sec. 28. 4. 6, 15. 2.

L Middle edaryyerllopar. (1) With an object of the person or the thing: fo publish
something (to some one) as a divine message of salvation. (a) t{ Twe. Luke ii. 10,
edaryyellopar Tuiv yapav peydhqy (8r¢ éréyOn Opiv orjuepov cwrip); Luke iv. 43, Tals
érépass moheow edaryyehloaclal pe St ™y Pacikelav Tod Oeol; Acts viil. 35, elbnpyye-
Noavo avrg Tov "Incoiv; Acts xvii. 18, Tov 'Incoiv xal Tyv dvdoragw (adrois, Rec., and
Lachm., which Tisch. omits) ednyyerilero; 1 Cor. xv. 1, 78 €b. 8 ebnpyyehaduny Spiv; 2 Cor.
xi. 7, 70 Tob 6. €. ebpyyeModuny vuiv; Gal. i 8, wap’ 8 elnyyehodueba Juiv; Eph. il 17,
elnryyedicaro elpijyny Suiv. Instead of the dative of the person, év with the dat., Gal i. 16,
va edayyelfopar abrov év Tois &vesw ; Eph. iii. 8, év Tois Efvecw edayyelicacbar 7o
avefiyvlacToy mhoiros Tob Xpuwgrod. (b)) 7h. Luke viii. 1, ™ Bagileiav Tob feod; Acts
viii. 12, 7a wepl Tijs Bacirelas (Tisch. omits 7d) xal Tob dwopatos 'Incod Xpiorod; Acts
v. 42, "Incotw Tov XpiaTév ; viii. 4, Tov Adyov (cf. vv. 5,12); xv. 35, 7ov Aoyov Tod ruplov ;
x. 36 ; Rom. x. 15, elpijvnw, 1a dyabd (Isa. lii 7); Gal i 23, 7w miorw; Acts xiv. 15
followed by acc. and inf,, edayyeMbouevos Spds dmwd Tobrwy Tév patalwy émoTpépev éml
Oedv tavra. (c) T{ Twa. Acts xiii. 32, fuels dpds edayyehbopela v émayyehlay k.7
cf. Alciphr. Ep. iii. 12, radrd ce odv edayye\ilopas; Heliod. Aeth. ii. 10, Edayyerllopal
oe T Anpawérns tehevriy ; Chrys. Hom. 106, &rti 8¢ edayyéhov épunvela Tod mpdypatos

. edayyeMlerar yap Huds THv mwoNluvnTor Tod GwTApos olkovopiav. (2) Without a
thing for its object = to proclaim the divine message of salvation. (a) Twl Lukeiv. 18;
Rom. i. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 2; Gal i. 8, iv. 13; els, 2 Cor. x. 16 (cf. 1 Pet. L 25). (b) Twa.

E
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the most intensive construction = by proclaiming the message of salvation, to bring one
into relation to it, to evangelize him. Luke iii. 18 ; Acts viii. 25, 40, xiv. 21, xvi. 10;
GaL i 9; 1 Pet. i. 12, & viv avyryyéhy duiv 8id Tdv edayyehoapévwy duds ; cf. Euseb, Vit
Const. iii. 26 : Tds qwvaikas edayyehlopevos. Cf Lobeck, Phryn. 268. (c) Used abso-
lutely, Luke ix. 6, xx. 1; Acts xiv. 7; Rom. xv. 20; 1 Cor. i. 17, ix. 16, 18.

IL. Passive. (1) With an impersonal subject. Luke xvi. 16, 7 Bac. Tob 6. edayye-
AMteras; Gal i 11, 70 edayyéhov 7O elayyehaléy om’ éuod; 1 Pet. i 25, 10 pijua 76
ebayyeha Oy els Duds ; iv. 6, vexpois etmyyehlafn. (2) With a personal subject. Matt.
xi. 5, wrwyol edayyehfovras (compare Luke iv. 18); Luke vii. 22 ; Heb. iv. 2, 6.

EdayyehioTiys, o, o, only in N. T. and ecclesiastical Greek, proclaimer of the
message of salvation, Acts xxi. 8 ; Eph. iv. 11; 2 Tim. iv. 5. (“ Heralds of the gospel
history ;” Otto, die geschichil. Verh. der Pastoralbr. p. 80.) Theodoret’s definition does
not touch the essence of the word: éxeivor mepilovres érrjpurrov; cf. 2 Tim. iv. 4, 5, éri
Tods udbovs éerpamicovrar. ov 8 . . . &pyov molngov ebaryyehorod, with Rom. i 16;
1 Cor. i 17; Eph. iv. 11 ; Jerome, omnis apostolus evangelista, non omnis evangelisia
apostolus. In distinction from the wpodrjrns, the evangelist speaks of the facts of re-
demption, the revelations of God (cf. the combinations smpicoeiw, Siapapripecfas 1o €v.,
etc., 8v. edayyéhov), the diddoxalos about them ; the mpod. has revelations. Cf. Harless
on Eph. iv. 11. At a subsequent period (Chrys) the authors of the four Gospels were
so called.

ITIpoevayyeri§opuay, to proclaim beforehand a joyful message, or something as a
joyful message. Philo, de nomm. mut. p. 1069, ed. Paris, 7ov veorrov ovy opds,. .. T
rlda Tob mwéreabar Surijoealar mpoevaryyehlopevos ; id. de mund. op. T, dv % pév (sc.
wpwla) mwpoevaryyeNlletar pé\hovra f\ov dvioyew ; Mang., guorum alterum praenunciat
lactum adventum solis orituri. Gal iii. 8, wpoevyryyeNloato (touching the augm., vid. s.v.
ebayyerllow) T¢ 'ABpadpu = éraryyé\heabau, gv. ; cf. the correspondence between érayyelia
and edayyéhiov under edayyélov, according to which émayyéAreofar does not materially
differ from mpoevaryyeMtéobfai. Bengel says on this passage: Verbum ad catachresin
accedens suavissime. Abrakamo ante tempora evangelii wangelwatum est.  Evangelium lege
antiquius. Cf. Gal. iii. 12, 16 sqq.

"Ayios, la, wy, holy, is the rarest of five synonyms, iepds, Gatos, oeuvds, dyiwos,
dryvos, which the Greeks had to express the idea of holiness, so far at least as they
knew such an idea. In biblical Greek, on the other hand, of the Old as well as of the
New Testament, it is the only word by which the biblical conception of holiness is
expressed,—that conception which pervades the Bible throughout, which moulds the
whole of divine revelation, and in which, we may say with perfect truth, are centred the
fundamental and leading principles and aims of that revelation. What constitutes the
essence of holiness in the biblical sense is not primarily contained in any of the above-
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named synonyms ; the conception is of purely biblical growth, and whatever the Greeks
surmised and thought concerning the holiness of Divinity in any sense remotely similar
to that in which Holy Scripture speaks of it, they had not any one distinct word for it,
least of all did they express it by any of the terms in question. For the purpose of
rendering or receiving the biblical conception and its contents, these terms can only come
into consideration or be regarded as designations of God’s holiness in so far as holiness is
that element in the divine nature which lies at the basis of, determines and moulds, the
reverence which is due from man towards God,—therefore in a purely formal sense. As
Greek of itself did not possess the right word for it, the only term presenting itself as in
any degree appropriate—d&yios—had to be filled and coined afresh with a new meaning;
and thus &yiws is one of the words wherein the radical influence, the transforming and
newly fashioning power of revealed religion, is most clearly shown. Of all the ideas
which, within the world subjected to the influence of Christianity or in the modern lan-
guages, are bound up in the word %oly, none are to be found in the ancient tongues, Greek
and Latin, in the terms above named, save those of “the sublime,” “the consecrated,”
“the venerable.” The main element—the moral—is utterly wanting. Hence it is not
merely a topic of linguistic interest, it is a significant moral phenomenon which here
presents itself to our inquiry.

In order to show, first of all, that the Greeks did not possess the true conception of
holiness, as it more or less fully has penetrated the consciousness of mankind through
revealed religion, we must anticipate, so far as to assert that holiness in the Seripture sense
is a historico-ethical conception. Now, as to the Homeric age, Nigelsbach (Homer. Theol.
i. 12) says: “Holiness, as a constituent element of the Divine viewed in itself, or
only perceived in the intercourse of the gods among themselves, is never mentioned.
Never is there a title given to the Godhead indicating a consciousness similar to that
in which the Bible speaks of the holiness of the true God.” Afterwards, indeed (cf.
Niigelsbach, Nackhomer. Theol. i. 28 sqq.), all moral and ontological perfections are
attributed to the gods (Tsocr. xi. 41: é&yd uév odw ody dmas Tovs feods AN olde Tols éE
ecelvov ryeyovéras oddeulas siyodpas xaxlas peracyeiv, dAN abrovs Te wdaas yovras Tds
dperds Pivas xal Tois ENNots TGV raAAloTwy émirndevudrev djyepdvas xal Sbackdlovs
yeyeviicOar. Plato, Rep. ii. 381 C), and the Greek becomes conscious of the holiness of
his deity, principally in that not only does he punish evil outwardly,—it might be
purely for the sake of order and discipline, —but inwardly hates evil and blames
the man” But it does not rest here. Holiness, so far as in these aspects the Greeks
became conscious of it, at once takes up an element which converts it into its direct
opposite, into unholiness. For the wéueois, “the re-establishing of the right relation
between God and man,” wherein precisely divine holiness manifests itself, is at once
turned into jealousy against mankind (7o felov wdy ébv ¢pOovepév, Herod. i. 32), because-
“ the deity sees in every extraordinary happiness, in every extraordinary greatness which
falls to the lot of man, even apart from any presumptuousness, an injury to his preroga-
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tive, which he guards with envious jealousy.” And now comes the last step: “a satanic
element is attributed to the deity, and the seducing and deluding of man into sin is ascribed
to him” In Theogn. 401 a man is spoken of who strives after dpemj, because he hopes
for his happiness from it. But—petit ille virtutem wultra quam satis est. The excess
of such striving is to the gods a reason for plunging him into sin. It was beyond
the power of the Greeks to carry out and maintain their presentiments of the holiness
of the Deity even to the remotest approach to the scriptural “ Be ye holy, for I am
holy,” to say nothing of carrying it on to the “I am holy, I the Lord, who sanctifieth
you” We shall see how the scriptural conception of God's holiness, notwithstanding the
original afinity, s diametrically opposite to all the Greeck motions; how, whereas these
very views of holiness exclude from the gods all possibility of love (Nagelsbach, Nach-
homer. Theol. i. 37),—so that Aristotle can say, “ the Deity exists not to love, but to be
loved,”—the scriptural conception of holiness unfolds itself only when in closest connec-
tion with divine love, and only thus can it be apprehended. It is, however, important for
us to know that the Greek language offered no single and adequate term whereby to
express that combination of all moral and ontological perfections which Isocrates and
Plato demand for the gods. . '

None of the words to be considered, lepds, 8acos, aeuvés, &yios, dywos, have anything
of this fulness of meaning, either etymologically or by usage. It is only as formal desig-
nations of the divine holiness, as we have already said, that they come into consideration,
for the purpose of rendering and receiving the biblical conception; and it is significant
that the rarest of them, &ytos, is the very one which biblical Greek takes into its service,
the word which, according to usage, was least affected with the profane spirit, and there-
fore offered the purest vessel for the new contents; whereas the most frequently recurring
word in classical Greek, iepds, is almost completely excluded from Scripture use. “Aeqios
is 8o seldom used in classical Greek, “ that it never occurs in the Tragedians—that highest
court of appeal for Attic usage—save in one doubtful passage (Aeschylus, Suppl. 858);”
see Zezschwitz; whereas lepos is quite unusual in biblical Greek, in the LXX. especially
go rare, that while constantly in the Apocrypha, and, to say the least, often still in the
N. T., the Holy Place is designated 7o lepdév, the LXX. always name it 70 &yiov, Td dyia
TOV deylwy, vads &yios (this latter in classical Greek = lepov dyiwov). See ilepds. Seuvos
only is in biblical Greek still rarer than iepds. “Oauos, on the contrary, and dywés have a
clearly defined sphere far narrower than in classical Greek. In order to apprehend and
estimate this fact, it will be convenient to represent the worth and import of these terms
in classical usage ; thus we shall find that in fact &yos alone of them all, etymologically
and by usage, was the first to suit the scriptural “holy,” and that the biblical conception
in its turn, which identified itself with the word, so far outstretched its literal meaning,
that the newly-coined &yios formed the root of a family of words unknown to classical
usage, dyiéns, dyiwadvn, dydlw, dyaoplbs, dylacpa, dyasTipioy, kabayidlew, whereas it
was in classical Greek simply a single member of the family of words derived from dyos.
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It is first to be remembered that the strictly ceremonial, and therefore religious, terms

for holiness are iepos and drywés, and likewise &ycos where it occurs; further, that of these
dyvds only, and of the two remaining synonyms aeuvés only, are predicated of the gods,
and this, moreover, in a sense and manner which show that holiness in the biblical mean-
ing did not harmonize with the religious conceptions of the Greeks. “Oaios denotes that
which, through divine or human law, custom, usage, is consecrated (becharmed, so to speak),
but it has by no means any distinctively religious import. While in connection, eg., with
8lkasos it denotes divine right,and 8ixaia, human precepts; on the other hand, when uséd
with iepds, it signifies what is set apart as holy by man, “ what is consecrated and sanctioned
by universal law and consent ” (Passow),— gef7eit, as is said in old German,—iepds referring
to divine, divinely consecrated things, precepts, etc. In the LXX. it is with happy tact
(see s.v. 8auo5) employed to represent the Heb. 'O, for which in the N. T. we have &ycos
xal fyamnuévos ; a few times also=0% (Deut. xxix. 19), ™n®, W”, on, O'OA, but never
for YA D.—3'epvds, from the root oeB, contains the fundamental idea of reverential dread,
awe-struck reverence (see s.v. oéBw), and denotes what inspires reverence and awe. It
is predicated of the gods,—among the Attics specially of the Eumenides,—and of all
“ that belongs to the gods and is sacred to them, of what emanates from them, and other-
wise is under their protection and care” (Passow). Yet in use it denotes, almost even
less than 8aos, any specially religious or even ethico-religious conception, and thus is
quite inadequate for the biblical idea of holiness. For it not only stands also “ for what
is humanly venerable, all that by usage, power, or other distingnishing feature is raised in
moral and intellectual dignity above the ordinary” (Passow), but is used, with a purely
external reference, of what is grand, magnificent, tasteful, even fine (e.g. dress), that excites
attention = impressive, affecting, sanctimonious (in Eurip.). It does not occur in the
LXX.; in the N. T. in four places only: Phil iv. 8 ; 1 Tim. iii. 8, 11; Tit. ii. 2. “Oagos
and ceuvos are both only secondary designations of the religious conception of holiness,
and thus are inappropriate to represent the Scripture conception.

The choice thus remained between the purely religious or ceremonial terms iepds, dryeos,
and dywés. Of these lepés is mot only the most frequent, but the most appropriate word
with a Greek to express his notion of holiness, so far as this is expressed in the synonyms
now before us; whereas &yiwos only now and then expresses a special feature of the iepov,
and dyvés soon by usage obtained so one-sided an application and meaning, that it
might have been difficult to recoin it in the requisite way.

‘Iepés is, in its fundamental meaning, a term denoting the owtward manifestation of
divine greatness. Connected with the Sanscrit ishiras, vigorous, fresh, blooming, it means
primarily vigorous, mighty, great,—a meaning which Curtius traces still in lepos ix0Js, lep
5. “During the best period of the Homeric epos, koly must already have been its pre-
vailing signification ; but in particular forms of expression it still retained the older, the
sensuous meaning” (Curtius, p. 358). It is a predicate of all that stands in connection
with the gods or comes from them, or is consecrated to them; but its contents are so
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little defined, that quite generally and in the formal sense it denotes what is divine, fetov,
¢g. in the combinations Hes. Theogn. 57, Zeixs iepdv Méxos els dvaBalveov; Ii. xi. 84, lepov
Hpap ; xi. 194, kvépas. Of. Nigelsbach, Homer. Theol. i. 24 : “ lepd, in ordinary usage, were
not merely things formally consecrated by men to the gods, eg. towns, places; also mot
merely things with which are connected moral relations placed under the protection of the
gods,—as in 7. xviii. 504, the ‘epds xUxMos of the judges; I7. xvii. 464, the chariot board,
8ippos, as the place of sacred companionship between the warrior and the charioteer,—
" but those things also are called iepd which one views as directly and originally the property
of the gods. With this iepés we may compare, not indeed 8ios, which, according to Nitzsch
(on Od. i. p. 189), refers to birth and origin, but perhaps fefos, which, like divinus, some-
times signifies godlike, extraordinary, as it were supernatural excellence, e.g. in felos xopds,
Od. viii. 264, and sometimes expresses the divine origin of a gift or talent; thus, salt is
called Oelov, 1. ix. 214. v
It is particularly to be observed that iepos is mever used as an epithet of the gods them-
selves, and is as little employed even in a remotely similar sense of men, as the biblical ¥Mp
and its derivatives. For instance, we seek in vain among the derivatives and compounds
of iepos for the conception of kallowing, which has attached itself to the biblical term Zoly.
Sometimes, perhaps, it occurs of men in the same sense,—as in Pind. Pythk. v. 97, kings are
called lepo’, because they are under the protection of the gods, and derive their dignity
from the gods (Hom. I7. ii. 205) ; Aristoph. Ran. 652, iepos dvfpwrmos, of one initiated into
the mysteries; Plut. De Soer. daem. 589 D, oi 7&v Satpuovav Moyos Sid wdvrov Pepopevos
povows émyoiiae Tots d06puBov Hbos kal vivepov Exovar Ty Yuxiy obs 8¢ kal lepods kai
Savpovlovs dvfpirmouvs kakoiuev ; De def. orac. 2, &vdpes iepol dlo cvvdpaudvres els dedols,
—and it might be regarded as analogous when, in 2 Kings iv. 9, Elisha is called by the
Shunamite woman YA D¥O8 Y ; but this is also the only and not quite perfect analogy
in biblical usage in which ¥A72 (only occurring thus again, Ps. cvi. 16) is tsed of individual
persons. In 2 Pet. i. 21, the reading of the Rec. Text, oi &yiot feotr dvfpwrmoe (instead of
amo Oeod dvlp.), would be remotely analogous to this use of lepés. In De Alex. fort. i. 10,
Plutarch calls the Indian gymnosophists &v8pes {epol xal adrovopor ; not because they are 7o
0egp ayordlovres, as he describes them further on, but, as the connection with adrdvouos
suggests, in the same sense in which he elsewhere joins dmp iepds xal dovhos = inviolable,
Mor. 410 A; Vit. Tib. Graech. 14, 15, 21 ; cf. Quaest. Rom. 219 B, ¢ dovia xal dya
lepd ; yet this again is something different from that unapproachableness which the biblical
holy involves, Isa. 1xv. 5, where the LXX. renders ¢1p by xafapos elvac. The ethical
character of the biblical %oly is quite foreign to the Greek iepss. There is only one
known passage wherein lepds, as the predicate of a man, is possibly, as Suidas thinks,
synon. with eboeSrs, Soph. Oed. Col. 287, fxw qdp lepds eboeBris Te ral Pépav Svnow
dorols Toiod.  Still it seems to me at least doubtful whether even here iepos stands in an

ethical sense, and does not rather refer to the divine guidance and conduct of Oedipus..

Plato, De leg. 319 A, vepeod qdp 6 Oeds drav Tis Yréyn Tov éavre Suowv 9 émaiwi Tov
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éavrd évavrlos Exovra: &ore & odros 6 dyalise ) ydp Tou olov Mibovs uév elvas tepods xal
Ei\a xal 8pvea ral Seis, dvfpdrmovs 8¢ pif dAAA mdvTwv TobTww lepdTatov éorw dvfpw-
wos 6 dyalis, kal waparrdToy o movnpos, proves not only that it was not usual to attribute
iepds as a predicate to men, but also that when it was thus used it possessed no ethical
meaning at all. Most widely removed from the ethical meaning is the use of it, to
mention one more instance, in Lucn. Macrob. 29, lepdrate KvlyriAhe. Tittm. Syn. N. T,
n voce lepos proprie nikil aliud cogitatur, quam gquod res quaedam aut persona Deo sacra
sit, nulla tngenit morumque ratione habita ; vmprimis quod sacris inservit.

Of &y.o0s, likewise, it is true that neither is it a predicate of the gods nor is it used of
men, It denotes a quality of the lepov (i.c. Oelov), with which, for the most part, in the
few places where it occurs, it is joined, and it manifestly has more of an ethical character
than iepds, because it gives prominence to that side of the iepov which demands from men
conduct characterized by moral reverence and reverential fear, awe-inspiring, reverend. It
often occurs in Herodotus, e.g. ii. 41. 3, "A¢podlirs iepdv dyeov ; ii. 44. 1, iepov “Hpaxhéovs
dywv ; Xen. Hell, iii. 2. 19, é&vfa % *Apréudos lepdv pdha &ywov. Often also in Plutarch,
eg. De tranquil. an. 477 C, lepbv pév qdp drysiratov 6 xoopos éariv xal Oeompeméoratov,
and elsewhere. In the same connection also in Plato, Crit. 116 C, év uéogp pév lepdv &yiov
avrebe Tis Te Kherois xal Tod ITocelddvos dBatov deiro. It appears specially to
have been a predicate of temples or places for worship (Plat. Legg. x. 904 D, ueréBale
Témov dryeov ENov), and indeed, according to Plat. Legg. x. 884, of those places consecrated
to the gods which claimed general reverence; for it occurs in this passage of Plato, not
of private, but only of public sanctuaries: wéyiora 8¢ (sc. xard)—ai Tév véwy droracias
Te xal UBpes els péyiara 8, Srav els iepd yinvwvrar, kal Siadepdytws ad peydha dTav els
Sppdowa xal &yia 4 kata pépn rxowd—distinguished from iepd dia, of which &yia cannot,
according to this, be properly predicated.—The connection of the word with ceuwds also
confirms the meaning laid down, &yios being used to complete or strengthen seuvés ; Plato,
Sophist. 249 A, oeuvdv xal dyiwov voiv odx Exov; Crit. b1 A, untpis Te kai watpos kal Tév
d\\wy Tpoyovoy dTdvTay TywdTepdy éoTi 1) TaTpls Kal ceuvdTepov Kal dryudTepov Kail év
pellove polpa ral mapd Oeols xal mwap' avlpwmais. “Ayios also occurs in Plut. Quaest.
Rom. 290 B, 7& dovha kal dyia lepd; Plato, Legg. v. 729 E, mpds Tods Eévovs Suavontéov
ds dylorara cvpBi\aia Svra. The important distinction between drywos and iepés appears
in Plut. Conviv. v. 682 C, [oi épwrikol ral dxohagTor] TelevtdvTes oUde TdY aywTdTwy
dmwéxecOas Stvavras coudrov, while the prostituted bodies of the iepodoioc are called
lepa ocdpara. .

If, now, we pass on to examine the etymology of the word, it appears with tolerable,
indeed we might say with full, certainty that &yios signifies what deserves and claims
moral and religious reverence ; and this was true originally of dywés also, though in it that
meaning was by use obliterated, so that dyeos is the only word left appropriate to denote
-a purely religious conception of holiness. That it is akin to the German “hegen, Haayg,
Gehege,” is a fanciful rather than a true cdnjecture, and must decidedly be rejected, accord-
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ing to the laws of consonantal change. In Greek it is connected with &yos, &fouas, and
their derivatives; and the consideration of these words, to bring into relief the primary
meaning, is the more indispensable, because Greek lexicographers have hitherto passed
them by rather carelessly. “Afopas, & rare word, chiefly used in Homer and the Tragg.
(in the pres. and imp. middle, once only in Sophocles in the active), denotes pious dread
and awe of the gods and of parents, consequently piety, and is by Eustathius explained by
aéBopas (see above, the combination of &yios and oeuvés). Il v. 830, und’ &feo Bodpov
"Apna; i. 21, ’AmoMwva; Od. ix. 478, Eévovs. It is used absolutely in Od. ix. 200,
otvexd piv oty mabl wepioyoued 18¢ uvaixl afopevor @re ydp dv Ehoei— AroNhavos.—
According to latest investigations, d&yos must not be confounded with dyos, a word hitherto
regarded as the Ionic form of &yos. Curtius (p. 155 sqq.) compares with dyos (=guilt,
curse) the Sanscrit fgas, offence, and with &yos (= consecration, sacrifice ; Hesych.: &ywopa
Ovolas) the Sanscrit jag, jagami, sacrificio, colo; jadus, jgam, jagliam, sacrifice; the Zend
yaz, “to worship,” “to sacrifice;” yazu, “great,” “exalted.” Accordingly, &yios would be
what is an object of religious or sacrificial reverence. When we no longer identify &yos
with the more frequent &yos, we find it occurs very seldom. With the signification
“ sacrifice,” “ propitiatory sacrifice,” it is used in Soph. Fr. 703; Ant. 775, ¢opBis
TogoiTov s &yos pdvoy mpolels, s placpua wic' Umexdbyy woms. In Thue. i 126. 1,
127.1,128.1,2,135.1, 2. 13. 1, we must read, not &yos, but dyos é\aiwew =“to
remove the trespass,” “ to expiate.” So also in Plutarch. That the two words must be
distinguished, is clear also from the express direction of the Etym. M. that asyiwos, with
the signification uapds, has the spiritus lenis, according to which, then, the note of the
scholiast on Soph. Ocd. B. 656 must be corrected : xa7’ ed¢nuiouov kal ra pdopara &yn
AéyeTas, xal of papol évaryets rxalotwras. But at all events it is manifest, from the con-
founding of the two words, that the ideas of a sacrificial process, of religious reverence,
were associated with &yos, and consequently with &yiws. If one might even say, without
danger of specializing the conception too much, that &y.os denotes what is to be reverenced
by sacrifice or propitiation (see above, Soph. Ant. 775), we should have herein an excellent
starting-point for the choice of this word to express the biblical conception of holiness.
These conceptions must on no account be excluded from the meaning of the word because
they reappear in all the other words which belong to this stem. The derivatives of &yeos
are in this connection to be left out of consideration, because (as is above stated and
explained) they belong, without an exception, to biblical and patristic Greek. 'We have
here only to do with the derivatives of &yos: dyllw, dyiouds, dyioTedw, dyiorela, dryvos,
and the derivatives of this last one. ‘dyflw is={to consecrate, eg. altars; to consecrate
sacrifices, ¢.e. fo offer them ; and the often-used xafaylfw = to sacrifice, to burn as a sacrifice ;
évarylfw, specially of sacrifices to the dead; dyiopods woweiv, to bring offerings (Diod. Sic.
iv. 89); dyioredew = to perform the holy rites; also éparyiorebew. Plat. Legg. vi. 759 D,
o pé\\ov xal lepods vépovs wepl T Oeia ixavis dyworedew, where Timaeus explains
dywrredew by iepofirew. Cf. Dion. Hal. Ans. Rom. i. 40, dyioredovres 8¢ T lepovprylav
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é0eoww ‘ENMquecois. — ‘Ayiorela signifies the cultus, the holy rites accompanying the
sacrifices, the temple service; see Lewicons. ‘Ayvds, a form like oeuvds, Sewds, at first
equivalent to reverenced, consecrated, is an attribute of the gods, and of what is dedicated
or made holy to them—sacrifices, places of worship, feasts. Concerning the strange transi-
tion of the word to the meaning pure, chaste, unmized, in which it is then adopted in
biblical usage, see dywos. For the connection of this word also with acts of worship, we
have not only such combinations as dyvés kai xafapds Epdew Tois Oeots, Hes. 0. 339 ; Soph.
Trach. 257, & dnyvos v = atoned for, but also the derivatives, dyvedew, which means not
only to be pure, chaste, but also to purify, to expiate, aryvilew, Gyvioua, dymouds, dparyvitew,
éparyvifew, of sacrificial purification.

From this it is evident that dyeos is an exclusively ethico-religious conception, which
is not the case with the other synonyms excepting dyvds, and even in the case of dyvos
is not always kept to. If it does not also attribute to the subject to which it belongs any
moral quality, yet it demands for it not only a religious, but an ethico-religious conduct ;
and for this very reason, this, the rarest of all the terms in question, is the most appro-
priate to take up into itself and to convey the biblical conception of holiness. Narrow
enough, and not yet depreciated, so as not to injure the special religious or historico-
ethical character of the biblical conception, and again, by virtue of its rare use, wide -
enough to embrace the essence of biblical holiness, completely new to the view of profane
writers, it has been applied by the LXX. as the almost regular translation of ¥A7), and
has received such a distinct impress in biblical usage as to form (as already frequently
remarked) the root word of a newly formed series: dyiulms, dywaivy, dyidlew, dyaouds,
daylacpa, dyiaoripiov, xabayuilew, representing the Hebrew vMp and its derivatives;
whereas of the derivatives of dyos, belonging to classical Greek, only those of dywis
reappear in biblical Greek, answering to the close affinity between &yios and dywds, as this
appears still more in the derivatives of the latter than in dywés itself and its usage. For
completeness’ sake it may further be remarked, that dywés itself never serves as a transla-
tion of YAD; this word is rendered only by xafapés (Num. v. 17) besides &yeos ; ¥Mp by
xabapov elvas, Isa. 1xv. 5 ; Sofdlesw, Isa. v. 16 ; Piel, Hiphil, Hithpael = dywifew, Josh. iii. 5 ;
Ex. xix. 10; 2 Chron. xxx. 17, etc.; xafaplfew, Job i. 5, and also by the explanatory
rendering of it by Swzaré\Aew, Josh. xx. 7; mapardocew, Jer. vi. 4 (rapaoxevdlew ?);
dvaBiBdlew, Jer. li. 28.

We have now to inquire into the import and range of the biblical conception of
holiness which, transferred to &ycos by the LXX., established its authority in the hitherto

.profane sphere by the N. T. announcement of salvation. - There is a certain difference
between O. and N. T. usage, not affecting the import of the word, but arising out of the
historical relations of N. T. revelation to the O. T. The N. T. does not introduce what
is actually new, it simply adopts a conception clearly and definitely expressed in the

- 0. T.; but the thing itself which corresponds to the word is realized in the N. T. The

difficulty of clearly bringing out, not one side nor a few aspects only of the conception, but
F
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its complete fulness, and the various opinions entertained on the subject which are least
of all settled by the latest attempt (that of Diestel) to define %oly as a relative conception,
demand yet a fuller investigation.

First, it is to be noted that holiness is predicated (besides God) of those men and
things only which either God has appropriated as His own, or have been dedicated to Him
by men. Now, as this predicate is applied fo other subjects besides God only tn a secondary
and derived manner, on account of certain relations in which they stand to Him (as is -
expressly stated in Deut. xxviii. 9, 10 : “Jehovah shall establish thee an holy people to
Himself, as He hath sworn unto thee, . . . and all the people of the earth shall see that the
name of Jehovah is named upon thee”), it is self-evident that the predicate of holiness
does not in a formal sense express the establishment of such relations, but that the men
and things in question themselves and in their degree participate in the divine holiness,
and embody and manifest it. The question therefore arises first and foremost, What do
we express concerning God when we predicate Aoltness of Him 1

Etymologically, the signification of ¥A7? is not free from doubt. “The most probable
view is, that the verbal stem ¢, which is akin to vAn (as 33p to a3n, RYP to KN, WP to
23n, etc.), comes from the root ¢A, from which also ¢/ springs, which primarily signifies
enituit, to break forth shiningly” (Oehler, in Herzog’s R.-Encyk. xix. 618). Hofmann,
on the contrary, finds (Schriftbeweis, i. 82) that AP “ means what is out of the common
course, beyond the common order of things,” so that the affinity between the roots whn
and ¢11p answers to the affinity of their meaning; “both denote that which ¢s different :
the former, different from what has been ; the latter, different from the common.” The word,
however, thus, in the face of the psychological laws of language, obtains a purely formal
abstract meaning, and the rich contents of the conception which it expresses would appear
only after a very careful reflection upon the difference between vA7p and %n; indeed, by
the explanation Qod s the Holy One, “as He is the absolutely separate self-contained
Being who, in contrast with the world to which He does not belong, is in His supra-
mundane essence the self-existent one,” we express in a purely negative way a formal
relation between God and the world, and in reality it is only asserted that holiness is the
negation of all relation between God and the world. Besides, it will appear that the
signification fo separate, belongs to ¥1p only in a derived manner.

‘We must try to discover the essence of holiness, from the connection in which the
word occurs, and from its historical usage. It is mentioned for the first time when God’s
presence among the people chosen and prepared for Him begins, and when an historical
relation of communion takes the place of what had till then been only individual inter-
course. Mp does not occur in Genesis, nor its derivatives, except in chap.ii. 3. We
first meet with it in Ex. iii. 5, in the account of God’s appearing to Moses in the burning
bush which was not consumed, wherein is presented to us a perfect and unique symbol of
the holiness of God in Israel. Next,—apart from Ex. xii 16, xiii. 2,—in Ex. xv. we
find, with reference to the deliverance wrought by God for His people, the first express
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emphasizing of God’s holiness, ver. 11: “Who is like unto Thee among the gods, O
Jehovah ? who is like unto Thee, glorious in %oliness, fearful in praises, doing wonders ?”
Ver. 13: “Thou hast in Thy mercy led forth the people whom Thou hast redeemed:
Thou hast led them by Thy power to the dwelling of Thy holiness.” Ver. 17: “Thou
shalt bring them in, and plant them in the mountain of Thy inheritance, in the place
which Thou hast prepared for Thy dwelling, Jehovah ; in the Aoly place, O Lord, that Thy
hands have prepared. Jehovah shall be king for ever and ever” God’s first great
redemptive act for Israel—their marvellous deliverance out of Egypt—had been accom-
plished ; God’s holiness had been displayed in His judgments upon Egypt, while in Israel
His grace was experienced, and had unfolded itself in the sovereign rule of Jehovah, the
covenant God. This twofold proof of God’s holiness—in judgment and in redemption—
continually meets us. Henceforward God in His holiness is present among His people,
and the place of His presence is His sanctuary, and there was Israel's dwelling to be
(cf. Tsa. Ixiv. 10). God’s holiness, accordingly, must manifest itself in and upon Israel;
Israel must participate in it. “Ye shall be holy, for I am holy,” is henceforward the
keynote and the norm of the union subsisting between God and His people; so that the
“I am holy” is explained, “I am holy, Jehovah, who sanctifieth you,” Lev. xxi. 8; Ex.
xxxi. 13.

The holiness of God, which at first manifested itself thus in gracious or retributive
operations of power, conditions and brings about the holiness of His people ; for it appears
a8 the principle of the covenant made between Him and them, unfolding itself alike in their
divinely-given laws and in their heavenly guidance. In the ordainments of national life
summed up in the Decalogue and the ceremonial law, and indeed of their entire moral
and religious life, we find this principle: “ Ye shall be holy, for I am holy,” Lev. xix. 2
8qq., XX. 8 8qq. God’s holiness and the place where He dwells demand, and at the same
time render possible, an atonement, Lev. xvi. 16, 33, Num. viii. 19, which can be effected
only in the sanctuary, Lev. xvi. 17, 27; and it is of the greatest importance, in order to a
right conception of holiness, to observe how this religious and ceremonial life, whose
central point is atonement, reflects this principle in the language also—the holiness of
God, and the sanctifying both of God and of what belongs to Him, specially of His
people. 'We need only call to mind the continual recurrence of the words *holy place,”
“to make holy,” “to sanctify myself,” in the language of their religious life. It thus
appears how fully righteousness—the requirement and goal of the law, both of the
Decalogue, and of the ceremonial law for the vindication and carrying out of the Decalogue
—1is the necessary correlative of holiness.

But abiding only by the truth, that God’s holiness conditions the sanctification of the
moral and religious life of His people, we should arrive at a conception of it which at
bottom coincides with righteousness, and the manner God’s holiness elsewhere is spoken
of would remain inexplicable. It is of the highest importance to hold fast also by the
trath that God’s holiness brings about the holiness of His elect people; how the “I




" Aywos 44 " Aoyos

am holy” becomes at once “I am holy, Jehovah, who sanctifieth you.” God’s holiness
leads on to the sanctifying of His people. Hereupon we have the expression of God’s
holiness in His guidance of the people and in the historical progress of the revelation.
Of great weight here are the statements of Ezek. xx. 41, 44, xxviii. 22, 25, xxxvi. 23,
M 5qq., xxxvii. 26 sqq., xxxix. 7, 25, xxxviii. 16. By judgment, as by redemption and
cleansing from sin, God sanctifies Himself and His name, which Israel has profaned by
their sins, and taken away its holiness before the nations; and in like manner He
sanctifies Himself by acts of judgment upon the enemies of Israel, who have inflicted
punishment upon the people and have despised God on account of them; and the result of
this self-revelation of God is: “ I will magnify myself, and sanctify myself; I will be known
in the eyes of many nations; and they shall know that I am Jehovah,” Ezek. xxxviii. 23.
The self-manifestation of God in the leadings and history of His people in preparing a
way for and bringing about their ultimate salvation, is a manifestation of His holiness,
- asserted alike in the punishment of sin and in the cleansing from guilt and sin inseparably
connected with redemption, Ezek. xxxvi. 23, 25-27, 29-33, Of special significance here
is the designation of God as 5% ¥, often in Isaiah, and 2 Kings xix. 22 ; Ps. lxxviii.
41, Ixxxix. 19; Jer. 1. 29, li. 5; cf. Ezek. xxxix. 7: '?!51?'9 Y.  God is the Holy One of
Israel in His acts of deliverance wrought for Israel, to which the manifestation of judg-
ment is the necessary set-off, while the free revelation of holiness aims at redemption,
Ps. Izxviii. 42 sqq. He is holy in His electing love, Isa. xlix. 7, ¥ p w3 i nin) wo?
7oman S, Lev. xx. 21; and as such He appropriates the name 5355, which in Tsa xli.
14, xliii. 3, 14, xlvii. 4, xlviii. 17, xlix. 7, liv. 5, Iv. 5, is parallel with the %7kr vAp,
8o that the one logically follows from the other. He is the refuge of the lost, Isa. xvii. 7.
Here, again, God's holiness is the essential element of His self-revelation to Israel, and
indeed of the revelation of salvation as the final goal of this self-manifestation; cf. Isa.
liv. 5: “Thy Saviour the Holy One of Israel; the God of the whole earth shall He
be called.” “ Great is the Holy One of Israel,” shall it be said in the day of redemption,
Isa. xii. 6. (The following are the places in Isaiah where MW" P occurs: Isa. i 4,
v. 19, 24, x. 17, 20, xii. 6, xvii. 7, xxix. 19, 23, xxx. 11, 12, 15, xxxi. 1, xxxvii. 23,
xli. 14, 16, 20, xliii. 3, 14, 15, xlv. 11, xlvii. 4, xlviii. 17, xlix. 7, liv. 5, Iv. 5, 1x. 14.)
The holiness of God in this its significance meets us in that primary saving act, the
deliverance of Israel out of Egypt (Ex. xv.; cf. Num. xx. 12, 13 ; Josh. iii. 5); it appears
in the election, deliverance, and gracious guidance of Israel ; and this meaning must be faith-
Jully received, and must not be defiled through unbelief, Num. xxvii. 14 ; Deut. xxxii. 51.
This is very important : faitk on man’s part must answer to the holiness of God ; an uncon-
ditioned reliance not on mere power, but upon the power of love, the grace of God.
Mention is made of this just in the same way in the Psalms and elsewhere. Redemption
proceeds from the sanctuary, from the holiness of God, Ps. xx. 3, lxxvii. 14 sqq. (cf. Isa.
1xv. 25), evi. 47, xeviil. 1, cil 20, ciii. 1,cv. 3, 42, cxlv. 21, xxii. 4, 5; Jonah ii. 5, 8.
Prayer and praise alike mention God’s holiness, 2 Chron. xxx. 27 ; 1 Chron. xvi. 10; Ps.
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xxx. 5, xevil. 12 ; and the answer to prayer is based upon this, Ps. xxviii. 2, iii. 5, xx. 7 ;
cf. Ps. xxxiii. 21: “we have trusted in His holy name.” Isa. x. 20. God swears by
His holiness when He would assure us of His redeeming love and the final accomplish-
ment of His saving promise, Ps. Ixxxix. 36, 1x. 8, cviii. 8, God’s holiness will not suffer
Israel to be destroyed, Hos. xi. 9 ; cf. Isa. lvii. 15; Ezek. xx. 9, according to which last-
named passage God spared and did not destroy Israel, that His name might not be
polluted among the heathen; and yet Israel was not suffered to go unpunished, vv. 14 sqq.
—1 Kings ix. 3-7; 2 Chron. vii. 16, 20: “I have sanctified this house ; mine eyes and
mine heart shall be there perpetually.” The antithesis to sanctification. is rejection, and
therefore God’s holiness is revealed in His election; Lev. xx. 26 : “ Ye shall be holy unto
me: for I Jehovah am holy, and have severed you from the nations, that ye should be
mine.” Cf. also Isa. xliil 28, xlix. 7; Jonah ii. 5. 'We may also compare such passages
as 1 Sam. il 2; Isa. lii. 10; Zech. ii. 17; Ps. Ixviii 6; Isa. lxii 12. Ina word, Qod is
holy in His electing love, as the God of grace and of redemption. ‘

Now it would be as unjust and one-sided absolutely to identify God's holiness with
His grace or redeeming love (Menken)—thus neglecting the connection of redemption
with election—as it is to make, according to the popular view, the holiness of God
dependent upon its connection with the law, and thus, if not wholly to identify it with
His righteousness, yet to regard it as nothing else than the principle on which righteous-
ness is based. It must be taken for granted that the holiness of God is not only the
principle of the Decalogue, but of the ceremonial law, and thus also of the afonement.
But it is just here that we have the point of union between these two manifestations of
the divine holiness. God’s holiness, which not only gives, but itself constitutes, the law
for Israel, at the same time provides redemption ; it extends to both, for it reveals itself
as the principle of that atonement, wherein the removal and punishment of sin and
saving and bliss-giving love are alike realized. All revelations of mercy are made in
the Holy Place, the place of atonement ; cf. Ps. xx. 3. By the law, the Decalogue and the
ceremonial law (concerning their inner unity, see wéuos), God prepares Israel to be His
possession and His sanctuary, that He may show them His grace; cf Num. viii 19.
God’s holiness, which has been and is still to be revealed so gloriously in the redemption
of Israel, conditions and effects the cleansing of the people from sin, Ezek. xxxvi. 23 sqq.,
for it stands in most decisive antagonism to every sinful thing, which it must either judge
or in some other way remove; cf. the significant passage Isa. vi, where not only the
prophet’s conviction of sin, but his cleansing likewise, is derived from the holiness of
God. It only needs an occasion to convert the saving revelation of God’s holiness into
its opposite; Isa. x. 17: “The light of Israel shall be for a fire, and His Holy One for a
flame ;” cf. ver. 20 : “ The remnant of Israel, and such as are escaped, . . . shall stay.upon the
Lord, the Holy One of Israel” It is the same holy God who punishes Israel for their
sin, and who yet spares and delivers them from judgment, and in both ways displays
alike the holiness of His name, Ezek. xxxix. 21 sqq. God’s holiness is manifest, there-
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fore, as fully in judgment as in redemption ; cf. Jer. xxv. 30 ; Mic. i 2; Hab. ii. 20; Josh.
xxiv. 19; Lev. x. 3; so that in Isa. v. 16 we read, ¥p) ¥A7p0 Stsl;q bBYBI NiN3y MM AN
np¥3.  We must, however, take care not to regard judgment as the chief and primary
outcome of holiness ; because the revelation of holiness belongs properly to the history of
redemption, holiness is here displayed in its fulness. According to Ps. xcix. 3, as all
that Israel would say of the name of God is summed up in the words “ He is holy,” cf.
vv. 5, 9; this holiness itself was known above all things in this, “He is a God who
forgave Israel, and an avenger of their deeds,” ver. 8. Corresponding to this is the
relation of man to God's holiness. Man trusts His holy name, and thereby hallows it,
Ps. xxxiii. 21, Isa. x. 20; he dishonours it by unbelief, Num. xxvii. 14, Deut. xxxii.
61; at the same time he hallows it by fear, Isa. xxix. 23, viii. 13, cf. also Ex. xv. 11,
Ps. xcix. 3, exi. 5, 9, Prov. ix. 10 ; and must not defile it by sin. Man’s true relation-
ship to God’s holiness accordingly is that blending of fear and trust which we find in
Holy Scripture throughout, eg. Ps. cxxx. 4; Rom. xi. 22; Phil ii. 12, 13; 1 Pet. L
17, ete.

From all this it is clear that God’s holiness 18 the fundamental and moulding prin-
ciple of the whole revelation of redemption in all its elements, and that the history of
redemption, as a whole, can be understood only from the standpoint of divine holiness.
We must now endeavour, by arranging the several elements, to determine the essence
of holiness 80 as logically to discover its meaning.

As God's holiness is man’s law, it excludes all communion of sinful man with Him
(Isa. vi.; Josh. xxiv. 19; 1 Sam. vi. 20 ; Ex. xix. 22 ; Num. iv. 15, 20; cf. Isa lxv. b).
It does not exclude man’s fellowship with God in and by itself, just because this is the law
for man. We might almost more correctly say it demands this fellowship. Now the fact
that fellowship between God and man is realized only in the form of the election, tending
to pardon and redemption, corresponds with this exclusive significance of holiness; election
answers to the exclusion, and thus God’s holiness historically appears in the election of
His people, in His guidance of them from their deliverance from Egypt, onwards to that
redemption which is intended for the whole world, based upon pardon and atonement.
Corresponding with that turning-point in history, begun by the deliverance from Egypt,
according to its import as explained by St. Paul, Gal. iii. 19 sq. (see upealrys), is the fact
that God’s holiness there for the first time in its full meaning appears in history, and finds
expression in the law, in the regulations of life, and the regulations of worship. It
must be borne in mind, however, that knowledge of this holiness to & certain extent—a
natural knowledge, if we may so say, and conformable with the infancy of the race—was
possessed before, and was always to be found wherever there was any knowledge of God.
The first-mention of holiness, therefore (Ex. iii. 5), is not as of something unknown and
new. But “that great sight, the burning bush unconsumed,” was a perfoct symbol of
God’s holiness as it was now in a special manner to be revealed to Israel, the nation of a
final and historical vocation; cf Isa. x. 17, vi 4 sqq. Opposition to sin is the first
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impression which man receives of God’s holiness ; this opposition to sin appears as positive
in the progress of the history, whereas in the mere form of rejection it would appear as
negative opposition, and as identical with judging righteousnmess. Exclusion, election,
cleansing, redemption,—these are the four forms in which God’s holiness appears in the
sphere of humanity ; and we may say that God’s holiness signifies His opposition fo sin
manifesting tself in atonement and redemption or in judgment. Or as holiness, so far as
it is embodied in law, must be the highest moral perfection, we may say, taking enituit as
the primary meaning of ¥Mp, holiness is the perfect purity of God, which in and for
itself excludes all fellowship with the world, and can only establish a relationship of free
electing love, whereby it asserts itself in the sanctification of God’s people, their cleansing
and redemption ; therefore, “the purity of God manifesting itself in atonement and
redemption, and correspondingly in judgment.” This primary conception of purity is
supported especially by the strongly expressed connection of both conceptions in the
N.T,eg 2 Tim. ii. 21; 2 Cor. vii. 1; Eph. v. 26; Heb. ix. 13, 14; 1 Thess. iv. 7.
By this view all the above elements are done justice to ; holiness asserts itself in judging
righteousness, and in electing, purifying, and redeeming love, and thus it appears in reality
as the impelling and formative principle of the revelation and history of redemption, with-
out a knowledge of which an understanding of the revelation is impossible, and by the per-
ception of which it is seen in its full clear light. We thus also see the close connection
subsisting between holiness and righteousness, and the parallelism between holiness and
glory, Isa. vi 1; see 80fa. “God is light;” this is a significant and exhaustive N. T.
phrase for God’s holiness, 1 John i. 5.

Since, therefore, God’s holiness becomes historically manifest in sanctification, we see
how in what sense that is called %oly, or sanctified, which God by electing love appro-
priates to Himself, viz. so far as, by this elective appropriation, God’s holiness—His love
excluding sin, or taking it away—is to be shown therein, or so far as the chosen object is
received into saving fellowship with the pure God; see Isa. iv. 3, 4. It makes no dif-

ference whether it be the children of Israel, the Sabbath, the temple, the priesthood, that -

are called %oly ; in every relation of communion based upon election, the object of the
election participates according to its degree in the holiness. Even the D) may be called
holy or sanctified, Lev. xxvii. 28; not, indeed, because the ercluding element of God’s
holiness is manifest therein, but so far as it is separated from all fellowship with man
either by God or for God ; see avdfeua. It is important here to observe, that when God
gives over to judgment, or rejects what before He had chosen (see éx\éyew), holiness is
withdrawn from it, Isa. xliii. 28 ; cf. Jonah ii. 5 ; 2 Chron, vii. 20. Though the attribute
of holiness on the part of the creature does not in and for itself indicate any moral
quality, still in the issue it becomes so, because it is based upon sanctification, which
cannot be conceived of without purification and cleansing, Ex. xix. 22; Num. xvii. 2;
Isa iv. 3,4; 2 Chron. xxx. 15, 17; Num. vi. 11; 2 Chron. xxix. 5, 6; Lev. viil. 15,
xvi. 19, xi. 44, 45. Cf. Ps. xv. 1 sqq.
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In like manner, what men dedicate to God, and thus associate with Him, or set apart
for Him, becomes holy, because herein also God's excluding and re-electing holiness
becomes manifest. Thus the first-born is sanctified, Ex. xiii. 2, Num. iii. 13, viii. 16, 17,
Deut. xv. 19 ; the cities of refuge, Josh. xx. 7; and whatever was dedicated to God,
Lev. xxvii. 15, 16, 19 (as distinct from ':nu), Ex. xxviii. 88, Ezra viii. 28, 2 Chron
xxix. 19. When men dedicate themselves or others to the Lord, they do it by sacrifice
and purifying, by cleansing and atonement, 2 Chron. xxix. 19 ; Job i. 5 ; Ex. xix. 10 sqq.

It is further to be observed, that when men sanctify that which is God’s,—His name,
for instance,—they do not attribute anything special, but they use it and value it in con-
formity with God’s holiness by faith and fear, and by sin and unbelief they defile it ; see
dyidlo.

Thus it is clear that sanctification, whether it proceeds from God or man, always
implies a setting apart as a necessary antecedent or consequent of the act (cf. Lev. xx. 26) ;
but to suppose that setting apart and sanctifying are one and the same thing, would
involve a weakening of the conception of sanctification and holiness, and the fulness of
meaning belonging to the word in the history of redemption would have to be traced back
to a primary conception which tells next to nothing, without establishing anything but a
very loose logical conmection. Cf 1 Chron. xxiii. 13: iz"’!fg@? o 51?:. In the few
places where to sanctify means simply to set apart, e.g. Jer. xii. 3, Lev. xx. 26, the signi-
fication is a derived one, and, withal, not merely = to s¢f apart, but = to set apart for God.
For this supposed root conception of setting apart we should not appeal to the rare
expression ﬂ?ﬂ?b P, Jer. vi. 4, li. 27, 28, Joel iv. 9, Mic. iii. 5,~not to mention
D% Y1, Joel i 14,—because even in the classics a war undertaken under the protection
and leadership of the gods was considered a holy war, and was regarded as a divine
judgment ; cf. iepds dippos, Hom. IU. xvii. 464. Nor does it tell for the meaning “ setting
apart” as the root meaning of ¥p, that the conception of polluting is expressed by %n =
to loosen, to abandon, and that Sh is the antithesis to ¥Ib. 5h certainly denotes what is
open to unhindered and universal use, what is free to every one, but it never stands alone
with this meaning. In the few places where it occurs, it is always in contrast with P,
and it is by virtue of this contrast that it has its special meaning, Lev. x. 10; 1 Sam.
xxi 5, 6; Ezek xxii. 26, xlii 20, xliv. 23, xlviii. 15. We cannot say: because 5
denotes what is unhindered and common to all, therefore ¥¥1b means the special, separated,
set apart ; but we must argue : because what is Aoly includes the notion of separation and
exclusion, its opposite is expressed by bh. This is evident if we ask why %n denotes
the opposite of ¥p. If it were because the primary meaning of ¥p were selection or
separation, this would also be the primary meaning of "3 (Ps. Ixxxix. 35, Iv. 21 ; Mal.
ii. 10), ﬂ?'??t_ﬁ (Lam. ii. 2), 82 (Jer. xxxi. 5 ; Deut. xxii. 6, xx. 6, xxviii. 30), with which
%n is likewise joined as a technical term ; whereas in all these cases limitation or separa-
tion is not the primary conception of the object, but is simply an inference implied in the
case itself; cf. Lev. xix. 29: “Thou shalt not abandon (920) thy daughter to whoredom.”
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%5n means primarily “to bore through,” “to make a hole through,” “to open,” “to tear
asunder,” “ to abandon,” anything that hitherto has enjoyed some protection or estimation,
or has been closed up; to dissolve a position which hitherto had been maintained and
respected ; eg. P, Jer. xvi. 18; Isa. xlvii 6, TND BaAX) 'MoM *n%dn; Ezek. xxviii. 16,
oK M HR; Num. xxx. 3, 131 5m 5, « he shall not break his word.” It stands in
antithesis to the esteem with which anything is to be treated, and is parallel with yn,
m3, and other words = “to despise;” cf Ps. lxxxix. 32, Mby® ) 'niy aS?j}: "nPITOR ;
Jer. xvi. 18 ; Ezek. xxii. 8; Zeph. iii. 4; Isa. xxiii. 9; Ezek. xx. 16, 24. What is holy
becomes specially the object of such treatment, because it demands the highest and most
earnest respect (cf. Ex. iii. 5 ; Josh. v. 15; Isa lxv. 5), God abandoning and rejecting
what before He had specially chosen and sanctified (Isa. xxiii. 9 ; Ps. Ixxxix. 35; Isa.
xliii. 2§ ; Ezek. xxviii. 16, etc.), or men despising or abandoning to disesteem what God
has sanctified, or God’s own holiness, His name, or the like ; cf Lev. xxi. 12, 15; Num.
xviii. 32. This only is evident from this contrast, as we already otherwise kmow,
that holiness and exclusion therefrom are not identical conceptions, but that exclusion and
inaccessibleness, separation and setting apart, pertain to what is holy. Thus 5h, in
common usage, signifies the «owdy, not in and for itself, but so far only as it is not
included within the sphere of sanctification ; it everywhere includes the idea of what is
unsanctified, and accordingly the LXX. never render it by wowds, but, in harmony with
Greek usage, by BéBn\os, though thus injustice is done to the biblical view. For though
the contrast between 5h and ¥Jp determined the entire Jewish estimate of things, what
was not devoted to the gods among the Greeks was not always called 8é8nhov; so that,
in the language of Israelitish life and of the N. T., xowds gradually took the place of the
BéBnros of the LXX., and received that moral tinge to which those modern languages,
influenced by Christianity, owe the moral import of the meaning of the word “ common.”
%h does not signify what is xowdy in and for itself, but wowéy theocratically estimated ;
cof. Acts xxi. 28, wexolvwxey TOv &ywv Tomov Toirov, with the passage from Plato above
cited, Legg. x. 884, els dnuocia &ya #) xatd uépny xowd (see xowss). Accordingly, the
sntithesis between dyeos and wowds, ¥ and Sh, at first only natural, became moral ; and
the antithesis between ™1 and XoY is closely allied thereto, Lev. x. 10 ; Ezek. xxii. 26,
xliv, 23 ; Heb. ix. 13, Tods xexowwpévovs dyidlec wpos xabapornra. What is unsancti-
fied we may say becomes virtually unholy.

These are the main features of the O. T. conception of holiness, which appear also in
the N. T., only divested of its limitation to Israel. Cf Ps. xcix.,, “the earthly echo of
the seraphic Zshagion ” (Delitzsch) contains the same conception of holiness.

“Aqyuos, in the N. T, is used (I.) of God and the Spirit of God. It may seem stfange
that holiness is so seldom predicated of God in the N. T. Besides the quotation in
Rev. iv. 8 of the Triskagion of Isa. vi. 3, which does not appear expressly as a quota-
tion, and of Lev. xi. 44, xix. 2, in 1 Pet. i. 15, 16, xatd Tov xaléoavra Uuds &yiov xal
alrol &yww & mwdap dvaotpodii yevifnre, Siore qybypamras 1 dywoe Egeolfe 1 éyd
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&yws, and of Ps. xcix. 3, cxi 9, in the song of the Virgin, Luke i. 49, éroincéy pos
peyaleia 6 Suvards, kal dryov T0 Svopa adrod, xal To E\eos alrol eis yeveds x.\ (cf. Ps.
Ixxvii. 14, 15, xeviii. 1; Ex. xv. 11; Josh. iii. 5), it occurs sn St. Jokn's writings only,
John xvii. 11, wdvep &yce, Tipnaov adrods év 7@ owdpati aov; Rev. vi. 10, &ws mwore, o
Seambrns 6 dywos wal &NjOwos k7M. ; 1 John ii. 20, yploua &yere amd Tob dylov.
(Stier [Reden Jesu, v. 420, Eng. trans. vi. 468] sees in the wdrep dyie of John xvii. 11,
“the concentration of the O. and N. T. expressions into one new phrase, uniting as
synonymous (?) the deepest word of the past revelation with that now revealed.”) But
to conclude from this fact that God's holiness disappears in the N. T. (Diestel) would be
extremely hasty and incorrect, and especially would overlook the difference between the
0. and N. T. manifestations of holiness. For, apart from the fact that sanctification
proceeding from God occupies so important a place in the N. T. (see under IL), it is a
significant fact, and one that completely corresponds to the fulness of God unfolded for
the first time in the N. T., that holiness is in the N. T. xar’ é§. the predicate of the
Spirét of God, not only as He is the bearer and mediator of the revelation at every stage,
but also as He has appeared amongst mankind as a new divine principle of life; cf.
dvaxalvwais my. dy., Tit. iii. 5 ; dyaouds wredparos, 2 Thess. ii. 13; 1 Pet. i 2. While
in the O. T. the Spirit of God is called the Holy Spirit onlyin Ps. li. 13, Isa. Ixiii. 10,11,
the expression 70 wvetua &yiov runs throughout the N.T. as the designation of the Spirit ;
and this is perfectly in harmony with the presence of God, whose holiness is the
hallowing of His people, being now realized in the Holy Ghost. For the essence of - God
is concentrated in His Spirit (1 Cor. ii. 11), and hence through Him all revelations also
are made. Holiness, therefore, being the characteristic element of God's essence in His
" revelation, is specially appropriate to the Spirit of God; Matt. i. 18, 20, iii. 11, xii. 32,
xxviii, 19 ; Mark i, 8, iii. 29, xii. 36, xiii. 11; Luke i 15, 33, 41, 67, etc.; and this
may possibly be decisive for the understanding of what Christ says concerning the sin
against the Holy Ghost in Matt. xii. 32 and the parallel passages.

(IL) Of men and things occupying the relation to God which is conditioned and
brought about by His holiness, whether it be that God has chosen them for His service,
as instruments of His work, or that God’s holiness has sanctified them and taken them
into the fellowship of the redeeming God, the God of salvation. Hence connected with
éxhextés and fyamnuévos, Col iii. 12; cf. Luke xxiii. 35, ix. 35; Mark i. 24; Eph. i. 4.
As an epithet, it stands joined with &wmjp, in Mark vi. 20, of John the Baptist, by the
side of 8lxasos (cf. 2 Kings iv. 9); of the wpodrfras, Luke i 70, Acts iii. 21 ; dardororos,
Eph. iii. 5, 2 Pet. i. 21, Rec., &yio¢ Oeod &vfpwmos (in place of dwd Oeod &vfpwmor), in
order to designate the persons in question, partly, generally, according to their fellowship
with the holy God (Mark vi. 20), and partly as servants of the saving purpose based
on divine holiness and unfolding itself therein, by virtue of which relation they are on
their part chosen vessels of the divine holiness. Thus Christ is called xa7 é§,...0
&ryeos Tob Oeod, Mark i 24, Luke iv. 34, John vi. 69 ; cf. Acts iii. 14, 6 &ycos xai Slxacos;
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iv. 30, 0 &yios mais oov 'Inoois, as in the Q. T. the high priest is called in Ps. cvi. 16,
mm AP, Cf 1on, Deut. xxxiii. 8, Ps. xvi. 10; see 3». 8osws. In the same or an
analogous sense, &yiws is also an epithet of x\jois, 2 Tim. i 9; Swabifen, Luke i 72 ;
vpadal, Rom. i 2; wopos, évroh, Rom. vii. 12, 2 Pet. ii. 21 ; 7dmos, Acts xxi. 28, Matt.
xxiv. 15, and elsewhere. As God’s holiness becomes sanctification, and believers are
received into the fellowship of the redeeming God (not simply, in general, into fellowship
with God), the predicate &yws is suitable of them also, seeing that it expresses the special
grace which they experience who are in the fellowship and possession of the N. T. salva-
tion ; cf. ayidlew.

Significant, and in keeping with the meaning which we have found to belong to the
conception of holiness, is the combination &yios xal miorol, Eph. i 1, Col i. 2; cf. Rev.
xiii. 10, &8¢ dorw ¥ ‘mopory xal % wloris Tév dylov; and also the above-mentioned -
combination with éxtextol and spyamnuévos, Col iii. 12, Eph. i 4; xApTol &yeos, 1 Cor.
i 2, Rom. i 7. That it has to do with what those thus designated have experienced or
are experiencing, is clear from Rev. xx. 6, uaxdpios xal &yios 6 Eywv pépos év Th dvaordoe
) mpory. Cf. 1 Pet. ii. 5, iepdrevua Gyiov; ver. 9, &é0vos &yiov; Eph. ii. 19, cvumoriras
Ty dylwv; 2 Thess. ii. 183, efAaro Jpds 6 Oeds . . . els cwrnplay & dyaopd mvedpatos.
The naming of believers—of Christians—by &ytot,—in full, oi &yioc Tod Oeod), Acts ix. 13,—
which occurs in the Acts, the Pauline Epistles, and the Epistle to the Hebrews, corresponds
not so much to the Hebrew B'AID, which is used very seldom as a designation of the
people of God (only in Deut. xxxiii. 3, Ps. xvi. 3, xxxiv. 10, Dan. viii. 24), but rather
to ©'7'0N, the rendering of which by the word dowos, chosen by the LXX., has not passed
into the usage of N. F. Greek. In the O. T., D'¥A, therefore, was not appropriate to
designate God’s people, because ¥AIP in its application to them asserted holiness as a
law rather than as a blessing (Lev. xix. 2, etc.), whereas D¥1'DI} gives prominence to the
electing love of which the people were the objects. For the same reason, the trans-
lators of the Septuagint did not see any reason to render BYIOT by &yeoc; but in the
N.T., in keeping with the holiness which appeared in the world as redemption, &yto¢ could
unhesitatingly be used to designate the N. T. people of God, without throwing into the
shade the element of electing love. Some have wished to maintain that in certain places
oi &yws is & name of honour, or even a caste designation for the Jewish Christians at
Jerusalem ; and it is true that in 1 Cor. xvi. 1, cf. ver. 3, 2 Cor. viii. 4,ix. 1,12, o &yioe
signifies the Jerusalem church, the poor members in particular. However, there is no
ground to suppose that this designation was specially suitable to the Jerusalem church,
either to honour it as the mother church, or to designate it according to its locality,
according to “ the holiness of its place of residence, which is extolled both in the O. and
N.T., Ps xvi. 8, LXX, Isa. xiv. 3, Zech. ii. 16, Matt. iv. 5, xxvii. 53, Rev. xi. 2,
xx. 9, xxi. 2, 10” (Kurtz, Hebrderbr. p. 46). For it is only in a very definite connection
that the Jerusalem church is called oi &yios,—in a connection which has nothing to do with
any special honouring of it, etc., viz. only where a collection for the poor of that church is
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spoken of; and in every case, again, it is only the connection, as in Rom. xv. 25, 31,
1 Cor. xvi. 1, 3, or the historical relations, as in 2 Cor. viil 4, ix. 1, 12, compared
with 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 3, that proves that the Jerusalem church is meant ; cf. Rom. xv. 25, 31.
But that Suaxoveiv Tols dryloss, Rom. xv. 25, and % Siaxovia 7 els Tods drylovs, 2 Cor. viii. 4,
do not of themselves designate the poor of the church at Jerusalem, but only in the
connection in which they are placed, is clear from Rom. xii. 13, Tals ypelass Tov aylov
xowwvatvres ; 1 Cor. xvi. 15, eis Suaxoviav Tols drylos Erakav éavrods; cf. Rom. xvi. 1; so
that it is an over-hasty inference to assert that in Heb. vi. 10, Siaxovjoavres Tols drylois
xal duaxovoivres, we find a designation of the Jerusalem Christians.

”Aeyios, however, emphasizes not only the relation to God, but also the correspond-
ing moral conduct, e.g. 1 Pet. i. 15, 16, xata Tov xaNécavra duds &ywv xal adrol &yl év
wdoy dvacTpodf yeviifnre kTN ; iii. 5, orws ydp wore ai dyar qwvaixes ai énwifovoas
els Oedv éxoopovy éavrds; Rev. xiv. 12, dde 1) tropors) Tév dylov éorly, of Typoivres Tds
évrolds Tob Oeod xal Ty wlorw 'Ingod ; xix. 8, Td Swcawduara Tav dylwv ; Eph. v. 3, xalws
mpemer dryloss; cof. also ¢piApua d&yewov, Rom. xvi. 16, 1 Cor. xvi 20, 2 Cor. xiii. 12,
1 Thess. v. 26. In no case is the moral quality produced and required by the divine
sanctification to be excluded; 1 Cor. vil 34, % dyapos pepipvg Ta Tob xupiov, lva 3 dyla
xal oopate xal mvebuate; Eph. i. 4, elvar fjpds dylovs xal dudpovs ratevimiov alrod,
v. 27; Col.i. 22, mapagriioas fuds dylovs xal duwpovs kal dveyxhijTovs Katevarmioy alrob,
and elsewhere. Cf. dyiaouds, dyiwaiv.

‘AeyeoTs, %, holiness ; like all derivatives of &ytos, unknown in classical Greek. In the
N. T. only in Heb. xii. 10, in the ethical sense, ¢ 8¢ (sc. warip Tdv TrevpdTwy Taidede)
éml 76 auupépov, els 76 perahaBeiv Tijs dywoTyros adrov ; cf. ver. 11.—In 2 Mace. xv. 2 it
is used in the historico-redemptive sense, the Sabbath being described as % mwporereunuérn
o Tob mwdvra édopivros pel ayioTyTos 7uépa—Lachm. reads the word also in 2 Cor.
i, 12; Tisch,, too, in his ed. acad. ex trigl.; the latter, however, has restored the old
reading, & amNémre kal el\icpivela, in his Tth ed., with the remark, probabilius est
dryibyre, utpote quod esset multo plus quam awhéTyTe, aliena manu indatum quam sublatum
esse. In patristic Greek also, but seldom. '

‘Ayiw oy, 7, holiness. Written sometimes with o and sometimes with o—the
latter the more correct, as in iepwotrn, dyabwodvy, ueyarwaiyy, because a short syllable
precedes. It is evidently to be derived not from dqeotw = dyider (Valek.), but from @yeos,
and denotes sanctity, not sanctification, which does not need to be proved. Used by LXX.
in Ps. xcvi. 12=0)p; Ps. xcv. 6 =1; Ps. exliv. 5="in. 2 Mace. iii. 12, mearedew i
Tob Tomov dywotvy. Clem. Alex. Paed. iii. p. 110, ed. Sylb., dywoidvyy tmroxplvestar.
It occurs in only three places in the N. T. 1. In Rom. i.38, of the holiness of @od per-
vading and moulding the scheme of redemption, and manifested finally in and by Christ:
T0b opialévros viod Oeod & Suvdpes xatd mvedua dyiwatvns éE dvagTdoews vexpdy, side
by side with Toi viod aiTed 00 yevouévov éx omépuaros Aavid xard odpra, where the
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topic is not the contrast of natural and moral qualities, but of human and divine relation-

- ship or dependence. We have not here the simple xatd odpka...xard wvedpa, as if

to indicate a conflicting contrast in Christ’s person (cf. Gal. iv. 23, 29 ; different in 1 Tim.
iil. 16, épavepiln év capkl, éSikawdly év mveduari), but, as the topic is what makes
Christ vids Oeol év Suwdpei, mvebpa dyiwoivrys, not wy. &yov, because the peculiarity of
the antithesis of the mveua to the adpf was to be made prominent. 2. Of the holiness
of man, to be made manifest in moral conduct; 1 Thess. iii. 13, els 70 ornplfar Judv rds
rapdlas dpéumrovs év dywoivy (cf. Eph i 4, v. 27; Col. ii. 22); 2 Cor. vii 1,
émiTeNely TV dyiwavrw, and expressions like woweiv T Sicatoatvny, Ty dAnbelay = per-
Sectly to show forth holiness.

‘Ayid o, to make holy, to sanctify. In classical Greek, dyilw = o consecrate, eg.
altars, sacrifices, etc., answers to this word, which, like all derivations of &ycos, is peculiar
to bibl. Greek. ‘Ayi{w means, “ to set apart for the gods,” “to present,” generally = “to
offer.” It occurs but seldom ; xafaryilew is for the most part used. Pind. Ol iii. 19, Swudy
watpl dywcOévrav. Soph. Ocd. c. 1491, IToceidaovip Oep Bobbvrov éorlav drylfwv. Dion.
Hal. Ant. Bom. i. 57, Aivelas 8¢ Tijs pév 905 TOv ToKov . .. Toig waTp@os dryiles Beots ; iv. 2,
Tds amwd TV Selmvov dmapyas dylfovow. The biblical dyidfer differs not inconsider-
ably from this, for it is seldom used of sacrifices, but mostly to denote what is effected by
the sacrifice, and it signifies, “ to place in a relation with God answering to His holiness.”
Sacrifice is necessary in order to such sanctification; Heb. x. 29, & ¢ alpare Tis Sia-
Oijrns spyudabn ; xiii. 12, a dyidop 8d Tob dlov aluaTos Tov Nadv; x. 10, ryacuévor
éopdv oi Sia Tijs mpoadopas Tod awparos 'Inaot Xpiorod épdmaf. Hence, too, it is joined
with xafapllew, which denotes the application of the atonement to the subject, and occupies
a middle place between iNdoxeofas and dyidlew ; see kabapileww. Ex. xxix. 36, 37; 2 Tim.
ii. 21; 2 Cor. vil 1; Eph. v. 26, and elsewhere. Cf. Heb. ix. 13, Tods rexowwpévovs
dyidles Tpos T Tijs gapids xabapéryra. It lies in the essence of holiness that dydfew
stands in antithesis with xowodv; as, however, koo is first qualified in meaning by this
contrast (see &yeos), we must not infer the signification of &yeos, dywalw therefrom, for
in this case we should have to start from the meaning which rowds receives only
through its relation to &yiws. This mistaken way of deciding the meaning of dywafew
is adopted whenever it is explained as = adopilerv, as is done in patristic Greek. Cf.
Schleusner, 8.0. : “ Propria hujus verbi significatio, unde omnes translatae profectae sunt, haec
est, ut notet : Separare aliquid a communi et profano wusw, et in peculiarem, maxime sacrum
usum secernere, ac sit, 1.9. apopifewv, quo ipso verbo a Theodoreto ad Joel iii. 9 explicatur.”
In like manner Suicer, Bretschneider, and others. More rarely it is explained by Sofdalew,
as Chrysostom on Matt. vi. 9, dyiacOrire = 8ofachire. We may say that ddopilew
gives prominence to the negative, and dofdfew to the positive, element in the word. But,
as was remarked under &ycos, while holiness always includes separation, it must never be
identified with it; and in the few places where “to sanctify” means “to set apart,” eg.
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Jer. xii. 3, Lev. xx. 26, this is only a derived meaning, and, indeed, is not simply = ¢o set
apart, but to set apart for God. :
We have seen, under &ycos, that we must distinguish who the subject of the dysdfeiw
is. To sanctify means, ¢o make anything a participator, according to its measure, in God's
holiness, in God’s purity as revealed in His electing love. (1.) With God as the subject.
When God sanctifies anything, the divine holiness through elective appropriation—i.e
God’s love excluding or removing sin—is said to be manifested thereto, as this was
symbolized in the O. T. in ritualistic ordinances, the types of the future (Matt. xxiii. 17,
6 vads ¢ dyidaas Tov xpuody, and ver. 19, 7o GuaiacTipioy T3 dyidfov 10 Sdpov, are expres-
sive of O. T. ideas). The word usually means, fo adopt into saving fellowship with God.
Further, we must distinguish the different ways in which the object participates in God’s
holiness, whether, as the organ of divine revelation and minister of divine saving purposes,
it becomes the bearer in its measure of divine holiness, or whether it experiences in itself
holiness as cleansing from sin and redemption (see &yeos, I1.). An instance of the former
we have in John x. 86, v o mam)p sylaler xal améorehev eis Tov xdopov. The second
part of this sentence represents Christ as the organ and minister of God’s saving purpose,
and the 8 6 wamp sjylalev clearly denotes the same thought as does the title,  the holy
one of God,” given to Christ, Mark i. 24, Luke iv. 34, John vi. 69 ; the sense in which
the high priest is called, Ps. cvi. 16, Mm eA; and the mighty ones chosen of God to carry
out His judgments against Babylon, Isa. xiii. 3, *PD (cf. ¥, Jer. xxii. 7, L. 27, 28,
Zeph. i. 7). Hence the forced explanation of Calvin, Luthardt, and others, approved
of in the 1st ed., becomes inadequate: “ When Jesus left the Father to enter into the
fellowship of the world, the Father took Him, so far as He was to become the Son of
man, out of this fellowship, and sent Him into the world as one who did not share the
character of the world.” The divine holiness, on the other hand, as it denotes deliver-
ance from sin and salvation, and reception into saving fellowship with God, is referred to
in John xvii. 17, dyidoov alrods év 7§ d\nbela aov (cf. ver. 19, tmép adrdy éyd dyidlw
éuavréy, la dow xal alrol fyacuévoi dv d\nbelg) ; see a\jfeia as designating the bless-
ings of redemption, 1 Cor. vi. 11, dAA& amwehovoacbe, dANR yidabnre, aAAA Sixaiwbnre
& 1 dvbpats Tob xuplov 'Ingod xal év T mveluari Tob Oeod Hudv; 1 Thess. v. 23,
atrds 8¢ o Oeds Tijs elprjvns dyidoas Duds olorehels k.7, where the connection between
sanctification and redemption is unmistakeable. So especially in designating believers
the children of God, a8 sjyiacuévor; Acts xx. 32, Sodwac KkAnpovoulay év Tols Fyiacpévoss
waaw; xxvi. 18, Tob AaBelv abrods (sc. T& &0vn) dpecw duapridv xal KAjpov év Tois
sryacuévoss ; they are spyiacpuévos év Xpiarg 'Inood, 1 Cor. i. 2, because this divine and
saving act is accomplished in Christ, and mediated through Him, see above; and hence
elsewhere Christ is the subject accomplishing this sanctification, Eph. v. 6, va aimiv (s
™ éexMolav) dydoy rxabaploas kT, where xalaplsas is named at the same time,
without which the dysdtew does not take place; cf. Lev. xvi. 9, %" 3 nikows fehp o,
Josh. vii, 13, Heb. ix. 13, 14, where to the dywiles wpds xabaporra, ver. 13, in ver. 14




‘Avyiaopbs 55 ‘Ayaouos

xafapeet answers. Specially in the Epistle to the Hebrews, Christ, or the blood of Christ,
appears as the subject accomplishing the sanctification, which must not be confounded with
what, in unscriptural language, is distinguished as sanctification from justification, and which,
nevertheless, is not to be identified with justification, seeing that sanctification includes
admission to living fellowship with God. Cf. Heb. x. 29 with ix. 4, dyiaocuds. Heb. ii.
11, 8 7e ydp dyidlwv xal oi dyaldpevos éf évds mwhvres (cf. Ex. xxxi. 13) ; Heb. x. 10,
rysacuévo éopdy oi &b Tijs mpoodopds Tod cipatos 'Incod Xpiorod; x. 14, wg yap
wpoopopd Tereleiwxey els 10 dupyerds Tods dywafopévovs; x. 29, 10 alua Tis Sabixms
xowdy spynoduevos, &v S fydaly; xiii. 12, ‘Inoods, a dyudop 8id Tob Blov aluatos
Tov Madv. For Rom. xv. 16, lva yérnras 1} mpoodopd Tév é0viw ebmpéodextos, Hyacuévn
é mvelpare dylp ; cf. &yws, I, what is said concerning mv. &y.—The expression, 1 Cor.
vii. 14, fylacras o dvip o &mioros & T qyuvawl, xal dylacTas § vy % dmioTos dv TP
ddenpg, clearly cannot signify the sanctification in its fulness which the N. T. divine
and saving work produces ; for a personal faith is required in the object of it, which is in
this case denied. Still it is unmistakeably intimated that by virtue of the marriage
union the unbelieving side in its measure participates in the saving work and fellow-
ship with God experienced by the believing side; and therefore Bengel ¢n loc., comparing
1 Tim. iv. 5, says,  Sanctificatus est, ut pars fidelis sancte uti possit, neque dimittere debeat”
Cf. 2 Tim. ii. 21.

(2.) When men “sanctify” anything, we must distinguish whether the object is already
God's in and for itself, and therefore &ycov, or whether it is now for the first time appro-
priated to God and brought into association with Him. See &yws. In the first, as in -
"Matt. vi. 9, Luke xi. 2, dyachire 1o Svopd gov (cf. Heb. x. 29, xowov sfyeiocfas), 1 Pet.
iii. 15, xvpiov 7ov Oedv dryidaare év Tais xapdlass Hudv, the word denotes that manner
of treatment on the part of man which corresponds with the holiness of God, and which
springs from faith, trust, and fear; cf. 1 Pet. i 17. If the second, the establishing a con-
nection with God, and excluding all connection with sin, as in 1 Tim. iv. §, wdv srlopa
dywdlerar 8id Noyov Oeob xal évredfews (where, therefore, divine and human sanctifica-
tion are combined), it means the preservation and establishing of fellowship with the God
of salvation, Rev. xxii. 11, ¢ &yws dyaoOijre &ri; cf 2 Cor. vii. 1; Heb. xii. 11.—
2 Tim. ii. 21, é» odv 75 éxxaldpp éavrdv dmd ToUrww, éoTac oxedos els Tiuy, tpyac-
pévov, ebypnarov 7@ Seawiry—This circumstance, peculiar to the N. T., is worthy of
notice—namely, that the reflective, “ to sanctify oneself,” which occupies so important a
position, comparatively speaking, in the O. T., does not occur in the N. T. at all (unless
we except Rev. xxii. 11); because the thing itself, Heb. x. 10, sjyiacuévor douév x.TA. (cf.
1 Cor. i. 30), has alrea.dy taken place through the self-sanctification and offering of Christ,
John xvii. 19, Umép adrdw éyd> dyidiw éuavrov, fva dow xal alroi fypacuévos éy aM;Oe[a
See further, dyeaouds.

‘Ayiacpbs, o,sanctification. Rarely in the LXX. Only the older editions read
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it in Isa. viii. 14, Lev. xxiii. 27, Judg. xvii. 3 ; it is certified only in Ezek. xlv. 4 (= YD,
sanctuary) and Amos ii. 11 (paraphrase for ™; also for sanctuary). In the Apocrypha
it occurs 2 Mace. ii. 17, 3 Mace. ii. 18, for sanctuary; 2 Mace. xiv. 36, &y mwavris
dyacpod xipie, Siatipnaov els aldva dulavrov Tovde Tov mpoopdras rexabapiouévor olxov,
where it obviously is used to strengthen the dyce superlatively, therefore = holiness, though
Schleusner takes it actively, and renders, “ omni divino cultu prosequende” Cf. Ecclus.
xvii. 9: dvopa dyaouod alvéoovow, Wva dupydvrar TA peyaleia THY Epymy alrob.
The meaning of Ecclus. vii. 31, fvola dyiacpod, is doubtful, though many take it
as signifying sanctuary. This use of the word in the LXX. and the Apocrypha rests
upon the fact that, like other words of the same form, a passive as well as an active
meaning can be given to it, eg. m\eovaouds, Bacamapuds, and others. Both significa-
tions occur in patristic Greek, though here the passive prevails, while in the N. T. it is
the rarer.

(L) Actively, sanctification, and indeed (1) the accomplishment of the divine saving
work designated by dryidlew, the setting up, advancing, and preserving of the life of fellow-
ship with the God of grace and righteousness. 1 Thess. iv. 7, odx érdAecev Upas o Oeds
éw) axabapoig, aANA &y dylaoug ; sanctification, as the removal of existing impurity, accom-
panies and characterizes the calling; the change of prepositions is observable in this
passage. 2 Thess. ii. 13, elAato Jpds o Oeds . .. els cwrnplav év dywacud mvedparos.
1 Pet. i. 2, éxhexrol &v dryraoud mrelpatos, because it is the Spirit who accomplishes this
saving work. See dyi05.—(2) The preservation and nurture of the divine life-fellowship
on the part of the man who has become the subject of divine influences. 1 Thess. iv. 3, 4,
70076 daTw 70 O\qua Tob Oeod, 6 dyiaouds Yudy, dméxeslus Suds amwd Tis wopvelas, eldévas
éxaoroy Vudv 10 éavrod oxedos xtdolar év dyiaopud xal Tufi; cf. ver. 7. Cf Chrys,
Theophyl,, and Theodoret, who explain it'in Heb. xii. 14 by cwdpooisy, in the narrow
sense of chastity, continence. 1 Tim. ii. 15, uévew & wlorer kal &rydmy ral dyiaoud perd
owpoavvns. Heb. xii. 14, elpjvmy Subxere perd wdvrawv xal Tov dyacudv, od yopis
oddels Syreras Tov xipiov (cf. Matt. v. 8). It cannot be denied that the passive meaning
claimed for these texts in the first edition, as if they denoted a divine work accomplished
in the individual, is in some degree strained. If the reflective meaning, “to sanctify
oneself,” is and must be, as remarked under dryidfesw, foreign to the N. T., we must suppose
here an inconsistency of linguistic usage, not without its parallel, which is connected with
the element of abstinence from impurity peculiar to the O. T. “ to sanctify oneself;” cf.
Lev. xi. 44 ; Rom. xi. 18 ; Josh. iii. 6, vii. 13. It is important to observe, however, that
drywagpds in this sense does not correspond with the O. T. self-preparation by sacrifice and
abstinence for the divine saving revelation, and that wherever sanctification in the N. T.
appears as pertaining to man, as self-sanctification, it is not in the sense in which we have
accustomed ourselves to distinguish sanctification as pertaining to man from the divine work
(viz. justification), whereby we utterly preclude any right understanding of the divine
activity for salvation expressed by the words, “to sanctify” and “sanctification.” It is wrong
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to suppose that in the N. T. sanctification on man’s part, and as the work of man, follows
justification as the work of God; we should rather say that sanctification in this sense
is & proof and confirmation of the divine sanctification experienced by the man, an émirelein
™ dywovryy, 2 Cor. vil. 1. It does not mean, as in the language of church life, a self-
accomplished freedom from sin, but only the avoidance of sin, the freeing being God’s act ;
and this is most important for the nurture of the inner life, the life of faith. In a word,
it is in keeping neither with the character nor with the language of the N. T. to speak of
a sanctification which is at bottom a self-sanctification. The sanctification meant is not
of the man himself, but of his proving,—evincing by his actions,—of his walk.—For the
active &'ytaapés‘ in patristic Greek, see Chrys. or. 1, de pseudo-proph., 10 prnuoveboas
alrods (sc. Tods rpyoupévous) dywaouds ot Yuyis. Basil, Hom. in Ps. xiv.,, 1ov dyacudy
xoropliaas akis éar Tis év T dylp Sper katacknrboens.

(IL) Passive. Sanctification as the effect of the conduct referred to, in its results =
holiness. Thus, 1 Cor.i 30, Xpiaros. .. éyemify fuiv dywaouss, cf. with v. 11 ; Heb. x.10;
Isa viil 14, éoras gos els dylaopa ; This word signifies, as everywhere, so here—where

.some editions read dyiaouds—sanctuary. Rom. vi. 22, Sovrwlévres TH Oed, Exere Tov
xapmdy Opdv els dyiaopiv; ver. 19, mapagricare Ta péhn Vpdv Sotha 1§ Swwawsivy
els dyiaoudy; cf. Oecumen. on 1 Thess. iii. 13, Toiro dAnfds dyiaouds, 70 wavrds pimov
xalapdv elvas. In patristic Greek it is used to designate the holy communion, water of
consecration, and of baptism, either as divinely given rites or relics, or as objects of holy
reverence, answering\to the active dywaouds as a designation of the T'rishagion in the

Liturgy.

‘Ayvés, 4, év, like &yos, to be traced back to dyos, primarily, perhaps, like most cf
the comparatively rare adjectives of this form (e.g. ceuvds, Sewds) with passive significa-
tion, dedicated or adored by sacrifice, the latter when applied to the gods, the former when
used of men or things. We have shown under &ytos that all words of this stem contain
a reference to sacrificial acts. In Homer, Aeschylus, Euripides, it is used of the gods, and
of what is dedicated, consecrated, to them, eg. sacrifices, places of worship, feasts. That it
is used specially in Homer as an epithet of the virgin Artemis (cf. Eustath. 1528, dyviw
8¢ T "Aprepw ds mapBévov rkaket, Smep %’ Appodlrn odx &v &yor) can hardly be explained
by supposing its primary meaning to be pure, remote and free from touch and spot ; for it
would be difficult to connect this signification with the original stem, and to explain the other
use of the word as descriptive of sacrifices, places of worship, feasts,—that, ¢.g., the atoning
bath of the corpse of Polynices should be called dyvéw, Soph. Ant. 1201, 7dv ITohvvelkn

. NoVoavres dyvov Modrpov; cf. Soph. Trach. 258, 60 dywds djv = expiated; that
Persephone, Hom, Od. xi. 386, should be called dywi, “ob purificationem et lustrationem
mortuorum, quae fit igne” (Steph. Thes.); that, finally,a reference to sacrificial acts appears
in all words derived from dyvés. We can, on the other hand, see how the sense passes
inito the signification pure, unspotted, if the fundamental meaning be revered or consecrated,

H .
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atoned for, purified, by sacrific. The derived meaning, pure, unspotted, became narrowed
into a special designation for virginity and chastity, and the word thus narrowed became the
special epithet for Artemis. The word was now most frequently used with the significa-
tion pure, unspotted, when joined with the genitive and accusative, eg. Plat. Legg. vi. 759 C,
Povov 8¢ dyvdv xal wdvrov TGV mepl Td Towadra els Ta Oela duapravouéva, also with dwo
7wos. Then = chaste, Soph. Ant. 880, fueis ydp dyvol Tobmi Tivde Tv xopyv. Dem.
adv. Neaer. 1371, ‘Ayiorebo, xal eyl xabapd xai dyvi) dmo Tédv ENAwy Tdv o0 xabapeviy-
Tov xal &m dvdpds guvovolas (oath of the priestesses of Bacchus).

With this meaning, pure, chaste, the word passed into biblical Greek in the O. T.
to designate a moral and theocratic purity = %0, Ps. xii. 7, xix. 10; cf. Prov. xx. 9,
3D N3 = kapdlav dyviw Exew. See dyvitw. Still it occurs very seldom in the LXX. In
the N. T. with a special application, in 2 Cor. vil. 11, owweamjaare éavrods dyvods elvai
79 mpaypate (Rec. text, év v wp.). Of chastity, in 2 Cor. xi. 2, jpuocdauny uas &l
&vdpl waplévov dyviy mapacricar ¢ Xpiorg ; cf. ver. 3, wirws . .. $lapi Ta@ vojpaTa
Opwv amd Tis awhornros Tijs els Tov Xpiorov; Tit. il 5; 1 Pet. iii. 2; in which latter
places, however, chastity is not to be limited to bodily purity; but, as is beautifully set
forth in 2 Cor. xi. 3, involves also the dmAérys Tod vods which shows itself in the relations
in question. The best rendering would perhaps be pure (cf. Jas. iv. 8, dyvioare xapdias
dijrvyoe), especially in the remaining passages, 1 Tim. v. 22, unde roewdves duapriass
a\otplass geavrov dywov Tipes; Phil iv. 8, doa éorlv aMbi, 8oa geuvd, Soa Slxawa, Soa
dyd . . . Tabra Moyileole ; Jas. iil. 17, 1} dvwler codpla mpdrov pév dywij éoTw, cf. ver. 16,
{idos kal épifela, and Phil. i. 17, sv. dyvés. Cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. ii. 219, dyvela ydp
oluas Telela, % Tob vod kal Ty Epyov kal Tév SavonudTev, Tpds 8¢ TGV Noywy elikplvea.

‘Ayvds, purely, sincerely; cf dyvds &xew, Xen. Mem. iii. 8. 10 ; vid. sv. dyilw.
Phil. i. 17, of 8¢ é¢ épibelas Tov XpioTov ratayyéNhovow oy dyvds, oiduevoi KT,
in saying which Paul denies the simplicity of the spirit in which they preached; cf.
ver. 18, m\jv mavtl Tpomy, elte wpoddae, eire aAnbela, Xpioros xararyyéAherar.  Cf Cic.
pro leg. Man. 1. 2, Labor meus in privatorum periculis caste integreque versatus.

‘Aqyvérys, purity, sincerity, 2 Cor. vi. 6 (some codd., also 2 Cor. xi. 3, Tijs dmwAo-
TTos Kal Tijs dyvéryros). Not quite unknown in classical Greek, “ Copulaniur quogue tn
titulis, ut dlxawos et dayvis . . . item dyvotns et Swcawootvy. Inser. Argis reperta, Boeckh.
corp. inscr. Gr. 1, p. 583, No. 1133, 1. 15, ‘H ITohss . . . TiBépiov Kraidiov . . . Ppov-
Teivov . . . arparTyydy ‘Popalwy, Sixawoclvns Evexev xal dyvdryros, Tov éavrijs ebepyéryy.”
Hase in Steph. Thes. s.v. '

‘A yvela, purity, eg. Soph. Oed. R. 863, dyvela Myov &pyov Te wdvrav. Plut. of
the chastity of the Vestals: dyvela Tpiaxovraéres. In the N. T, 1 Tim. iv. 12 : rdmoes
ylvov Tdv mioTdy, &v MNye, év dvaaTpodii, év drydmy, &y wioTes, év dyvels. The expression,
€v mwdoy dyvela, in 1 Tim. v. 2, may, indeed, grammatically be referred to the whole
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clause, and would not be unsuitable, compare with iv. 12 and v. 22 ; but it may also be
more closely conjoined with the last words, wapaxdhe: . . . vewrépas os ddenpas év .
dryw. ;—dyvela would then denote the chastity which shuts out whatever impurity of spirit
or manner might be mixed up with the wapaxifiois. Cf Clem. Alex. Sirom. iv. 219,
dryvela 3é éati ppovely 8oua, vid. sw. dyvis; LXX. 2 Chron. xxx. 19, 9§ dyvela 1év dylwv
Y10 MR ; Num. vi. 21, explanatory, xatd wopov dyvelas = 3 nn %, cf ver. 5;
1 Mace. xiv. 36, éulawov xixhp Tdv dylov xal émolovw whApyYy peydqw év T dyvela,
where dyvela is a designation of the sanctuary, to indicate how sacrilegiously it had been
treated ; cf. sv. dyvllw.—Phavor. dyvela, xabapirns, émiracis cwdpocivys, éevlepla
Tavros polvopod aapkds xal wvelpatos.

‘Ayv{{w, to consecrate, to purify. Plut., Josephus, bibl. and eccl. Greek; other-
wise only isolatedly. In accordance with the fundamental meaning, the LXX. use it
as term. techn. for the purification required in priests for the divine service; Num.
viii. 21, 2 Chron. xxix. 5, and, indeed, in all who belonged to the chosen people. Ex.
xix. 10, 11; Josh. iii. 5, dyvioacOe els abpiov, 8r¢ abdpiov mwonjoes rvpios év Vuiv bav-
pacrd; 2 Chron. xxx. 17 (ver. 20, idoato xipeos Tov Aady, throws light on the meaning) ;
Num. xix. 12, xxxi. 19, 23 ;=addayvifeslas, Num. xix. 12, 13,19, 20; vi 3, amd
olvov xal gikepa dyviabicerar, M N 0, cf. ver. 2, apayvicasas dyvelav xvplep, of the
vow of the Nazarite ; opposed to ualves@ac. It includes xafapilew and dyidfew, cf. 1 Sam.
xxi. 6; 2 Chron. xxix. 5, stands in the corresponding genus for N®AR, IV, and WM,
v p Piel, Hiphil, Hithpael,. ~With Num. xxxi. 23 compare Plut. Qu. Rom. 1: 75 mip
xabalpes xal 16 Udwp dryvife.—In the same relation the LXX. use dyvela, &ymopa (Num.
xix, 9), dywopds. In the N. T. on the same ground of the Israelite’s relation to God as
in the O. T, cf. John xi. 55 (colL 2 Chron. xxx. 17 ; Ex. xix. 10 8q.); Acts xxi. 24, 26,
xxiv. 18. Otherwise, as a ferm. fechn. not used in the N. T. = purify, cleanse (without
the collateral meaning “ consecrate ™). Jas. iv. 8, dyvicare xapdlas difuxos; 1 Pet. i 22,
a5 Yuxds Uudy dyvicbres év Tf Umaxof Tis d\nbelas els Piradedlav dvvmirpirov ;
1 John iii. 3, dyviller éavrdv, xabix éxeivos dyvés éorev (where dyvos would seem to be
put because of dyvilew, and not wvice versa).

‘Ayveopés, consecration, purification. Plut. de def. or. 15, dyvopod 8eéobar;
Dion. Hal. 4. R.iii. 21, dyvioudv moweicOar = expiatio. In the LXX. of the purification
and consecration of the Levites, Num. viii. 7 = % and nxwn, cf. xxxi. 23 ; J8wp dywmo-
pod, viii. 7 = NREN D, here explanatory for ™) *®; vi. 5, of the Nazarite vow, wdoas ai
ubpar Tob dymiopod = fM T LY. In the N. T, only Acts xxi. 26, fuépas Tod
dyviopod. The use of it by the LXX. in Jer. vi 16 = ¥i37, Neumann (in loc.) explains
by a reference to Ex. xv. 13.

’Ayopd, from dyelpw, hence originally assembly, popular assembly; then the place
of meeting, a place opened to public intercourse, serving also as a court of justice. (L
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xvi 387, Od. xii. 439.) Acts xvi. 19, market-place, Matt. xi. 16, xx. 3, xxiii. 7, Mark
vi. 56, xii. 38, Luke vii. 32, xi. 43, xx. 46, Acts xvii. 17. Mark vii. 4, én" dyopds
éw py Pamricwvrar odx éoflovaw ; cf. Winer, 547 ; Ecclus. xxxi. 30, Bawritduevos dmrd
vekpov xal My dmrépevos avrod. From this,—

"Ayopdtw, to buy; with acc, Matt. xiii. 44, 46, xiv. 15, xxvii. 7, Mark vi. 36,
xv. 46, xvi. 1, Luke ix. 13, xiv. 18, 19, xxii. 36, John iv. 8, vi 5, xiii. 39, Rev. iii
18, xviii. 11.—With accus. of the thing and genit. of the value, Mark vi. 37 ;—passive,
1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23. In the last two passages, fyopdobnre Teudis,—buy for a price, “ as
the opposite of a gratis acquisition” (Meyer) : by which stress is to be laid both on the
right of possession and especially on the worth of the equivalent,—as we say, “a thing is
worth money, it cost me money;” Propert. iii. 14 (vid. Wetst. on 1 Cor. vi. 20), Talis
mors pretio vel sit emenda mihi.—Value assigned by év with the dat,, Rev. v. 9 ; cf. 1 Chron.
xxi. 24, é&v dpyvplp aflp.—Without mention of an object, Matt. xxi. 12, xxv. 9, 10,
Mark xi. 15, Luke xvii. 28 (xix. 45, Rec. text), 1 Cor. vii. 30, Rev. xiii. 17.—Transferred
to the redemptive work of Christ, 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23, JyopdoOnre Tipds; 2 Pet. ii 1,
Tov dryopacavra alrovs Seamworny apvolpevoe ; Rev. v. 9, frydpacas (uds, Tisch. omits) 7o
0ci év 7p alpate gov éx wdons purfs kT ; Rev. xiv. 3, ol syopacuévor &mo Tis il
ver. 4, obrot 7yyopdobnoav awd Tdv dvlpwmey dmapyn T4 e xal T¢ dpvip. The negative
aspect of this idea is found in the use of Arpov, Avrpody, dmoridTpwsss, in Matt. xx. 28,
1 Tim. ii. 6 ; éfayopdlew, Gal. iii. 13, iv. 5. For the positive, vid. Acts xx. 28, A mwepee-
woujoato did Tob iSlov aluaros, Tit. il 14, 1 Pet.i. 18, Eph. i. 14, 2 Thess. ii. 14.—
In Rev. xiv. 3, 4, 7yop. émo, awo is used as in Od. v. 40, awd Mldos aloa; Herod. vi 27,
émd éxarov maldwv els poiwos; Thucyd. vii. 87, éNiyor amwd morhdv.—Cf. also the idea
expressed in Rom. iii. 19 by dmédicos (g.0.) with Gal. iv. 5, yevouevoy dmd vopov, wa Tods
o vépov éfaryopday. See further, dpeiinua. The idea accordingly is, that Christ, by
offering for us the satisfaction due (cf. Gal. iii. 13), freed us.from our liability; we, on
the other hand, are. now His, z.e. as it were bound to Him ; vid. 1 Cor. vii. 23, Teu. 9y, w9
ylvesfe oot dvlpdmav; vi. 19, odk éoré éavrav.

'Efayopd{w, peculiar to later Greek, and there rare = to buy out, redeem, ..
prisoners ; redimere, Polyb., Diod. Sic.—So in Gal. iii. 13, iv. 5, where, however, only the
negative aspect of the idea contained in dryopdfew is expressed.—Also = fo buy up, i.e.
to buy all that is anywhere to be bought; Plut. Crass. ii, éfnpydpale Td rawdpeva xal
yervidvra Tals kawopévoss.  So the Middle, Eph. v. 16, Col. iv. 5, 7ov xatpév; by Huther
in loc. rightly taken to be = not to allow the suitable moment to pass by unheeded, but to
make it one's own = xpacOas drpSis 19 xap@. Suicer, sv. xawpds: Quando jubemur
ékaryopdleafas raipov, sensus est, 1@ mwapovre xawpg els Sov xpnoréov,—juxta Theodoretum.
Dan. ii. 8, kapov dpels éfaryopalere, [ 13t = seck time or delay. Cf 1 Cor. vii. 29 and
the parallels quoted by Wetstein on Eph. v. 16 ; M. Anton, IV. 26, xepdavréov 76 mapdv.
Dion. Hal. Ant. iii. 23, Tauevipevos éuavrd Tov Tijs émibéocws xaipdy.
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"A y o, dkw, Tryayov, xbny, dxbioopar; the form of aor. 1. #fa, see 2 Pet. ii. 5,
érdfas; émovvdfar, Mark xiii. 27 ; Luke xiii. 24 ; to bear, to lead, to bring, to draw;
of circumstances, fo carry out, to complete, to spend, ete. It is also, though seldom, used
intransitively = to go, f0 move; in the N. T. only in the form &ywuer, Matt. xxvi. 46,
Mark xiv. 42, John xi 7, 15, 16, xiv. 31. Epist. Diss. iii. 22, dyouev éml ov dvbd-
waroy. Etym. M., dyo onpalver 16 mopebopar. Winer (sec. 38) rightly declines to
explain this usage by the omission of the reflective pronoun. It occurs often in verbs of
motion, and may be explained by the fact that the subject independently represents the
motion ; cf. the German ziehen used trans. and intrans. Among the compounds of &yew
the intrans. sense occurs in dvayew (Plat. Rep. vii. 329 A), dwdyew, émavdyew (fo turn
back again, Dion. Hal, Diod., Polyb., Plut.), wapayew (very often in the N. T.), mposd-
new, Umdryew, Umepdyew ; 80, too, in the derivatives dywyr), éfayaryy (departure, death, not
in éfdyew), mwapaywy, wepiayoryj. See mpocayeyi. If we enumerated the technical
expressions of military and naval usage, formed by the omission of the obvious and well-
known object in each sphere, we might give a far larger number of examples.

’Ayoqyi, % in classical Greek trans. only; leading, guiding. Afterwards intrans.
also (Aristotle, Sext. Emp., Polyb., Josephus), manner of life, conduct, behaviour. So in
2 Tim. iii. 10, wapnxorotfnkds pov T S:dackalia, T§ dywryj. Cf. Esth. ii. 21; 2 Mace.
vi. 8, xi. 24, iv. 16. Ita apostolus vocat Tas odods atrod Tas év Xpwore (Suic). Cf
1 Cor. iv. 17, 8s duds dvapwioes Tds 6dods pov Tas év Xpiore, xabdos . . . Sddoxw. Clem.
Rom. 1 Cor. 47, dvdtua i & Xpuord dnyerhs; 48, dyv) dyayr.

IIpocdyw. I Trans. tolead to or bring hither, Luke ix. 48; 7wd Tws, Matt. xix.
18 (Lachm., Tisch.; Rec., mpoopépew); Acts xvi. 20 ; 1 Pet. iii. 18, Xpwarrds ... &raley,
Wa fjuds mpooaydyy 1¢ Oep. The usage of the LXX. and classics presents no point of
resemblance or affinity with this passage. In the LXX. mpocdyew is the translation of
7P, 3WpM, as a religious term, side by side with wpoodépery (see mpocépyouar), but, like
the Hebrew word used, without personal object, to designate the setting up of a personal
relationship. Cf. Lev. vi. 88, 6 ipeds 6 mpoodywv oloxatrepa dvfpemov; x. 38, e
ovjuepov wpocayndxacs Td wepl Tik duaprias abTdy ral TA oNokavreuata abrédy Evavte
xvplov. On the other hand, it occurs in Ex. xxviii. 1, Num. viii. 9 = 39p with personal
object, but not in a religious or ethical sense. In classical Greek the Middle is used with
the signification, o draw one to oneself, to attach to omeself, to make one inclined, sibi con-
etliare; and if the examples in Passow were right, fo make oneself inclined to one, to
surrender oneself to ome. But it always denotes a winning and deciding of the object. We
may rather appeal to mpocayayels = reconciler, mediator (Dem. 750. 22, Ynplouara &
dlwey & Juiv Sewd ral mapdvopa, 8 dv 1pyordBe, wpocayaryel TovTp xpouevos TOV
MppdTov), which also occurs in Greg. Naz. In Julian. 43, as a name for Christ, Tov Tod
peyd\ov mwatpds vidv xai Noyov, kal mpocaywyéa, xal dpyiepéa xal avvbpévov kA That
in 1 Pet. iii. 18 it denotes reconciliation, is clear from the connection, so that the reference
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to the plan or custom mentioned in Xen. Cyrop. i. 8. 8, vii. 5. 45, where mpocdyew
denotes admission to audience with a king, is as inappropriate as it is superfluous. Cf
wpogarywryy. 1L Intrans. to come to, to come hither, to approach. (Here is not included
the military use of the word, in which orpaTov has to be supplied, cf. 1 Sam. vii. 10.)
Plut. Mor. 800 A, mpocdyovae 8¢ amdrns Tots PBacikebow. Vit. Lycurg. 5; Pomp. 46.
In the LXX. Josh. iii. 9; 1 Sam. ix. 18; 1 Kings xviii. 30 ; Ecclus. xii. 13 ; Tob. vi. 14;
2 Mace. vi. 19. In the N. T, Acts xxvii. 27, wevdoww oi vadras wpocdyew Twd abrots

X®pav.

ITposayweyi, 4, occurs in the N. T. in Rom. v. 2, Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12, and the
question is, whether in a transitive or intransitive sense, whether as a bringing o, sntro-
ducing, or access, approach. In classical Greek the transitive meaning predominates in
Thuc., Xen., Plut., Polyb. The passage quoted for the intransitive sense, Xen. Cyrop. vii.
5. 45, éyw 8¢ fLiovw Tods TowovTows, € Tis T duod déotro, Oepamedey Tuds Tods éuods
Pirovs Seopévovs mpocarywryiss, cf. with Cyrop. i. 3. 8, wposayew Tovs Seopévovs *AoTua-
yous kal dmoxkwhvew ods pf) xawpds avrd Soxoln elvar wpoodyew, is only the transitive
sense. Doubtful also is, I think, Herod. ii. 58, mwavpyipis 8¢ &pa xal moumds xal wpoca-
yayds wpdTor avlpemwv Alybmriol elas ol womodpevor kal wapd Toltwy "ENAyves pena-
6ijkact. For when Herod. here calls the temple processions mpocaywyal, which in Attic
Greek were termed rpogodol (Xen. Anab. v. 9. 11), it is possible that he does so because
their chief purpose was the presentation of offerings; ¢f. Schol. on Aristoph. 4v. 854,
mpocodods 8¢ ENeyov Tds mpocayopévas Tols Geols Oualas.

On the other hand, wposaywrysj certainly occurs in an intransitive sense in Plut. V7.
Aem. P, 13, idpvpévos éml ywplwv oddapdOev mpocarywyiy éxdvrov; Polyb. x. 1. 6, éreivos
qap Oepwods Exovres Sppovs xal Bpayeilav Tivd wavrelids mpooaywyiiy (place of landing).
The intransitive use of the word, indeed, is not strange; for not only does the verb occur
with an intransitive meaning, but other derivations from dyw may, without difficulty, be
thus rendered, ej. dywyrj, éédyowyi}, mapayoyy), wepiayoryyj. A review of the usage of
compounds and derivatives of dyo shows that it depends upon mere chances that an
intransitive meaning does not everywhere exist side by side with the transitive, because
the ascertainable usage of the verbal substantives does not always correspond with the
ascertainable usage of the verbs. Thus we find dvdyew, émdyew, émavdyew, intrans.,
dvaryorys), érayaryj, émavayary) not; éfayeryr intrans,, éfdyew not ; 8o cuvaywyss, but not
owayary and ocuvdryew.

It must accordingly be looked on as an unwarrantable, pseudo-scientific pedantry
which takes the word as of necessity in a transitive sense in such texts as Eph. ii. 18, iii.
12, ii. 18,8/ adrob Exopev T mpocaywyiw of aupdrepor v évt mvedpars wpds Tov mwarépa ;
iii. 12, év ¢ Eyoper ™ mappnolay xal Ty mpocaywyly & mwemolbijoes ik Ths wloTews
avroi. In the first of these passages the transitive meaning is condemned alike by the
present éxopev, by the following év évi mveduare, and by the object wpds Tév marépa, for
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St. Paul would hardly speak of an introduction or conveyance of children to the Father;
in iii. 12, the co-ordination of the mwpocaywys} with wappnola favours, and the reference of
& memodiae 8id Tis wlortews abrod demands, the intransitive meaning, If this be
established in these two passages, there remains no ground for refusing to adopt it in Rom.
V. 2, 8 o xai T mposaywy éoyrikauev (1 mwioTe is wanting in Tisch.) els Ty xdpw
Tadmy év 3 éomixapev, for the transitive meaning is neither in keeping with the connec-
tion of ver. 1,—ver. 2 should add something to enlarge the declaration of ver. 1, but not
to give a reason for it, as the transitive mpoocaywy;} would do,—nor is it compatible with
the choice of the verb éoyrxauev ; for if the first or only introduction to God were spoken
of, Tvyydvev would have been the proper word. Cf. Athen. v. 212, raw ¢l wv els éyévero
peyioTys TUXAY Tpocaywnys.

Jvvayo, to lead together, to assemble, to unite, is used only transitively in the
classics, like cvwaryoyr}; whereas guvaywyds is sometimes intrans., coming together, a social
gathering—Often in the LXX. for sox, =¥, ®an, yap, without being fixed as a ferm.
techn. with any particular bias or for any special word. Occasionally = Snp, Hiphil (Num.
i. 18, viii. 10, Job xi. 10), which is otherwise rendered by afpoilew, ovvabpoilew, ém:-
owdryew, éxxinoidlew, éxhéyeobar. The signification, fo take in, to lodge, to entertain (lit.
owdy. eis Ty olxiav, Judg xix. 15, 2 Sam. xi. 29, Deut. xxii. 2; cf Gen. xxix. 22,
ouwiyaye AaBdv mwdvras Tods &vdpas Tob Témov xal émoinge yduov), is peculiar to the
LXX. and the N. T. So Matt. xxv. 35, £évos fjunw xal cuvnpydyeré pe. Vv. 38, 43.

3 vvay o1, 1, gathering, congregation. (L) In classical Greek only transitive and
active, a leading together, a bringing together; cf. Plato, Theaet. 150 A, 8ud v &dixov
Ewarywryiy Gvdpos xal yuvaixos, §f &) mpoarywyela Svopa (coupling). (IL) In the LXX. and
N. T. passim, as often with the verbal subs. (cf. day? x.7.\.) = assembly; in the LXX. in
a special sense for 17 and 5?2, the two names for the congregation of the children of Israel
in their theocratic or historical character in the scheme of redemption; interchangeable
with éxxMpaia; cf. Thuc. ii. 60, éxx\nolay ovvdyerww. For more as to the usage, see
éexrmaia. As the congregation of Israel was designated by the term owwaywys or
éxxMyala, it becomes evident that the reference is not simply to the natural unity of the
people, but to a community established in a special way (svvay.) and for a special object
(éexr.). Now, in the N. T., where éxxMyola is adopted as the name for God's church, <.c.
the congregation of the saved (as the Hebrew 5#)!3 prevailingly in the later books of the
0. T.), ovvarywrys) is used to designate the fellowship spoken of only in Rev. ii. 9, iii. 9,
where the unbelieving Jews as a body are called cwvaywyy Tob catavd (cf. John viii. 44,
buels &k Tob mwarpds Tob SwaPBohov éoré w7 ; and for the context, Acts xiv. 2, xvii. 6,
xviii. 12), manifestly in contrast with the éxk\nola 7Tod Ocod, which they as Jews
claimed to be (& tév Neybvraw 'Iovdalovs elvas éavrods xal odk elolv). Zvvaywryj seems
to have become quite nationalized in the language of the people and the schools instead
of écxAnola, which was distinctly stamped as the special designation of the N. T. church
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of God, and thus became appropriate to include at the same time a contrast to the body
of the Jews estranged from the N. T. revelation, and designated by cuwaywys. Cf. Epiph.
Haeres. xxx. 18, under éexAnaia. Specially in favour of this is (II1.) the use of owwa-
ooyh to designate the Sabbath assemblies of the Jews, Acts xiii. 43, Avfeions s
aqwaryaryis, of. Jas. ii. 2, where svvay. is used of the worshipping assembly of Jewish
Christians ; so also (IV.) ovvay. as the name given to the places of assembly of the Jews
in all the other places in the N. T., in Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, and Acts.

'Amoocvvdywyos, separated from the synagogue, excommunicated. @~ The word
occurs only in the N. T., and, indeed, only in John ix. 22, #8n cwveréfewro oi 'Iovdaio
Wa édv Tis almov opooyion XpioTov, dmocuvdywyos yémrar; xii. 42, 8id Tods Papicalovs
olx GpoNdyowy, la pY) dmroguvdywyor wévwvtar; XVi. 2, dmocurdyayovs moujcovow Uuds.
It has been asked what kind of ban is meant, because there are supposed to have been
three degrees of excommunication or ban among the Jews, "1, 00, XY, The supposi-
tion of the third degree, XP®Y, by which was said to be expressed an entire cutting off
from the congregation and the decree of irrevocable curse and ruin, arises from a mistake
now generally acknowledged, %Y being a general designation for a ban, a common name
for the two classes of excommunication traceable in post-biblical Judaism. (See Levy,
Chald. Wb. on) The first step, the "3, was only a temporary exclusion from the congre-
gation, and a restriction upon intercourse with others for thirty days. The second step,
BN, was an exclusion from the congregation and from all intercourse with others for an
indefinite period, or for ever. Now, apart from the fact that it is doubtful whether this
distinction between ") and D)1 had already been made in the time of Christ, or during
the first centuries after the destruction of Jerusalem,—according to Gildemeister, Blend-
werke des vulgdren Rationalismus (Bonn, 1841), the Mishnah recognises only one ban,
"), the duration of which depended upon the results,—John xvi. 2, in particular, hardly
allows us to suppose a merely temporary exclusion such as the first step involved, which,
upon any refractiousness shown towards the doctors of the law or the judges, might be
proposed and even decreed by the injured person without consultation with the Sanhedrim.
That it does not simply mean, as Vitringa (De Synag. Vet. '741) thinks, exclusion from
attendance on and participation in the synagogue worship, but exclusion from the congre-
gation (Selden, D¢ synedr. I. 7), is clear; for the former was only substituted after the
destruction of Jerusalem (cf. Tholuck on John ix. 22); and that it does signify excom-
munication not merely from the particular congregation, but from the fellowship of the
Israelitish people, from their blessings and reversionary privileges, is evident from the
nature of that fellowship itself, and is in keeping with the importance which must have
been attached to the act of :recognising Jesus as the Messiah. ’Amocvvdywyos accord-
ingly denotes one who has been excommunicated from the commonwealth of the people
of God, and is given over to the curse ; and there is no ground for rejecting the parallel of
Ezra x. 8, was & &v py &y ... dvabepatiotioerar maoa % Urapkis adrod, ral adrds
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SuagraMjaerar amd éxxk\qalas tis dmwowias, or for not finding in Luke vi. 22, uardpiol
éore drav puaowaw Vuds ol dvlparmol, xal drav ddoplowaw uds xai dveldlowaw xai
éeBdrway 10 Svopa Judv ws movnpov Eévexa Tod viod Tob avfpwmod, a symonymous
expression.

'’Ewcovvdyow, aor. 1, émwovvdfas, Mark xiii. 27, Luke xiii. 34. Aor. 2, éricvva-
yavelw, Matt. xxiii. 37, to gather thereto, or near, to bring together, to a place; also in
a hostile sense, o assemble together against, Mic. iv. 11, Zech. xii. 3. Only in later Greek
(Polyb. Plut.). In the LXX.=8pox, Isa. lii. 2, Mic. iv. 11, Hab. ii. 5; 033, Ps. cxlvil 2;
39, 1 Kings xviii. 20, Ps. cii. 23, cvi. 47; 5np, 2 Chron. xx. 27. 1In the N. T., Mark
i 33, v 8Ny % woMs émavvmypévy wpds v Glpav; Luke xii. 1. The connection regu-
lates the choice of émiguvay. instead of the simple ocvvay., as even in Matt. xxiii. 37,
woodris N0éAyoa émicvwaryaryeiv T& Téxva aov, v Tpdmov Spws émicuvdyer T& wvocala Ymo
Tds wrépuyas abriis; Luke xiii. 34. With Matt. xxiv. 31, {mocvvdfovarw Tods éxhexTods
avrod ée TdY Teoodpwy dvéuwy k.., and Mark xiii. 27, cf. Ps. cxlvii. 2, Tas Suagmwopas
700 "Iopan\ émovvdfer; Ps. cvi. 47, émwovvdyaye fuds éx Todv é0véw, and 2 Thess. ii. 1,
Umép Tiis mapovaias Tob rvplov fudv 'Incob Xpiorod xal fudy émavvayaryis én’ adrov.

’Emiocvvaywy, 1 & gathering together to; wanting in classical Greek. In
2 Mace. ii. 7, &os &v quvaydyy & Oeds émowaywnyiy Tob Aaod (cf. ver. 18 ; Pa. cxlvii. 2),
of the return of Israel into the land of his sanctuary. In two places in the N. T,
2 Thess. ii. 1, vwép ijs wapovaias Tob xvplov fudv "Incod Xpiorod xal fudv émowa-
yoryis ém’ abrov, with reference to Matt. xxiv. 31, Mark xiii. 27, 1 Thess. iv. 17. In the
other place, Heb. x. 25, it stands, like ocwwaywy, in a passive sense, u éyxaralelmovres
T émovvaryeyly éavrdy, kabos €os Tiolv AAAG Tapaxaloivres kTN Here it is said to
denote the worshipping assembly of the church, from which some were wont to absent them-
selves. But the preceding and following antithesis does not harmonize with this, karavoduev
@\ \jhovs els wapofvoudv dydmns Kai ka\dy Epywy, . . . AANA mapaxaloivres, which obliges
us rather to understand in éyxatalelmew Ty émic. éavr. a range of conduct embracing the
entire church life, and not a single act or expression thereof merely. Moreover, éyxata-
Aelmrew, “ to leave in the lurch,” to leave neglected, to give up or abandon (used of betrayers),
is too strong an expression for the mere avoidance of assembling for religious worship (cf.
xiii. 5; 2 Cor. iv. 9 ; 2 Tim, iv. 10, 16),—a reference (this last) supposed to be favoured
especially by the xafds &fos Twwl. This addition forbids certainly our understanding
the word of a desertion of, or secession from, the Christian church ; it denotes a course of
conduct which had become habitual within the fellowship. The contrast given in the
connection of the text leads us to conclude that the author is condemning that forsaking
of the ordinances which some practised through fear of man and dread of persecution,
separating themselves from sharing the weal or woe of the Christian community,—a shrink-
ing avoidance which was the sign that faith and profession (ver. 23) were waxing cold.

'Emwvvaryoy must therefore denote the Christian community itself, and we must take
I
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én{ as referring to the Lord, as in 2 Thess. ii. 1, or (a8 Menken thoughtfully and pro-
foundly observes) that the Christian fellowship within the range of the Jewish people is
here spoken of as a synagogue within a synagogue, both on account of its nature, and in
unpretending recognition of its outward position. It is not, however, absolutely necessary
to seek any special object for the ém¢ in émiguraywyd, for it may just as well be taken
to refer to the church-relation of the Christians towards one another. It is worthy of
note that Theodoret in loc. explains émiocvvay. by cuudwria, and therefore, at least, does
not think of the assemblies for divine worship.

A 8e\¢ds, o, brother, ddend, sister, from a copulative and dehgis, Hesych. dden-
ol, ol éx Tijs adrijs Sehdlos yeyovoTes: Sehdis yap 1) uitpa Néyeras. The Hebrew My is
also used of more distant relatives, eg. Gen. xiv. 16, xxix. 12, 15; and some think
this circumstance ought to be taken into consideration where brothers and sisters of Jesus
are referred to, Matt. xii. 46, 47, xiii. 55 ; Mark iii. 31, 32, vi. 3; Luke viii. 19, 20 ;
John ii. 12, vii. 3, 5, 10; Acts i. 14. But the conjoined mention of the mother of
Jesus (besides John vii. 3, 5, 10) appears to imply that children of the same mother are
meant (cf. Ps. 1. 20), against which no argument is furnished by John xix, 26, which ought
rather to be explained by Matt. xix. 29 and parallels. The answer to this question depends,
indeed, on the view taken of the relation between James the son of Alphaeus and James
the brother of the Lord; cf. Mark xv. 47, John xix. 25, with Matt. xiii. 55.—'A48e\pos
denotes further, in general, a fellowship of life based on identity of origin, as also the
Hebrew N¥ is also applied to members of the same tribe, countrymen, etc.; so in Acts
iii. 22, vii. 23 ; Rom. ix. 3, imép Ty ddeAdpdy pov TCv ocvyyevdv pov xard odpea; cf.
Plat. Menexen. 239 A, sjucis 8¢ xal of sjuérepor, mids pntpos wdvres dSehdol Purres,—in
this sense, however, expressly only figuratively and rarely in classical Greek. As com-
munity of life brings also community of love, the “ neighbour ” is regarded as a “ brother,”
Matt. v. 22, 23, 24, 47, etc., and ddehpos thus becomes the designation of a community
of love equivalent to or bringing with it a community of life, Acts xxii. 13, etc. Of this
sort are our Lord’s words in Matt. xii. 50, doris yap &v mwoifj 16 OéAnua Tod mwarTpés pov
Tod év olpavois, alrds wov ddeNdos xal dSehdi) xal witnp éaTiv ; as also Mark x. 29, 30,
otdeis éorw bs ddijkev oixlav 7 dBenods 9 dSehas # unTépa . . . av Y NdBy éxaTovra-
mh\aclova viv & T Kapd TobTe oixlas xal ddehdols wrA. Cf Matt. xxiii 8, els ydp
éotw Judy o diddoxalos, mdvres 8¢ Upeis ddehdol éare. Christ thus speaks of His
brethren in Matt. xxv. 40, xxviii. 10; John xx. 17; cf Heb. ii. 11, 17. Rom.
viii. 29, els 70 elvas alrov wpwrdTokoy év wONNois ddelgois, has to do with community or
fellowship of /ife. In classical Greek it is a designation of an intimate friend, Xen. Anab.
vil. 2. 25, dmioywoduevis coi pihg xpricealas xal Gdende ; thid. 38, xal adendovs ye moui-
oopar Kkal &diupplovs kal xowwvods awdvtov Gv &v Svvdueba rmijcacbac. Also as an
adjectival of things connected with each other, eg. Plat. Rep. iii. 404 B, Berrlory
yupvaaTey adehdnj Tis v el Tis dwhijs movawcils. Thus often, eg. Aesch. ii. 145 (Pape,
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Worterb.). Herewith is connected also its use as a designation of the members of the
Christian community, of the oikelos mis wlorews, Gal vi. 10 ; olxeios, syn. ovyyewis, opp.
aM\brpuos; of. 1 Cor. vil 12, v. 11, &dv 7is ddepds dvoualdpevos # mévos kT, so that
oi ade\doi, Acts ix. 30, John xxi. 23, Rom. xvi. 11, etc., denotes those who are united
by faith in Christ into one fellowship of life and love; the latter especially urged as a
duty in 1 John. ’ASerdsj in this sense, Rom. xvi. 1, 1 Cor. vii. 15.—For the import
of the designation, 1 Tim. vi. 2, is important, where, instead of ddeAgol in 2a, miaTol
xal ayamyrol ol Tiis evepyeslas dvrikapPaviouevor is substituted in 2. Cf also yrevdd-
Senpos, 2 Cor. xi. 26, Gal. ii. 4.

A 8eX ¢ 675 denotes brotherhood, a brotherly or sisterly relation. The word seems
to be altogether unknown in classical Greek. It begins to appear more frequently in the
Byzantine writers. In Jos. Mace. ix, 10, 13, of brothers and sisters by birth, who seal their
common kinship in a common behaviour as martyrs; c. 13, 7a@ s ddehddmyTos Pitpa
owavkdvew ; eg. 1 Tis eluylas adehdorns. Transferred to a relationship of friendship in
1 Mace. xii. 10, Ty d3ehpomra xal ¢piladv dvavedoacbar (also v. 1'7).—Then, especially in
the N. T. and eccl. Greek,—transferred to the community in which this relation is realized,
—the circle of the Christian ade\dof, as in German the words Freundschaft, Verwandschaft,
Herrschaft denote both the relationship and the persons spoken of. So 1 Pet. ii. 17, mjw
adeporyTa dyamate; v. 9, 1) év woopp Uudv dSengorns. Cf. Nestor. ad Cyrill. in act.
ephesin. c. 11 (in Suic.), mdoav ™y oy oo &8erdornTa éyd Te xal ol adv éuol mpocayo-
pevopev. The corresponding relationship is expressed by ¢uhadendla, Rom. xii. 10, 1 Thess,
iv. 9, Heb. xiii. 1, 1 Pet. i. 22, 2 Pet. i. 7 (cf. peAdSeNos, 1 Pet. iii. 8),—a word which
in the classics is used only to denote the love to each other of brothers and sisters by
birth ; and thus the N. T. meaning of the words, a8ehpds, dderdorns, Ppirdderdos, dpia-
8eMdla, i a valuable contribution to the reformation wrought in ethics by Christianity.

"4387s, ov, 6, from a privative and I8¢l = afdns, as the reading is in Hom. = the
invisible, the invisible land. Plut. Js. et Osir. 1xxix. 382 F, 70 detdés xal doparov. Origin-
ally only the name of the god of the nether world, who holds rule over the dead; hence
els or v §Sov, sc. olry, olkov, Sduara, in poetry and prose, as also in the LXX. ; cf. Acts ii.
27,31. Then, also especially later, the place of the dead. Cf. Lucian. de luct. 2, ¢ uév &)
moAds Suihos,— Opripe Te xal ‘Haowdp xal Tols E\hois pvlomowis mepl Tobrwy melouevor
xai vopov Oéuevos T ttolnow alréw Témwov Tivd Uwd Th vj Babdv " Yy Imedjdaae, péyav
8¢ xal moNvywpov Tobrov elvas kal {odepov xal dvidov x.7.\., where the ideas in question
are found in the connection; Plut. le. Cf Nigelsbach, Homerische Theologie, vii. 28.
405 8q.; Nachhomerische Theologie, vii. 26. 413 sq. “The idea connected therewith
recurs with tolerable unanimity of import amongst the heathen, so far as the faith in per-
sonal immortality was able to gain recognition. Hades, taken in its most general sense,
would thus be the place of assembly and residence for all who depart from the present
world,—in a word, the world beyond.” See Giider’s article in Herzog's Real-Encyklop. v.
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440 sqq. The LXX. borrowed the word to render the Hebrew 55&?, which also denotes
quite in general the place of the dead; according to Hupfeld (Comm. Ps. vi. 6, and
Zeitschrift far die Kunde des Morgenlandes, 1839, 462), to be derived from the funda-
mental idea of the entire family of Sx& (W, nbw, Y%, %, etc., whose germ is b, signifying
here, as in all languages, what is loose, relaxed, gaping) in its two aspects and manifesta-
tions, viz. that of sinking down and that of going asunder (as in xdw, kio, xardo, etc.);
whence for 5&? we have both the idea of a sinking, an abyss, a depth, as in its poetical
synonym Y87 ninnm, and the idea equally appearing therein of cleft, cavity, or empty
space, as in the word hell (Germ. Holle), and in ydoua, xdos (also used for hell).”

HN? receives all the dead, Gen. xxxvii 35, xlii. 38, 1 Sam. ii. 6, xxviii. 19, 1 Kings
ii. 6, 9, Ps. Ixxxix. 49, Hab. ii. 5 ; and concentrates in itself whatever terrors death has
and brings for man, 2 Sam. xxii. 6, Ps. xviii. 5, 6, exvi. 3, lxxxviii. 4, Job vii. 9, xvii.
13, Isa. v. 14, 15, xxxviii. 10, 18 ; especially remoteness from God the source of life,
Ps. xxxvi. 10, vi. 6, xxx. 10, cxv. 17. Hence is it specially the place to which the
ungodly belong, Ps. xlix. 13-15, Iv. 16, Prov. v. 5, vii. 27, ix. 18, xv. 11, Isa. xiv. 9,
11, 15, xxviii. 15, 18, Ezek. xxxii. 27, Num. xvi. 30, 33, seeing that in it the wrath
of God is revealed, Deut. xxxii. 22. Hence the glimpses of light caught by the righteous,
as in Ps. xlix. 15, 16. See Stier on Luke xvi. 23, “In borrowing the word §&s from
heathenism, both the LXX. and the N. T. writers adopted also in full its main idea,—which
is based on an inner consciousness,—and thus confirmed its identity with the O. T.
Sheol.” Cf. Delitzsch on Ps. vi. 6 : “ The ideas of the Hebrews on this subject did not
differ from those of other ancient nations. In such doctrines as the creation, the fall, etc.,
the difference is that between an original and a caricatured copy; whereas on this point
even the variety of the mythical inventions has not obliterated the essential unity, even in
matters of detail : from which we conclude that the idea of Hades is the product of the
common consciousness of humanity, and for that very reason cannot be without objective
truth.” The O. T. view is distinguished from the corresponding profane views by “a
chaste sobriety, due to the earnest sternness of monotheism ” (Giider in Herzog’s Encykl.).
" A8ns, accordingly, is the realm of the dead, in which are concentrated all the dead, and all
that death brings with it; it is, in particular, the place for sinners, where they find the
result of their life. Hence ¢ fdvatos xal o &8ns, Rev. xx. 13, 14; cf. vi. 8,... ¢ Odvaros,
xai 6 @ns dxohovlel per’ alroi, that is, Hades in the traim of death, as its consequence.
Christ as the Redeemer, &xer 7ds wheis Tob favdrov xal Tob §Sov, Rev. i 18. The
redeemed say, mwod oov, Odvarte, 76 révrpov ; mob cov, §8n (al. Odvate), To vikos; 1 Cor.
xv. 55, thus celebrating the redemption realized in Christ, vid. Acts ii. 27, 31, odx éyrare-
Neldpfn eis donv, from Ps. xvi. 8-11. When, therefore, it is said to Capernaum, # &ws
ovpavod inpabs, &as Gdov xataPiay, or kataBiBacbioy, Matt. xi. 23, Luke x. 15, it is
the same idea as in Isa. xiv. 11, 12, Ezek. xxxii. 27, and elsewhere, based on the con-
ception of Hades as the proper place for sinners, where they and all their glory are
brought to shame. The promise, on the contrary, in Matt. xvi. 18, olxodouriow pov T
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éxxanolav, xal mihas E8ov ob kaTioylooveiy airis, refers to the eternal duration of the
church of Christ, which is not, like all other things in the world, to come to an end in
the realm of the dead; cf. Ezek. xxxii. 18—-32; Isa. xxviii. 15-18. On the expression
ahas ddov, cf. Job xxxviii. 17; Ps. ix. 14, cvil. 18; Isa. xxxviii 10; Wisd. xvi. 13,
ad qdp {wiis kal Oavdrov éfovaiav Exes kal rardyes els mwihas Jdov xal dvdoyers.—
Inasmuch now as the idea of Hades is everywhere that of a joyless, painful, terrible place,
in which especially the joy and glory of the godless come to an end, what we read in Luke
xvi. 28, 'xkal & 79 @dn émdpas Tods dpOaruods airod, dwdpywv &v Bacdvos, is not a
special feature, but one that at once falls in and combines with the general idea of Hades.
As Hades is for all a joyless place, but a place of torture especially for the godless, it is
natural to perceive that the dwelling-place of the righteous departed, though they also are
received into the one great abode of the dead, is separated from that of the wicked. In
this place they await the end hinted at in Ps. xlix. 15, 16, which is brought about by
the accomplishment of redemption. Cf. Isa. lvii. 2; Gen. xix. 18, 33. Hence Luke xvi.
23, opd@ 'ABpadp amd paxpofev xal Adfapov év Tois xé\wois airod. The promise, Luke
xxiii. 43 (coll. Aects ii. 27, 31; Rev. ii. 7), contains a new element. See my work,
Jensests des Grabes, Giitersloh 1868,

Alpa, aros, 76, the blood of the human or animal body; Mark v. 25, 29 ; Luke
viii. 43, 44, xiii. 1, xxii. 44; John xix. 34 ; Acts xv. 20, 29, xxi. 25, ii. 19, 20; Rev.
vi. 12, viii. 7, 8, xi. 6, xiv. 20, xvi. 3, 4, 6, xix. 13. (L) Blood as the substantial basis
of the individual life, Acts xvii. 26, émolpoev ¢ &vos aluaros mav Evos dvbpomav raror-
xeiv kT ; John i. 13, é aiudrov yenbivar (cf. Eur. Jon. 705 [693], dA\Awv Tpadeis
é¢’ aipdrov; Winer, 159). Cf Hom. I7. xix. 105, o aluaros éf éueb eloly, and often ;
Aeschyl. Sept. 128, é¢ aluaros yirvesfas. Though the O. T. contains nothing parallel to
these two passages (cf. Delitzsch, bdl. Psychol. iv. 12), the expression corresponds to the
idea contained in Lev. xvii. 11, 0 D72 W3 vy, ete,, “for the life of the flesh is the
blood.” Cf Heb. xii. 4, odme péxpis aluatos dvricaréornre ks h—Alua as the sub-
stantial basis of the individual life, conjoined with odp§ (¢.».), by which the possession of
human nature is brought about, Heb. ii. 14, éwel odw 7 maidla Kexowwvrey alyatos kai
capros (Rec. text, gapx. k. alp., supported by few authorities), serves to designate man-
kind, so far as they owe their distinctive character to this material aspect of their being,
Eph. vi. 12, odx &orw sjuiv % wdhy wpds alua xal odpka. On the contrary, cdpf ral
alua, Matt. xvi. 17, 0. «. alua odx dmwexdArev ooi; 1 Cor. xv. 50, 0. «. alua Bacikelay
eod xAnpovopsicas ob Stvavrac; Gal. i. 16, o0 mpocaveQéuny adpxs kal alpari. In John
vi. 53-56 also this must be taken into consideration. As this expression gives promi-
nence to the material phenomenal aspect of the individual, with the liability to death
peculiar to it (Heb. ii. 14), in contrast to its spiritual nature (Eph. vi. 12), it would seem
that just that which is characteristic of the cdp, i.c. the limitation of human nature as
alien to what is higher, spiritual, divine, is hinted at in the position of the words sap§ xai
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alua, Matt. xvi. 17, Gal i 16, 1 Cor. xv. 50. Cf. Ecclus. xiv. 18, ds ¢JANoy OdN\rov
...oDTos ryeved gaprds kal alpatos: 1) pév TeNevrd, érépa 8¢ yevvarar; xvil 30, wovnpos
&Ovpsjoetar odpra xai alpata. DN W3 occurs oftener in post-bibl. Heb, Lightf
Hor. Hebr. on Matt. xvi. 17, infinita frequentia hanc formulam adhibent scriptores judaics
eaque homines Deo opponunt.—(IL) Alua by itself serves to denote life passing away in
bloodshed, and generally life taken away by force, Matt. xxiii. 30, 35, xxvii. 4; Luke xi.
50, 51 ; Matt. xxvii. 6, Teun) aluaros; ver. 8, dypds aluaros ; Acts i. 19, ywplov aluaros;
Matt. xxvii. 24, d0pos elpe dmd Tod alparos Tolrov; ver. 25, 70 alpa alrod &P’ pds;
Acts v. 28, Bovheale émaryayelv ép’ Hpds 70 alua Tob dvbp. Tovrov; xviii. 6, 70 alua
Judy éml Ty xepay udv ; xx. 26, rabapos éyw amo Tob aluares wdvrov. Cf. Ezek.
iil. 18-20; Rev. vi. 10, éxdexels 70 alpa Hudv; xvii. 6, xviil, 24, xix. 2. Plat. Legg. ix.
872 B, aipdrov Sicn; Dem. adv. Mid. xxi. 105, ép’ aluars pedyeiw. The expression
alua écyéer, Matt. xxvi. 28, Mark xiv. 24, Luke xxii. 20, 1 Cor. xi. 2%, Rom. iii
15, Rev. xvi. 6, Luke xi. 50, Matt. xxiii. 35, Acts xxii. 20, emphasizes not so much
the manner of slaying, but rather the fact of the forcible taking away of life, whether
produced by, or only accompanied with, the shedding of blood; cf. Acts xxii. 20, of the
stoning of Stephen, 8re éfextvvero 76 alua I'repdvov.—(IIL) Akin to this is the use of
alua to denote life given up or offered as an atonement, since, in the ritual of sacrifice,
special emphasis is laid upon it as the material basis of the individual life. The life of
the animal offered for propitiation appears in the blood separated from the flesh, Lev. xvii.
11-14; Heb. ix. 15, 18, 19, 21, 22, 25, x. 4, xiii. 11 ; which life is, on the one hand,
in the blood, presented to God ; on the other, by sprinkling, appropriated to man ; cf. Heb.
ix. 7, xix. 20, by which this blood becomes 70 alua Tijs Siabrixns fs éverelharo mpos Vuds
o Beds, ix. 20. The same is true of the blood of Christ, Heb. x. 29, 10 alua tis Swabijxys,
cf. xiii. 20 ; Matt. xxvi. 28 ; Mark. xiv. 24 ; cf. Luke xxii. 20, % xaw? Swabijxn & T
alpare pov. 1 Cor. xi. 25; 1 Pet. i. 2, pavriopos aluaros; Heb. xii. 24, alua pavriouod.
It is the life of Christ offered for an atonement, and is contrasted with the blood of beasts
slain in sacrifice, Heb. ix. 12, 008¢ &/ aluaros Tpdyav kal pdoywy, did 3¢ Tob idlov aluaros
eigiiMev épdmaf els & dya; cf. ver. 14, 70 alua 1ot Xpiorod 8s did wveduaTos alwviov
éavrov mpoarveyrey 7 Oed, coll. ver. 25, 6 dpyupeds elaépyeras els Td Gywa . .. &v aluaTe
a@\\otply, only that 70 alua 7od XpioTod does not, perhaps, denote the substance of the
blood as separated from the body (against Bengel on Heb. xii. 24, who represents it as
blood separated from the body, and as such eternally present and efficacious; likewise
against Delitzsch on Heb. ix. 12, who understands it of the substance of the blood shed
at the first, and then renewed in the heavenly corporeity of Christ at the resurrection,
upon the basis of the residue of the blood remaining therein! Cf. what is said above on
alua éexéew.—Beck, Lehrwissensch. i. 624 £qq.; Riehm, Lehrbegriff des Hebr. Briefes,§ 61).
Cf. Heb. ix. 25, o0& lva moAAdris mpoadépy éavrév, parallel with & aluare d\hotpin ;
~ver. 7, o0 xwpls aluatos 8 mpoadépes, coll ver. 14, éavrdv mpoorjveyxer 7§ Oed; cf. ver.
26, 8¢a Tis Qvolas adTod mepavépwrar In other passages, too, of the N. T., where
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the blood of Christ is spoken of, the reference is not to the substance, but to the life offered
Jor atonement ; and alua is the designation of the accomplished and offered sacrifice. So
1 John i 7, 70 alua’Incob xabaplles Hpds dmwd wdans duaptias ; v. 6, odrds éorw 0 ENwv
& daros xal aluaros,—év 7 Udars xal alpare; cf. ver. 8 (for the construction with &d,
cf. Heb. ix. 12 ; with é, Heb. ix. 25, Matt. xvi. 27, 28 = 3 Ri3, Ps. Ixvi. 13, etc.) ; Rom.
iii. 25, 8v mpoéfero ¢ Oeds iNaaTipiov did mlarews & T atrod alpate; v. 9, Swarwlévres
& 7§ alpate abrob ; Eph. i. 7, Eyouev ™y dmolirpwow 8id Tob alparos adrod; il 13,
éyyds éyeriifnre év 79 alu. Tob Xpioroi (Col. i 14, Rec. text); Col. i. 20, elpnpvomolnoas
dd 1ob alpatos Tod oravpod adrot; Heb. x. 19, xiii. 12 ; Acts xx. 28, fiy wepiemourjioarto
St Tob aluatos Tob idlov; 1 Pet. i 19, é\vrpdbnre Teouly alpare Xpioroi ; Rev. i 5,
v. 9, vii. 14 ; Matt. xxvi. 28 ; Mark xiv. 24 ; Luke xxii. 20 ; 1 Cor. xi. 27 ; 4 mpboyvoss
700 aluaros, Heb. xi. 28, cf Ex. xii. 7, corresponds to the rite observed at the Passover
prior to the exile, 2 Chron. xxx. 16, xxxv. 11. &Nk p, LXX. = mpooyéew 7o alpa,
Ex. xxiv. 6.

Aipatexyvoia,s) shedding of blood. Only in Heb. ix. 22, ywpls aiparexyvoias
ov yiveras &eas, and in patristic Greek. According to Tholuck, de Wette, Hofmann, it
is supposed to signify, in Heb. ix. 22, the bringing of the blood to the altar, the application
of the blood for objective expiation (2 Kings xvi. 15 ; Ex. xxix. 16 ; Deut. xii. 27 ; Lev.
viii. 15, ix. 9), whose correlative is pavriouds, the application of the atonement to the
object of it. According to Bleek, Liinemann, Delitzsch, Kurtz, it signifies shedding of
blood, or slaying of a victim ; and this is the only true meaning. For, first, the question
dealt with, Heb. ix. 22, is not the manner, but the means, of atonement, alua ; cf. vv. 18,
19, 22a, 23, 25. Thus aiuarexy. in the former sense, as a term. tech., would denote only
a part of the act of atonement, and as such would exclude the sprinkling of the people,
ver. 19 ; it could not include this, and at the same time the sprinkling of the holy vessels,
ver. 21. To this it may be added, that alua écyéew denotes only the shedding of the
blood as the act of killing ; but the ritualistic act of blood-outpouring always requires an
addition, mwpos 10 OuoiacTipiov; mpds THY Bdow Tob Ova., Lev. viii. 15, ix. 9; éml 79
Ovo., 2 Kings xvi. 15; mpooxéew also is commonly used. Further, in favour of the
signification blood-shedding, and not the actual pouring out of blood, the expression
employed concerning the blood of Christ, Luke xxii. 20, 70 alua 76 vmép Oudv dxxvwvi-
pevoy, tells, (Cf the parallels) And finally, the word occurs in patristic Greek—where
it is not generally used in any specially ritualistic or Christian sense—simply with the
meaning blood-shedding, slaying, murder. Georg. Alex. vita Chrys. t. viii. p. 184, 26,
doBnbels pimws xal a{jaafexxvc[ao yévovras els Tov Ndov. Antioch. hom. xxxix. p. 1090 C,
0 ydp éxxoyras 76 diov OéNnpa aipatexyvela éarl, perinde est ac si proprium sanguinem
Jundas. (Hase in Steph. Thes. 8.v.)

A i1éw, to ask, beg, implore, claim, It differs from the synonyms Séouar, épwram,
émbupéw, in that it denotes the desire of the will ; émifupéw, the desire of the affections ;
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Séopac, the request of need; while épwrdw designates the jform of the request, as also
elyeaOas, which in classical Greek is the proper term for request directed to the gods,
embodying itself as prayer. As to the literal meaning of airéw, we may compare the
compounds, and eg. Xen. Anab. ii. 1. 8, Baci\eds releves Tods “ENAqvas wapadévras Td
dmha.  § 10. Oavudlo mwérepa ds xpardv Bacheds aitel Td dmha f) ds did Pirlav xal
Sadpa. Ei pév qdp s xpatdy Ti 8t alrov altelv, AN’ o0 AaBeiv é\Odvra; all the
synonyms are used of prayer in the N. T. excepting émfuuéw, aireiv also with the
addition é&v mpocevyf, Matt. xxi. 22 ; cf. with mpoceiyeafas, Mark xi. 24, Col. i 9. Phil
‘iv. 6, 7§ mpocevys xai T Sefjoer Td almjuara tpdv yvwpléofw. Bengel (followed by
Trench), on John xi. 22, lays stress upon the fact that Jesus does not use aireiv or
aitetobasr of Himself, though Martha does. Jesus Himself says, édesfypv, Luke xii. 33;
épomjow, John xiv. 16; cf ver. 13, xvi. 26, xvil 9, 15, 20. Bengel says, “ aiteigOas
videtur verbum esse minus dignum, quanquam, LXX. Deut. x. 12, habent, T{ xipiwos 6 Oeos
oov aireitar mapd ood.” Trench wrongly limits the use of aireiv when he says that,
like the Latin “ peto,” it is submissive and suppliant, “ the constant word by which is
expressed the seeking of the inferior from the superior (Acts xii. 20), of the beggar
from him that should give alms (Acts iii. 2), of the child from the parent (Matt. vii. 9 ;
Luke xi. 11), of the subject from the ruler (Ezra viii. 22), of man from God (1 Kings
iii. 11; Matt. vil. 7; Jas. i. 5; 1 John iii. 22 ; cf Plato, Eutyphr. 14, elyecbas [éaTwv]
alreiy Tods feovs).” As many examples of the opposite might be quoted, cf. Xen. as
above; Deut. x. 12; Acts xvi. 29, etc. Aivelv is simply fo wish to have something, a
desire expressed according to circumstances, as a demand, an enireaty, a prayer. Equally
erroneous is Trench’s observation, that épwrdw is the word for an inquiry directed to
one’s equal, “ an asking upon equal terms” An examination of N. T. usage rather
shows that épwrdw only characterizes the form of the request ; it is the nicest, finest, most
delicate term for “ to ask;” 1 John v. 16. (In classical Greek and the LXX., épwrdw, in
the sense to request, is wholly unknown.) This sufficiently explains the circumstance noted
by Bengel. '

Aireiy is construed with the accusative both of the thing asked for and of the
person asked. The former, Matt. vii. 10, xxi. 22 ; Luke i. 63, xi. 12 ; John xiv. 13,
14, xvi. 24; Acts xvi. 29; 1 Cor. i 22; 1 John iii. 22. The latter, Matt. v. 42,
vi 8; Luke vi. 30, xi. 13; John iv. 10. Also wapd Tives, Jas. i. 5. With two accu-
satives, Matt. vii. 9, 11; Mark vi. 22, 23 (x. 35, Lachm. Tisch.); Luke xi. 11; John
xi. 22, xv. 16, xvi. 23 ; 1 Pet. iii. 15; 7} wapd Twos, Matt. xx. 20; John iv. 9 ; Acts
iii. 2; 1 John v. 15. Without object, Matt. vii 7, 8; Luke xi. 9, 10; John xvi 24;
Jas. 1. 6,iv. 3; 1 John v. 16.

The middle, often in prose, from Herod. onwards, signifies literally, fo ask for something
Jor oneself,—cf. Acts vii. 46, gricato elpelv kT ; Mark vi 24, 25, xv. 8; Jas. iv. 2, 3;
Matt. xx. 22,—but the reflective element is not always to be maintained or emphasized.
According to Bekk. Anecd. Graec. 81, the use of the middle was limited thus: alreiocfas
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Tov dmodidovra, Tov 8¢ p3y dmoddaovra alreiv. But even this does mot always hold good.
It is construed like the active with =/, Matt. xiv. 7, xviii. 19, xxvii. 20, 58 ; Mark vi.
24, x. 38, xi. 24, xv. 6, 43 ; Luke xxiii. 25, 52 ; John xv. 7; Acts xii. 20, xxv. 3, 15;
Eph. iii. 20; 1 John v. 14, 15. Acc. with inf,, Luke xxiii. 23 ; Actsiii. 14. With inf.
following, Acts vii. 46, grijoaro edpelv (Matthine, § 53b; Kriiger, Iv. 4. 1),—a com-
bination explained by the reflective force of the middle. Eph. iii. 13, aitofuas uy
éyxaxeiy év Tals O\ivpeaiv pov Umép dudv, is to be regarded in the same manner as a prayer
of the apostle for himself ; for we are hardly justified in supposing the omission of Juds
as the subject. With Ba following, Col i 9. With two acc, Acts xiii. 28. 7 wapd
Twos, Acts ix, 2. '

AlT9pa, 76, & request, like the German Forderung, in a passive sense, that which-
I have to ask for, from which almais (not in the N, T.; LXX. Judg. viii 24; 1 Kings
ii. 16, 20; Job vi. 8) does not differ; for, as is often the case with verbal subs. in -ous, .
it passes over into the passive meaning. But though alrnois often means the same as
alrnua, almypa never, like alrnous, signifies the act merely of requesting, but always the
subject-matter of request. A¥mois sometimes means the act simply ; cf. Plato, Euth. 14 C :
émamipn almoews xai dgews Geots 7 oowoms dv eln. This fully explains Phil. iv. 6, év
mwavtl ) wpogevyd xal i derjcer perd ebyapiatias Td alripara Hudy yvwpiléclo wpos Tov
Ocov, where the relation between 8énais and almpua involves difficulty if we do not take
almpua strictly in a passive sense, “ what ye have to ask.” The meaning is not that the
aimjpata are to be presented as prayer and request before God in the form of &énaus, but
that they are to be presented uerd evyapiorias. As the emphasis lies upon werd ey,
8égo. and alr. differ respectively as form and subject-matter. Also in Luke xxiii. 24;
1 Jobn v. 15—LXX. Ps. xx. 6, xxxvii. 4="oNvd; 1 Sam. i 17, 27; Esth v. 7;
Ps. ovi. 16 =nbw.

A7 aiTén, to recall, to demand back, of legal exaction of a demand, or of legitimate
claim, of. Deut. xv. 2, dprjoess wav xpéos Bov & dpelhet oL 6 wyalov, kal Tov &dehpov
oov ovk arasTiges. Ver. 3, Tov GA\NOTpiov dmraimigess Saa édv 3 oow map’ atrg. With
two acc., or 71 éx Tewvds, Aesch. Cho. 398. In the N. T. Luke vi. 30, dmwd Tod alpovros Td
od, py) dwaires ; Luke xil 20, Ty Yvxiv gov dmairobow damo god. Cf Wisd. xv. 8, 70
iis Yvxils amairnOels xpéos.— Andoc. p. 126 ; Reisk,, Taira Juds, el pév Bobheabe, airdr
€id¢ uy Bovheale, dmasrd.

’E a7 éw, to claim back, to require something to be delivered up (to re-claim), Diod.
Sic. iv. 79, é&yrer Tov daldadov els Tipwplav. Middle, to re-claim for oneself, cf. airéw.
Luke xxii. 31, 6 catavds éfpmjocaro Vuas, Tob owidoar ds Tov oiTov.

’E 7 a7 éw, urgently to ask, to beg for, Luke xvi. 3, xviii. 35 (Rec. mpocasrav).

Hapa M"éo;uu, active unused ; to try to obtain by asking, to beg a person’s release,
the person addressed being regarded as reluctant, or the thing asked for difficult to obtain.
K
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Xen, Mem. ii. 2. 14, wapaitijoy Tods Oeols oo avyyvduovas elvar. Then to beg to be
excused, to decline, or refuse the thing spoken of Chiefly in later Greek, especially in
Plut., yet also in Herod,, Xen., Dem., and Tragedians. In the N.T. =10 decline, to refuse,
to avoid, with accusative following. Acts xxv. 11, o0 wapatroduar 70 dmwofaveiv; Heb.
xii. 25; 1 Tim. iv. 7, v. 11; 2 Tim. ii. 23; Tit. iii. 10. Cf Polyb. v. 27. 38, 7ods
dpxovras mwapasreioas, “ to decline the summons of the authorities.” Plato, Mor. 206 A,
oyvvaixa mapact., to divorce one’s wife. 'With following u# with the infin., Heb. xii 19.—
To excuse oneself, Luke xiv. 18, 19, &ye ue mapyruévor. Cf. Plut. Mor. 868.

IIpocacTéw, to ask besides, to ask importunately, to beg, John viii. 9; Rec. Mark
X. 46 ; Luke xviii. 35, syn. émasrein.

Hpoca:utijs, & beggar (in later Greek, especially Plut.), Lachm., Tisch., in John
ix. 8 ; Mark x. 46.

A v, dvos, 6, connected with del, aiés, alév, always (not, as in the first edition, with
dw, dnus); hence=duration, Cf. Aristot. de coel. i. 9, 70 qdp Té\os 10 wepiéyorv ToV Tis
éxdarov Lufjs xpdvov, o umliy e katd Pioty, alvw éxdaTov rékMpran Kxatd TOV alTov
8¢ Noyov kal 6 Tod wavros olpavod TéNos xal To Tov wdvTa Xpovov (cf. xpovos 8¢ dpibuds
xwjoews, Id. did.) xal ™y dweplay mtepéyov TéNos alwy éoTiv and Tob del elvar eiAnPpos
T émwmvulay, where the linguistic usage is rightly presented. In early Greek especially,
and still also in the Attic, alw» signifies the duration of human life as limited to a certain
space of time, and this is clearly closely connected with the conception; hence = the
duration of life, course of life, term of life, lifetime, life in its temporal form. So in
Homer, Hesiod, Pindar. Cf. Hom. ii. 24. 725, dvep, d%" aldwos véos diheo, xa8 8¢ peyripmy
Neimess ; Pind. Ol ii. 120, &8axpuw véuovras aidva ; Hom. Il. xvi. 453, avrap émwedy Tov
e My Yy Te xal aiov., Likewise Tragg., Plat., Xen., Herodt., Plut.—Soph. El. 1085,
wdyrhavrov aldva elhov; Plat. Legg. iil. 701 C, xakendv aldva 8udyovras py) Nijfal mwore
raxdy, etc. ; Herodt. iii. 40, olry Siapépew Tov aldva; Xen. Cyrop. ii. 1. 7, &d mavros
Tob aldvos dumyavovvres Buwrebew. Hence explained by Eustath. = 73 uérpov rijs dvfpo-
wivns Swis ; by Hesych., 6 mijs {wils xpovos. From this original limitation of the concep-
tion to human life, it may be explained how it sometimes denotes the space of a human
life, @ human generation (whence, perhaps, the remark of Jerome on Egek. xxvi., that it
means a period of seventy years), so that aiwy denotes an age or generation from the point
of view of duration of time, a8 geved does from that of duration of race; (¢f Luke
xvi. 8 ; Eph. il 7; Col. L 26 ; Eph. iii. 21, els wdoas Tds yeveds 70D aldvos THy, aldvav,
etc.); and hence that it passes over into the more general and wider signification, age.
Diod. iii. 73, & 7 mpérepor aldow ; Dion. Hal. 4. R. i 3, xpovov §mocov &v ¢ Gvmros alow
avréyn ; vils 56,8cas 6 paxpds alow peraBolds Péper.  Accordingly, the expansion of the
conception to time unlimited (eternity a parte ante and a parte post) was easy, for it
simply.involved the abstraction of the idea of limitation, and thus the word came to
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signify unlimited duration. The expressions, éf aidvos, am’ aidvos, eis aldva, &' aldvos
(Arist. de mundo, c. 5, Taira 8¢ wdvra éowev aith (sc. TH v§) mpos dyabod ywdueva T
8’ aidvos cwrnplay mapéyew), belong to later Greek. It is interesting to observe the
connection of the word, as traced by Curtius, 354 sq., with the Sanscrit évas, « course,”
“walk;” in the plural, habit, custom ; Old High German, éwa, “ eternity;” then, in a
derived sense, law, contract, marriage ; see R, v. Raumer, Einwirkung des Christenthums
auf die althochd. Sprache, 1845, p. 329, '

Inasmuch, therefore, as aidv may denote either the duration of a definite space of
time, or the (unending) duration of time in general, both frure and past, according to
the context, it was the proper term far rendering the Hebrew n?ir,——for which the LXX.
use it constantly,—the only distinction being that the Hebrew word meant primarily, a
remote, veiled, undefined, and therefore unlimited time, past or future, and only secondarily,
a definite (especially a future) period whose limits must be ascertained from the context.
Deut. xv. 17, éorac oot oixérns ¢ly Tov aidva ; Isa. xxxii 14, 15, égovras ai xduar omij-
A\aia s Tob aidvos . .. &os dv ENOp éP Uuds wvelpa AP’ Udnhoi; cf. ver. 17, xal
xpatijoes % Sixaoatvn dvdmwavow xal memolbires Ews Tod aidvos ; vid. Lexica, sv. DYY.
Specially often do we find amwo rod aidves, an’ aldves, 8 aldvos, eis Tov aldva, also the
plural eis ToUs aldvaq, which latter use arose probably from the meaning “age,” and
according to Steph. Thes. (Paris ed.), occurs indeed, though very rarely, in classical writers.
Ps. Ixi 5, 1xxvii. 8, u) els Tods aldyas dmdoeras xipios; Dan, ii. 44, vi 26, ete.; mpd
T alovev, Ps. Iv. 20,

The N. T. use of the word is not quite accounted for by a reference to the LXX.;
for they employed it,on the whole, in substantially the same way as the classical writers.
Not only expressions like ¢is Tov aldva, Matt. xxi. 19 ; Mark iii. 29,xi. 14; Johniv. 14,
vi. 51, 58, viii. 85, 51, 52, x. 28, xi. 26, xii. 34, xiii. 8,xiv. 16; 1 Cor. viii. 13; 2 Cor.
ix. 9; Heb. v, 6, vi. 20, vii. 17, 21, 24, 28 ; 1 Pet. i. 25; 1 John ii. 17; 2 John 2; eis
alova,2 Pet. ii. 17 (omitted by Lachm. and Tisch.); Jude 13 ; eis Tov aidva Tod aidvos,
Heb. i. 8, after Ps, xlv. 7; els Tots aldvas, Matt. vi. 13, Rec. text in Luke i. 33 ; Rom.
i 25,ix. 5, xi. 36, xvi. 27 ; 2 Cor. xi. 31 ; Heb. xiii. 8 ; eis wdvTas Tols aidvas, Jude 25 ;
els Tods aldvas Tdv alovwy (the addition of gen. strengthens the idea ; it is a periphrasis
for the superlative, Matthiae, § 430; in the O. T. the sing. els Tov aidva Tol aidvos
only in a few passages, Hebrew ohyb 1pb, 0 ohp), Gal. i 5; Phil iv. 28; 1 Tim. i 17;
2 Tim. iv. 18 ; Heb. xiii. 21; 1 Pet. iv. 11, v. 11; Rev. i 6, 18,iv. 9, 10, v. 13 (14,
Rec. text), vii. 12, x. 6, xi. 15, xiv. 11, xv. 7, xix. 3, xx. 10, xxii. 5; dn’ ai@vos, Luke
i 70; Acts iii. 21, xv. 18; éx Tod aldvos, John ix. 32; dwo Tdv aidvww, Eph. iii 9;
mpo Tév aldvoy, 1 Cor. il 7,—but also others like ¢ aiwy olros, ué\hwv, épyduevos,
éxeivos, avptéhesa Tob aldvos, occur, in which another influence is traceable, namely, a post-
biblical and rabbinical usage, so that we have here an example of School expressions
being adopted into the language of Holy Scripture. In O. T. prophecy occurs occasionally
the expression 8'0X} NX3, Gen, xlix, 1; Num. xxiv. 14; Deut. iv. 30, xxxi, 29 ; Isa.
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il 2 ; Jer. xxiii. 20, xxx. 24, xlviii. 17, xlix. 39 ; Ezek. xxxviii. 16 ; Hos. iii. 5 ; Mic.
iv. 1; owyn nnnR3, Ezek. xxxviil 8, not to signify the latest future, “further than which
the eye cannot penetrate” (Hitzig on Mic. iv. 1); nor “ the end of this world’s history,
which seems to the eye of the speaker to lie at the extreme limit of his horizon ” (Delitzsch
on Heb. i 1); but the last days in general (opp. NX), Eccles. vii 8; Isa xlvi. 10;
Deut. xi. 12 ; not, however, as contrasted with the time of the speaker), the last period of
historical development, vid. Num. xxiv. 14; Deut. iv. 30, xxxi. 29 ; Ezek. xxxviii. 8;
Jer. xxiii. 20, xxx. 24, xlviii. 47, xlix. 39; Hos. iii. 5, in which both the threatened
curses and the Messianic salvation (vid. Isa. ii. 2 ; Mic. iv. 1, etc.) are to be revealed ; in
a word, the time of final decision, the time of settlement ;—hence the term is always taken
by Jewish interpreters (and rightly so) in a Messianic sense. Kimchi on Isa. ii. 2,
Ubicungue leguntur haec verba D™ nMnN3, bt sermo est de dicbus Messiae. (Vid. also
Drechsler, Knobel on Isa. ii. 2; Hengstenberg on Balaam, p. 158 sq., Christology, i
on Mic. iv. 1.) We need not be surprised that the prophets compress much into this
time, for they conceive the history of the final decision as taking place in it.  ¥id. Deut.
iv. 30; Hos. iii. b ; Isa. ii. 2 sq., etc. Possibly, therefore, the occupation of Canaan
described in Gen. xlix. is placed in this time, so far as itis to be regarded as the beginning
of the fulfilment of prophecy, while the actual entrance of the final end into the present
shifts itself further on. The LXX. render this expression by én’ éoydrwv Tdv fjuepdy, ér
éoxdrov, éoxdTe TGV Huepdy, év Tals éoydTais vjuepals (vid. &rxaros); cf. Heb. i. 1, ete.
Chald. = 217 RiD3, X% RID3, post-biblical synagogal = BY¥} ¥p (Delitzsch on Heb. ix. 26),
for which in the N. T. cvwré\eta Tod aidvos, Matt. xiii. 39, 40, 49, xxiv. 3, xxviii. 20 ;
cwwréhewa Tov aldvey, Heb. ix. 26, close of time, of the present development of the world,
of the course of the world; cf. Paul’s words in 1 Cor. x. 11, rafrra 8¢ Témor ovwéBaswov
éxeivors, éypdm 8¢ mpos vovlealay fudv, els ods Té TéAy TdY aldvey xariyricey, as also
70 mw\jpwpa Tob xpovov, in Gal iv. 4. Between Heb., ix. 26, 1 Cor. x. 11, on the one
hand, and Matt. xiii. 39 sq. on the other, there is a difference, so far as the latter marks
the end as still future, whilst the former characteristically describes the present. Looked
at in relation to the past, the Messianic age is the cwwré\eia Tdv alwwvov; considered in
relation to the future, the curréheia Tob aldvos is still to come, in so far as the existing
course of the world has not yet found its final termination. This is clear from the mode
in which the idea suggested by o' mnxa is further carried out. The &ryatac Huépas
give us the view of a future, which owes its entire character to the fulfilment of the
Messianic prophecies,—a future designated X3n ¥y, aldw épxdpevos, péNwy, éxcivos;
whereas the past and present, down to that time, were denoted by Mn D?IV, ailov odros.
The question now is, to which of these times belong the Mg nivt 2 In Schabbath, fol.
63, we read : Dizit R. Chijja, Bar Abba: ommes prophetaec omninoe non sunt vaticinali nisi
de diebus Messiae, sed wan bw% oculus non vidit praeter te, o Deus, Isa. Ixiv. 4. In this
and many other passages, therefore, agreeably to the expression p'w'i.nwny, the time of
the Messiah is reckoned in the nn bhy, like all that is viewed as belonging to the end
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of days. See Bleek on Heb. i. 1. So, ¢g., the resurrection promised in Dan. xii. 2, on
which R. Saadias Gaon, in Emunoth, fol. 36. 1, says regarding those who rise again:
“ God will transfer them from the days of the Messiah to the joys of the wan oby” On
the other hand, however, aidv ué\\wv also is sometimes described as the time of the
Messiah, eg. Targ. on 1 Kings iv. 33 : xmem *nxv avbyn pan wobys, in seculo hoo e in
seculo futuro Messize. Beracoth, cap. 1 (in Lightfoot on Matt. xii. 32): Dicbus vitae tuae
innustur hoc saeculum ; omnibus diebus vitae tuae superinducuntur Dies Messiae. Cf. also
Ochler, art. “ Messias” in Herzog’s Realencyel. ix. 434, who quotes also Tosephot on Bab.
Sanh,, fol. 1105 : “the future world, that is, the days of the Messiah.” Finally, how-
ever, the days of Messiah are elsewhere separated from and placed between the two ages
of the world ;—affirmed by Oehler (in Herzog) to be a modification of the first view,
which may perhaps be described as the one that has at last gained exclusive recognition ;
0 ailov pé\wy would then denote the time of the new world. ’

The expression ¢ alwv o¥ros and ué\hwv then passed over into the N. T., being used
there also in the first instance to distinguish the present from the future which follows on
the final decision, and in which retribution takes place. So in Mark x. 80 ; Luke xviii. 30,
b ovxl py) amwondBy woAhamhaclova &v 7@ yaipd ToUre kal év 7@ aldy 7§ épyouéve Lwiy
aiovwoy. In the parallel passage, Matt. xix. 28, we read, &v T4 malvyyeveoia Srav xabioy
0 vios To avBpdmov éml Opovov déEns adrob ; and in Luke xx. 35, oi 8¢ xatafiwbérres Tod
aidvos éxelvov xal Tis dvacTdaews Tis ék véxpwy Tuyeiv are contrasted with the viois Tod
alwvos Tovrov. ‘O aldv uél., therefore, is the new age of the world that commences with
the palingenesia (cf. Rev. xxii. 5 ; vid. 8. walvyyemesia), and which is inaugurated and
conditioned by the resurrection of the dead—by the second coming of Christ (Matt. xiii.
and xxiv.). Accordingly, aidv ofros embraces the entire period of the world till the
owréea Tod aidvos (in which expression reference to a further future is still wanting),
whose close will be the Té\y Tdv aldvwy, 1 Cor. x. 11 ; cuwréleia Tdév alvvwy, Heb. ix. 26.
We find here aloy used in the plural to denote the past, just as elsewhere for the future
(Eph. iii. 21, els ryeveds Tod aldvos Tév alowvwy ; Heb. xiii. 8, els Tods aibvas), for the purpose
of giving it a more general character,—like xpévoi, eg., in 1 Pet. i. 20; Acts i. 6 ; Lat.
tempora. Riehm (Lehrbegriff des Hebrder-Br. i. 209) thinks that cwwréeia Tév alwvwy, in
Heb. ix. 26, implies that the turning-point of both ages, the alwy wé\lwv, had already
commenced with the first advent of Christ,—in opposition to Heb. i. 6, ii. 5-8, xi. 40 ;
1 Cor. xv. 20-28. Cf. Heb. vi. 5 with iv. 9, 11, x. 35, 36. That expression means,
however, nothing more than én’ éoydrov Tdv uépwy Tovrwy in Heb. i 1 (cf 1 Pet. i. 20) ;
and as the latter is drawn from biblical usage, so the former from that of the Schools and
social life. The final portion of alav o¥ros commenced when Christ appeared ;—é&ryaTor
@y xpovaw, &oy. iuépa, Acts ii. 17; 1 Pet. i 20; Heb. i 1; which last-mentioned
expression is elsewhere limited to the time immediately preceding the wapovsia, 2 Tim.
ifi, 1; cf. 1 Tim. iv. 1; 1 Pet. i. 5. As the aidv ué\\wy derives its moral value from
the decision arrived at in the cwwréleia 7Tob aidvos (Matt. xiii. 39, 40, 49 ; cf. Luke
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xx. 25, of 8¢ rarafiwbévres Tob aildvos éxeivov Tuxeiv), an opposite moral character is
attributed to aldy ofros, as a course of time alienated from the revealed truth of God ;
Matt. xiii. 22, % pépsuva T0d aldvos Totrov (Lachm., Tisch. omit rodrov) quumvéyer Tov
Aoyow, cf. ver. 24 sq., 40 ; Luke xvi. 8, oi viol Tob aidvos TovTov Ppovudrepor Imép Tods
viods Tob Pparos. Stress is laid on this, especially in the Pauline writings, Rom. xii. 2,
u) avaxnuatifeabe @ aldw Tobre, AN perauoppoiiale Tjj dvaxaiviaes Tob vods eis KT ;
2 Tim. iv. 10, éyamijcas Tov viv aldva. Cf Tit. ii. 12, where 4oéBeia and the rxoouwal
émibupias are taken as answering to the viv aldv, Eph. ii. 2, év duapriass mwepiewarijoare
xard Tov aldva Tob Kdouov ToUTov, vid. woopos. Hence Gal L 4, drws éféprar fuas é
70D éveaTdros aldvos wornpod (see concerning this passage, évicmue) ; 1 Cor. ii. 6, codia Tob
aidvos TouTou, opposed to feod; iii. 18, ii. 6, 8, &pxovres Tob aidvos Tovrov; 2 Cor. iv. 4,
0 Oeds Tob alavos TovTov éridrwaey T voljpata TdY GmiaTO, eis TO pY) alydoar ToV PwTic-
pov Tob edayy.; cf. Luke xvi. 8.—Heb. vi. 5 may perhaps also be adduced, xakov yevoa-
pévovs Beod pijpa Suvdpers Te péNhovros gidves; cf. Eph. iii. 30; Heb. vii. 16.—The
expression occurs, besides, in Eph. i 21; 1 Tim. vi, 17; Eph. ii. 7, & 7ol aldow Tois
émepxopévors. Syn. with 6 xaepdq alrros, 0 viv xaipds, 6 xdapes obros, which see. It
does not occur in John's writings, in the Gospel, the Epp., the Rev., nor in James and
Jude. Its use in 2 Pet. iii. 18, adr@ 1 3fa xal vy xai els Huépav aidvos, is peculiar;
see fuépa, Nuépa dmolvtpwaess, gwrypias, xvplov, where the genitive specifies what is
characteristic of the Day,—because it serves to make it manifest, Accordingly, #uépa
aidvos opposed to viv denotes the Day on which eternity will become manifest, and that
in the sense in which the expression is used in Eoclua. xviii. 10, s oTaydv d8ares awo
Oardoons kal Yiipos Eupov, olrars OMiya & év puépg aidvos.

Akin to post-biblical rabbinical usage is also Heb. xi 3, kampricOa: Tois aidvas
pripate Beod, syn. 10 Bhemduevor ; ver. 2, 8 ad xal éwolncev vods aldvas, where ol aldves
= oiyn.  So Wisd. xiil. 9, e ydp Tocobroy loxvoav eidévas va Svevrar oroydcaclar
Tov aldva, Tov ToUTwy SeaméTyy wds Tdywv oby eUpov,—* words. suggested probably by
the Jewish formula with mn phy, and often referring less to the idea of time than to the
totality of that which has outward existence during time—to the world jtself so far as it
moves in time ” (Bleek). So also, though in & somewhat bombastic manner, Delitzsch
says : “ The worlds which constitute the immeasurable contents of immeasurable time,
thus naming pluraliter that which singulariter is called ¢ xdopos” DSy, wpby, in post-
biblical Hebrew, often signifies the world as it presents itself in the course of time, as it
appears to us,—a meaning derived from the import of the word in the School formula above
named, but without further reference to the conception of time. See xdguos. Aidves in
this sense occurs in the N. T. only in the Epistle intended for Jewish-Christians, that to
the Hebrews. Cf. the synonymous expressions ¢ aidw otros and ¢ xdapuos o¥rros.

Aidvios, o, fem. alovla. 2 Thess. ii. 16, mapdaerqoss alwvia; Heb. ix. 12, alwvia
AMrpwos. In the first passage, codices F G read aldwov. Besides also C, 2 Pet. i. 11,
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alwvia Bacikela; B, Acts xiil 48, {w) alwvia. Also in single passages in the classics,
Plat. T¥m. 38 B, alwvla ¢ious, doubtful ; Diod. Sic. 1. 1.  Belonging to the aldv, to time tn
its duration—oconstant, abiding, eternal  Plat. Rep. ii. 363 D, fynoduevos xd\harov
aperijs puolov uébny aidwveov ; Legg. x. 904 A, émedy xareidev fjudv ¢ Bagikeds . . . dva-
Aefpov by ywduevov dAN’ odk aiwwviov Yruxiy xal cdpa ; Philem. 15, éywplofn mpos dpav
Wva aldviov adrov éméyns. Most frequently in biblical and ecclesiastical Greek. LXX.
instead of the subst. 8%. Tn the N. T. mostly conjoined with fwy, fe) aldwios, Matt.
xix. 16, 29, xxv. 46 ; Mark x. 17, 30; Luke x. 25, xviii. 18, 30; Acts xiii. 46, 48 ;
Rom. ii. 7, v. 21, vi. 22,23 ; Gal vi. 8; 1 Tim. i 16, vi 12, 19; Tit. i 2, iii. 7;
Jude 21; John iii. 15, 16, 36, iv. 14, 36, v. 24, 39, vi. 27, 40, 47, 54, 68, x. 28, xii.
25, 50,xvii. 2,83 ; 1 John i 2, ii. 25, iii. 15, v. 11, 13, 20, for which in 1 Tim. vi. 19,
Lachm., Tisch., read 5 Svros funj, answering to {7y eis Tov aldva, opposed to wpdoxaspos ;
2 Cor. iv. 18, 7d ydp Bhemopeva mpdaxaspa, Td 8¢ Y Bhemopeva aiwvia, and, indeed, this
{o) aldvios belongs to the aldw ueAh.; cf Luke xviil 30, 8s odxl p) dmwondBy moAha-
m\aciova & 7§ xaipd Tobre xal &y T¢ aldw 1@ dpyouéve Lwdw aldvov; Mark x. 30;
John xii. 25, 6 uwodv Ty Yuxhy aiTod év TG Kiepp Tovryp els lwiw aldviov Ppundfas
atmjv. In the Gospel and first Epistle of John it occurs only in this connection ; where
{on aidvios is represented as both future (vi. 27, xii. 25, iv, 14, 36) and also for the
most part as already present (John xvii. 3, and the other passages; cf. xi. 26, 27, viil
51); akin is the view contained in Hebrews, according to which the Surdueis pé\rovros
aidvos may be tasted even now. Vid. {wy. Of Weiss, Der Johann Lehrbegr., sec. 1;
opposed to 70 wip T aidviov, Matt. xxv, 41, xviii. 8, Jude 7; xohaces alwvwos, Matt.
xxV. 46 ; 2 Thess. i. 9, \efpos aidwos. Cf. also Mark iii. 29, aldvios kpicis (where
Lachm., Tisch., dudpmypa); Heb. vi. 2, xplua aiwviov. Conjoined with ocwrnpla, Heb.
v. 9; Mrpwais, Heb. ix. 12 ; #\ypovoula, ix. 15 ; Swabiny, xiii. 20 ; 86fa, 2 Tim. ii 10,
1 Pet. v. 10; Bacikela, 2 Pet. i. 11. Aidwos is specially predicated of the saving
blessings of divine revelation, by which is denoted their not belonging to what is transi-
tory ; cf. 2 Cor. v. 1; syn. &pbapros, 1 Pet. i. 23, cf. ver. 25 ; dxardrvros, Heb. vii. 16,
lepeds . . . xatd Stwapw {wijs deataldrov, cf. ver. 17, and ix. 14, 8s &1d mvedparos alwviov
éavrov wpocrjveyrey 75 Oe. The expression, xpovot aidwvior, Rom. xvi. 25, xatd dmwoxd-
Anpw puaTnpiov ypbvos alwviows ceaumpévov, pavepmbévros 8¢ viw ; Tit. i 2, fw (sc. Sy
aldviov) émmpyyelhaTo o Oeds pd xpovwy aloviwy; 2 Tim. i 9, xkard xdpw Ty dofeicav
iy év Xpiore "Inaod mpd xpovwv aloviwy, is meant to embrace all the periods hitherto
expired, all belonging to the aldy a parte ante, like an’ aldves, Luke i, 70, Acts iii. 21, or
Col i. 26 (coll. Rom. xvi. 25), 70 pvoripiov 19 dwoxexpuppévoy awd Tév aldvey xai dmd
76 ryevedv, vuvl 8¢ épavepwdy. On 2 Tim. i 9, cf. Eph. i. 4, 11; 1 Pet.—Further, Rom.
xvi. 26; 3 Cor. iv. 17, v. 1; 1 Tim. vi. 16 ; Rev. xiv. 6.

A koNov0éw, from kérevlos, a going, journey, path, way (perhaps connected with
the German gleiten, “ to glide or slide,” which is not to be confounded with the compound
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geleiten, whence Begleiter) ; axohovfos, “ attendant” (a copulative), accordingly = to be an
attendant, to accompany, to go with or follow, as brothers in arms (Xen. Hell. v. 8. 26 and
often, parallel to aUuuayos elvac), as soldiers, in contrast with mohepapyeiv, as servants (Plut.
Ale. 3); cf Matt. xxvii. 55, alrives fixonovdngay 19 'Incob awd tijs Tadhalas, Saxov-
obogac alr@. John xii. 26, v éuol Tis Suanovi), éuol drolovleirw. Opposed to mpodyew,
Matt. xxi. 9, Mark xi. 9 ; syoduas, &pxopas, Plat. Rep. v. 474 C; Plut. Publ. e Sol. 3 ;
Moral, 1008 B. (1) Literally, to accompany, follow, follow after, Matt. iv. 20, 22, 25,
and often in the evv., Acts, and Rev. On 1 Cor. x. 4, mvevpaticy axolovboiica mérpa,
see wvevuaticos. Construed with the dative; also merd Twos = to accompany, go with,
Luke ix. 49, Rev. vi. 8, xiv. 13,~—a combination not sanctioned by Phrynichus, though
vindicated by Lobeck, Phryn. 353 sq., and confirmed by examples from Demosth., Isoc.,
and others ; émloe Twos, Matt. x. 38, Mark viii. 34 ; cf. 1 Kings xix. 20 ; Isa. xlv. 14.
Also with reference to time, to follow thereupon, Rev. xiv. 8, 9. Cf. Ecclus. Prolog.,
mOAAGY xal peydAov fulv 814 Tob vopov kal Téw WpodnTéy Kral TGV ENNwv KaT adTols
HrohovBnriraw SeSouévey ; Strabo, iii. 165 ; Theophr. De caus. plant. iv. 11.9. Cf. 2 Mace.
iv. 17, Tadra 6 dxdrovfos xaspds Sy\daes ; 8 Esdr. viil. 16, ra Todros drohovfa ; Dem.
c. Phil. 51, 8¢t Tods dpfiss moNéugp ypouévovs odx drolovlelw Tois mpdypaaw, GAN airols
éumpoclev elvas Tév mpaypdTov. In this passage it is used (2) figuratively, of spiritual
or moral relations : to follow whither one s told, to obey. So often in classical Greek, eg.
Andoc. ¢. Ale. xxxi. 35, odx alrds Tols wopois Tols Tis Wolews, GAN' Uuds Tois adrod
Tpomoss axohovlely afidv ; 2 Mace. viii. 36, 8id 70 dxolovleiv Tols Um’ alTod mwporerary-
pévoss wvopois; Marc. Ant. vil 31, ’Arohodbnoov fe@. In Demosth. and Polyb., Tois
Kapois arohovOely, to serve the time, to act according to circumstances. (The passage cited
by Pape from Thue. iii. 38, d¢. 75 ywdup, is perhaps wrongly explained, for 74 yveup
here is the dat. instr. ; of. K. W. Kriiger 4n loc.) Akin is the usage of the Gospels and
Rev. xiv. 4, with reference to the scholars and disciples of Christ, not, however, because in
ancient times instruction was given ambulando, as is stated in all lexicons hitherto without
any confirmatory examples. The only place in ante-Christian Greek where the word is thus
used, is 1 Kings xix. 20, of the relation of Elisha to Elijah. The remembrance.of this
fact as it stands makes the representation significantly expressive. Distinguishing
between the occasional and temporary following of Jesus by the &yAo¢ moAhol, Matt. iv.
25, viii, 1, and the following Him to which Jesus calls individuals (Matt. ix. 9, xix. 21)
or people generally (Matt. x. 38, xvi. 24 ; John viii. 12, xii. 26), or which was under-
taken by individuals (Matt. viii. 19 ; Luke ix. 57, 61),—this much, in the first place, is
clear, that it denotes an abiding fellowship with Jesus, not only for the sake of learning,
as a scholar from his teacher (Matt. viii. 19, 8i3darake, dxorovOrice cos, Smov &dv dmépxy),
but for the sake of the salvation known or looked for, which presented itself in this
fellowship ; cf. Luke ix. 62, oddels émBakdw m™w yeipa alrod ém’ dporpov, rai BAémwv.
els 1d dmlow, ebferds éorw i Lacikela Tob feot ; Matt. xix. 231, Sefpo drxoroddes por, in
answer to the question of ver. 16, 7( dyafdv wovjow, a éxyw {wiy aldvwov; cf. what is



*ArxohovBéo 81 ' Axorovléw

added in Mark x. 21, &eis Onoavpdv év olpave ; Matt. xix. 27, idod, jueis ddrjrapey
wdvra, kal Hrolovbioapéy gov Tl &pa &orac Huiv ; Matt. x. 38, & ob NauBdver TV
oTavpdy avrob Kal drxodovlel omicw pov, ovk EaTiv pov &fios; Matt. viii 22, dxo-
Novles poe, kal dPes Tovs vexkpovs Odyrar Tods éavTdv vexpois. Hence also the
necessity of wdvra adiévar for the sake of fellowship with Jesus, Matt. ix. 9, xix. 21, 27,
28; Mark ii. 14, x. 21, 28 ; Luke v. 11, 27, 28, xviii. 22, 28 (cf. Phil. iii. 7 sqq.). For
this very reason, following Jesus implies a trustful and hopeful cleaving to Him, following
His guidance, as is particularly clear from John viii. 12, 6 drohovddv éuol, o0 py mepi-
wavijoy év i oxotlg, AN e T das Tis {wiis; John x. 4, 7 mpoPara adTP drorovlei,
ore oldagw Ty Pwriy abrod ; ver. 5, dANotply 8¢ ob ui) drohotfncovow, dGAAR dedEovras
an’ adrod ; x. 27,28, 14 mpiBata Td éud Ths Pwvis pov droder Kdy®d ywdokw adTd xal
axohovlotoly poi xdyed Loy aidvioy Sldwue adrois. Cf Johnm i 87, 38, 41, 44. The
first thing involved in following Jesus is accordingly a cleaving to Him in believing trust
and obedience. Those cleaving to Him also follow His lead, act according to His
example ; and this is the next thing included, as is mainly evident from the stress laid by
Jesus upon the need of self-denial, and fellowship in the cross, in His followers ; cf. Matt.
viii. 19 with ver. 20, ai d\@mexes pwleods Eyovaw . . . 6 8¢ vids Tob dvbp. ok Eyes, oD
Thv kepalyy kNvy. Mark viii. 34, and parallels, 8oris Oéhes dmlow pov drorovleiv, dmap-
vodalo éavrov kal dpdtw TOV oTavpdy avred xal drolovlelrw poi, where the twice-
repeated dxolovfeiv (in Matthew and Luke (the first passage) the words are added, émricw
pov dpxerbar) manifestly divides itself, the first =to cleave trustfully and believingly to
Christ ; the second =to follow His lead and example. Matt. x. 38. Cf. John xiii. 36,
Smov Imdyw ob Svasal pov viv axoovdijcas, arxorovijaess 8¢ UoTepoy ; John xii. 26, éav
éuol Tis Siaxovf), éuol drorovdeirw, cf. with ver. 25. Thus following Jesus denotes a
Sellowship of faith as well as a fellowship of life, i.e. of suffering with Him ; and if, in the
Gospels especially, fellowship of life seems the element mainly dwelt upon, it is because
true cleaving to Jesus was quite impossible without this outward fellowship; and almost
always in the synoptical Gospels this outward adhesion to Jesus is the visible act whereby
following Him became known ; cf. Matt. viii. 19, ix. 9, xix. 21, etc. But as the outward
life and experience of Jesus was the embodiment of His inner nature, and of the relation
subsisting between Him and the world, outward fellowship with Him could not continue
without inner moral and spiritual fellowship, without a life resembling His, in a self-
denying sharing of His cross. It is, however, an error in Patristic exegesis, continued
down to Thomas & Kempis and onwards, to represent self-denial and sharing of the cross
as the one and only element in following Jesus ; for thus, the first and main element, fellow-
ship of faith, is sometimes put in the background, and sometimes utterly excluded from its
due place.—It is further to be observed, that, with the exception of Matt. x. 38 and parallels,
including xvi. 24, the dxohovfeiv adrg everywhere in the synoptical Gospels expresses
and includes outward adhesion to Jesus; but in St. John's Gospel (except i. 37-41) the
expression appears only in viil. 12, x. 4, 5, 27, xii. 26, as an independent conception,
L
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apart from any outward actor momentary circumstances of time and place which union
with Jesus might involve. In the Acts and Epistles the expression does not once occur;
but it is one of those inimitably fine and delicate indications of the coincidence between
the Gospel of John and the Revelation, that it reappears in Rev. xiv. 4, oi dxohovBoivres
T® dpvie.

'dxovo, to hear. Construed with the genitive, and with the accusative. The
former denotes the sensational perception, the accus. expresses the thing perceived.
Cf John v. 24, 25, viil. 47, ix. 27, x. 3, 8, 27, and elsewhere.

'Axor I Active. (1) Hearing as a sense and organ, Matt. xiii. 14, Acts xxviii. 26,
drojj drovoere; 2 Tim. iv. 3, 4, Heb. v. 11, 2 Pet. ii. 8, SAéupats xal drxoj. 1 Cor.
xii. 17, conjoined with é¢pfaruds and Soppnoes. When it denotes the organ, usually in
the plural, Mark vii. 35; Luke vii. 1; Acts xvii. 20; Heb. v. 11. (2) Hearing, e.g.
érofis dkuwos, Plat., etc.—II. Passive. What s heard, what has got abroad, news, fama ;
specially, tradition, particularly in Plat., eg. T%m. 20 C, 6 & odw sjuiv Noyov elonyioaro éx
malaids droijs ; 21 A, xatd Ty Johwvos dxoiv ; 23 D, axoyw wapadéyesfac. Also Thue.,
Paus. So LXX. =NV, 1 Sam. ii. 26, ook dyaly % deod, v éyd drodw ; 2 Sam. xiii
30 (al. dyyerla), Ps. cxii. 7, dxoy mowmpd. With the genitive dwod) Twds, what one
hears said about any one, Matt. iv. 24, xiv. 1, Mark i. 28, xiii. 7 ; Gal iii. 2, 5, 3 d«op
wrlorews, what is heard (said) of the faith. With the genitive of the subject, John xii. 38,
Rom. x. 16, ) droy) +judv, the news that we have heard; cf Obad. 1; Jer. xlix. 14.
Now mnpw denotes that which is given to be heard, the message, Isa. xxviii. 9, 19, xxxvii.
7, lii. 7, edayyehilecOac drotw eipijvms ; LXX. elsewhere = dyyehia, and so also Isa.
liii. 1. Now, as this passage is quoted in Rom. x. 16, we can scarcely take ver. 17, &pa
9 wlovis & axoils, 1) 8¢ axoy did priparos Beod, to mean the actus audiends; cf. Num.
xxiv. 4; axor) signifies, therefore, the message heard, the communication received ; pijpa, the
word containing the message. So also Heb. iv. 2, ¢ Adyos Tijs dwofjs; Ecclus. xli. 23 ;
1 Thess. ii. 13, mapakaBovres Noyov drofjs, which passages show at the same time that
axor) is term. techn. for the proclamation of redemption (cf. Isa. liii 1, xxviii 9 ; Jer.
xlix. 14, “ what the prophet has heard from Jehovah, and causes the people to hear;”
as Delitzsch explains, in order to account for the passive import of dxos, which in his
opinion cannot be satisfactorily proved by classical usage. But see above). Syn. xijpvyua,
—the latter in view of the xnpiaaorres, the former in view of the dxodoavras, and, indeed,
probably of such as are mentioned in Heb. ii. 3 and in iv. 2; so that this usage held a
middle place between the Hebrew mynwoif and the axor) of classical Greek. Cf., however,
Ecclus. xli. 23. .

Hapacor (from mapaxodew, in the sense of not to hear, not obeying, only in Matt.
xviii, 17) = disobedience, used only by later and by ecclesiastical writers. (Otherwise =
what s heard amiss.) Syn. mapdBacis, Heb. ii. 2, opp. vmaxosf, Rom. v. 19, 2 Cor.
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x. 16. It corresponds to the Hebrew *W; cf. 1 Sam. xv. 23 ; Deut. xxxi. 27 ; Ezek. ii
5, 8, xii. 2, 3, 9; Num. xvii. 25, ete. ; by the LXX. rendered dmefijs, ddixla, dvrihoyia
(rebellion), etc., and denotes, like the last-mentioned word, rebellious conduct towards the
revealed will of God ; cf. the contrast between imwaxo and duapria in Rom. vi. 16, v. 19,
so far as that had not been done which duty to God required ; cf. sbid. did Tis Imaxois . . .
8lkacos. Heb. ii. 2, disobedience, so far as it is disregard of the law; wvid. ver. 8, 2 Cor.
x. 6, opposed to the imaxoy Tob Xpiorod ; vid. imraro.

‘Pmrarxovw tolisten to something, to hearken, Acts xii. 13 ; mostly = to obey, give
heed, follow, yield, of servants, soldiers, pupils; frequent in Plat., Thuc., Xen. ; Matt. viii.
27; Mark i. 27, iv. 41 ; Luke viii. 25, xvii. 6; Eph. vi. 1, 5; Col iii. 20, 22; 1 Pet.
iil. 6 ; Rom. vi. 16, Sodhol éore ¢ Imaxodere ; ver. 17, Imyroloate . . . eis dv mwapedoOnre
romov 8idayis ; Rom. .vi 12, Umr. 7als émibuulais. Then of the manifestation of faith, so
far as it consists in the humble acceptance of the gospel message ; c¢f Rom. vi. 17 ; x. 16,
ob wdyres Umijrovoay TH evaryyeMy ; cf. ibid. Tl émwlotevaev Th drofj Nudv; both with
specification of the object ; 2 Thess. i. 8, 7 edayyellp ; iil. 14, 76 Noyp ; Acts vi. 7, 7
wiotes (vid. wiotes) ; cf. Heb. v. 9, 7@ Xpiord; xi. 8, wlores xalovuevos *ABp. dmijxovaey
éfenfeiv, as also alone to denote the continuous subjection of faith under the preached
word, the keeping of the word in believing obedience ; so in Phil. ii. 12, xafas wdvrore
imrnxovoate . . . petd PpoBov xal Tpopov T éavrdv cwrnplav xatepydlesle, cf. 2 Cor.
vil. 15.

‘Pmwijxoos, heedful of, obedient to, the will of God, Acts vii. 39. Like {mwarxodew,
of the obedience required in believers, 2 Cor. ii. 9, &ypayra, Wa ywd Ty Soxeuly Dpdv, €
els wdvra Umijkool éore. Of Christ, Phil. ii. 8, éramelvwoer éavrov yevduevos tnmijroos péxpe
Oavdrov, to be explained probably of the obedience to the law, which he, ds dvfpwmos,
had to render, cf. Gal. iv. 4, Heb. v. 8 (see Sodhos), and only with more remote reference
to John x. 18, ratryy Ty évroryy EnaBov wapd Tod mwaTpds pov.

‘T 7 a x 01), obedience, unknown in classical Greek ; in LXX. only in 2 Sam. xxii. 36 ;
N. T., and ecclesiastical writers. (1) In general = obedience, Rom. vi. 16, ¢ wapiordvere
éavrdds dothovs els Umaxony. Elsewhere always (2) in a special sense of obedience to God’s
will, of willing subjection to that which, in the sphere of divine revelation, is right, as
immediately after, ibid. Sobhol éaTe @ Umaxotere, fjror duaprias els Odvarov, 4 dwarods els
Sikasocvnyyr. So in Rom. v. 19, 8w vfis Umaxofis .. . dlkawos xaracrabijcovras. In
Heb. v. 8, of Christ, &ualev 4¢’ dv émabev ™y Imarorfy. (3) More specially still of sub-
jeotion to the saving will of God, revealed in Christ, dmraxoy Tijs dAnbelas, 1 Pet. i 22;
vid, d\)0. ; Sraxon mlorews, Rom. i. 5, xvi. 26 ; cf. Acts vi 7, Imijrovov 1§ wlorer; 2 Cor.
x. 5, imaxoy Tob Xpiorod. Also standing alone, as a mode of the manifestation of Christian
faith, Rom. xv. 18; xvi. 19, 9 4dp dudv Umarxor) eis wdvras ddirero; 2 Cor. vii. 15,
x. 6, 8rav m™Anpwlij Dudv % vmaron. Philem. 21; 1 Pet. i. 2, 14, Téxva Imarois.
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AN 045, &, gen. éos, adv. aAnfds, true, from Ajfw, Aavfdve, therefore primarily =
- umeoncealed, unkidden, manifest ; cf. Matt. xxvi. 73, dM0ds xal od éf alraw €l, xal yap
7 Nalla 8jAov ge mwoiei, hence = real, actual. Vid. Acts xii. 9, odk #8e §1¢ aAybés éarev
70 ywdpevov Umd Tod dryyélov, éoxer 8¢ Spapa BNémew ; cf. ver. 11, viv olda a\nfds §rs
ékaméareinev xVpros Tov &ryyehov adrod. That, therefore, is dAyfés whose appearance is
not mere show : that which is the reality it appears to be, 1 Pet. v. 12, émuaprvpdv Tatmw
elvas aGAn07 xdpww Tob Oeod, els Ay éomirate, real grace of God (Bengel: alteram mon esse
expectandam) ; 1 John ii. 27, ds 70 adrod xplopa Siddares uds mept wdvrov, xal arylés
doTw, kal ovx EoTw ebdos, 80 1t 18 in reality, vdos = deception, lie. (The neuter in
classical Greek, especially since Herod., as an adv.) 1 John ii. 8, § éorww aM0és év adrd
xal év vpiv, according to Huther = actually realized ; better merely = actual, manifest. In
John vi. 55 it makes no difference whether we read aan@ys Bpdois, moaes, or dAnbas :
it is actual food, food which shows itself to be such, or is really food. ’'AMpfris always
says emphatically that something is what it professes to be, and as it professes to be.

Thus @\pfs designates the object of a statement or testimony as conformable to the
reality, as not disguising the reality. So in John iv. 18, Toiro dAnfés elpnras; John
x. 41, wdvra 8ga elmev "Iwdvvns mepl Tovrov dMfi fv. The witness itself, 4 paprupla,
is in this case dAfuws, coincident with the reality. Cf. John xix. 35, dAnbu) adrod dorly
1) paprupla, xdxeivos oldev 8re aMnbf) Néye. When not unfrequently the witness itself
is designated dAqfijs, it is owing to a weakened use of d@Mfsjs in the sense of dAqfiwds,
as is clear from classical Greek and the LXX. Cf. Herod. v. 41. 1, &\n0éi Moy mrvBduevos,
for which we find in vi. 68, 6pfp Noye ; Plato, De Rep. i. 330 E, dApleis udbor. Still it
is possible, cf. John xix. 35, that in the passages cited it is intended to lay stress upon
the fact that the witness is really a witness—that which deserves the name, and which
may fairly claim the authority and value of a witness, John v. 31, 32, viii. 13, 14, 17,
xxi. 24; 3 John12; Titus i. 13. Cf 2 Pet. ii. 22, a\nfys wapouia ; Soph. 4j. 664, aAN’
&1’ aAnys 7 Bpordwv mapoyula. In John viii. 16, the Received text has % xploes 1 éun
a\ybijs éorw, where Lachm. Tisch. read dA7fuws. The latter reading appears more suit-
able to the context (§r¢ udvos ovk elul x.T.\). But dAqfifs also gives a good sense, so far as
Christ’s judgment, in contrast with that previously mentioned, Juels xard v odpra
xplvere, appears as unassailable = my judgment answers to its tdea, is dnOis, syn. Slracos ;
cf. John vii. 18; Rom. i 18, ii. 8; 1 Cor. xiii. 16; 2 Thess. ii. 10, 12 ; cf. John vii. 24,
p) aplvere xat’ Sriw, GANR Ty Sikalay xpiow xplvate. Slkaios =what is as it ought to
be—normal ; annbis, what is as it pretends or claims to be. Cf. Thuc. iii. 56, e yap 7
avrika xpnolup dudv Te Kal érelvov moheplas 16 Sixawov Mireabe, Tod uév dpboi Ppaveiole
odx dbeis xpital Svres; Plat. Conviv. 212 A, tlerew odx eldwla dpetis . . . GAN’ dAnli ;
bid. dpery) dAnbis, and often; Eur. Or. 414, dApfys & é& pirovs Epur Pios. Hence 70
dN\nlés, T dAnbA, the true, in opposition to all pretence and hypocrisy. Phil. iv. 8, 8ca éoriv
a\ 03, 8oa cepva KT,

Of persons, according to the nature of the case only seldom, and usually only when
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something predicated concerning them has to be ratified, as e.g. aAnbns $idos ; cf. Wisd. xii.
27, 8v wd\as fpvodvro eldévar Oedv éméyvwaav dAnbij. Wisd. i 6. Then also= sincere,
open; cf. Wisd. vi. 17, 1 d\pfeardry waideias émbupla ; he who is as he professes to be, e.g.
Hom. I1. xii. 433, yvvy) d\nbijs = a guileless, pure, and true wife. Hence opposed to wAdvos =
one who does not deceive, nor awaken false impressions, whether in relation to himself or
another object; cf. 2 Cor. vi. 8, &5 mAdvor kal dAnfels; Matt. xxii. 16 ; Mark xii. 14,
oidauev 81 dAdis €l xal ™y 686w Tob Oeod v dAnfela Siddaxeis; cf. Luke xx. 21, oldauev
oplis Néyews xal 8iddareis xkal ov MauBdvers mwpéowmwov. Hence also syn. Sleatos
opposed to &8uwcos, John vii. 18, 0 ¢’ éavrod Naldv, v Sofav Ty dlav yTet ¢ 8¢ InTdw
™ 36Eav Tob méuyravros adrov, odros dAnbis éoTw, kal ddwcia év alrd ol &sTw. Of
God, 6 feds dAnbijs éorw, John iii. 33 ; Rom. iil 4, He is as He reveals Himself. Cf. Eur.
Ion. 1537, 6 Oeos dAbijs, ob udrmv pavreverar; Plat. Pol. 382 E, Koudij dpa 6 Oeds
am\ody xal d\plijs, & Te Epyw xal év Noye, xal olre abros ueblotatas, obre dAlovs
éamarg KT\

The fundamental idea of the corresponding Hebrew word is different. LXX. danfis
= MY, Deut. xiii. 14 ; 2 Chron. xxxi. 20; Tisch., 76 xaldv xal 6 ebbés, al. dAnbés, Heb.
npxm M iwd.—Deut. xvii. 4, dAn0ds yéyove 70 pijua; Prov. xxii 21, diddokw odv e
@\07 Néyov (so frequently in Plat., eg. Phaedr. 270 C, Gorg. 508 B); Isa. xlii. 3, els
d\nbi éfoloes xplow; Tisch. els dMjfeiav; cf. John vii. 24; Matt. xii. 20, els vixos;
Isa. xliii. 9, elmdrowcay ary0i}.—i2), Gen. xli. 32, aMyfés &orac 10 pipa 76 wapd Tob Oeod.
To the fundamental idea of firm, sure, that is, reliable, d\nfivés would correspond better;
as a general rule, also, it is employed to render it, along with msrds, didmioros, and
similar words.—So far as we can ascertain, d\nfijs is only used where classical writers
would have used it, so that its meaning has not been expanded by the Hebrew idea.

The adv. dAn0as, really, with reference to a predicate noun, Matt. xiv. 33, xxvi. 73,
xxvil 54; Mark xiv. 70, xv. 39; John i 48, iv. 42, vi 14, 55 (al. dAqbfis), vii. 26
(Rec.), vii. 40, viii. 31 ; 1 Thess. ii. 13. To a verb, 1 Jobn ii 5, anmldés év Tobre
% drydmn Tod Geod TeTeNelwTar ; Acts xii. 11, viv olda dMpféds (cf. Luke xxiii. 47, Svros,
with Matt. xxvii. 54); cf. ver. 9 ; John vii. 26, wimore aAnbds Eyvwaay = can they really
have recognised? Jobn xvii. 8. In Luke (Luke ix. 27, xii. 44, xxi 3, dAfds Aéyw
Oudv) it is the Greek expression for the common affirmative formula, dusy Myw iuiy,
which refers to the entire statement. Cf. Mark xii. 43 ; Matt. xxiv. 47, xvi. 28,

AN 0uviés, 1, év, real, genuine; cf Kriiger, § xli. 11. 19, “ The endings wés and
ewds denote that the quality, as a fundamental idea, exists in abundance, wedivos, dpewds.”
Accordingly, aA@wés is related to dApfifs as form to contents or substance; dMyfis
denotes the reality of the thing; dAnfwés defines the relation of the conception to the
thing to which it corresponds = genuine. (1) = genuinus, legitimus. Plat. Rep. vi. 499 C,
dAnbwiis pikogodlas aAnbuwés Epws; Theaet. 176 C, codla xal dpers) dMburi. Of genuine
materials, as silver, colour, etc., Xen. Oec. x. 3. So John i 9; 1 John ii. 8, 7 ¢ds 70
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aMpfuwév ; John iv. 23, oi dApfwol mwpookuvnral ; Vi. 32, 6 dpros 6 aAnfuwds; John xvii. 3,
0 povos aAnOwos Oeés; cf. 1 John v. 20. On the contrary, ¢ Oeds dAnfys éorw, God—
t.e. He who is already recognised, known as God—is as He reveals Himself. 1 Thess.i. 9,
Oep Lovre ral dAnbive, as Lachm. reads in Heb. ix. 14, according to Cod. A.—Heb. viii. 2,
This oxquis Ths aApluwiis; ix. 24, dvrérvma Tév aMOwdy; John xv. 1, % dumwehos %
amluw; cf. Jer. ii. 21. Then (2) = reliable, that which does not deceive, which bears
testing, ¢.g. Xen. Anad. i. 9. 17, orparedpari GAy0wd éypricaro, kai ydp aTpatiyol Kal
Aoyaryol ob ypnudrov &vexa mwpds éxcivoy Emhevoav, AN’ émel Eyvwoav xepdaledrrepov elvas
Kipp rards melfapyelv # 10 xard uiva xépdos; Luke xvi. 11, 70 d\nfwiv, opp. 76
a8lxe pappwvd, which is not as it ought to be, which does not correspond to the require-
ments made of it, to the 8(xn. The main idea is, ver. 1, 7d dwdpyovra ; hence T6 aApfuviv,
the genuine reliable possession (cf. ver. 12 ; Heb. x. 34, ™y dpmayiy tédv Imwapydvraov tudy
. .. wpocedéfaate, yidoxovres Exew éavrols kpelrrova Umapkiw kal pévovoav). Plat. Rep.
vii. 522 A, do0i uvfwdess Tdv Abyow xal 8oos EAnlOuvwrepos jaav. So John iv. 37, 6 Aoyos
6 dMOwos ; Rev. xix. 9, xxii. 6 ; John xix. 35, &\l adrod éoriv % paprvpla, Kixeivos
oldev 8ri annbi Néyer. Syn. dixasos, Rev. xv. 3, dikaias xal é\pfwal ai 6dol gov; xvi. 7,
xix. 2, ai kploess aov = according to truth,—the truth considered as an objective norm,—
full of truth ; whereas in the case of dAyfys, the subject of which it is predicated, or that
which the subj. represents, the reality in question, is itself the norm. Sometimes this
distinction is less clear, according to the subject, eg. dAnfys mapowula, 2 Pet. ii. 22 ;
6 Noyos 6 drqfwos, John iv. 37.—Syn. mioros, Rev. xxi. 5, xxii 6, iii. 14, xix. 11.
Conjoined with &ysos, Rev. iii. 7, vi. 10. LXX,, see aAyfis.

’AN1}0ea, as, 1, truth, as the unveiled reality lying at the basis of, and agreeing
with, an appearance ; the manifested, veritable essence of a matter; accordingly, further,
the reality appertaining to an appearance or manifestation ; vid. aanfijs. Plat. Phaed.
99 E, &ofe &1 poc xpivas els Tods Moryovs kataduyovra év éxelvois oxomel Tov Svrav TV
a\fecav, in order that it may not happem to him, as to those who look at the sun and
injure their eyes, éav w7y év ¥dar 4} Tewe TooUTY TrOTBYTAL THY elxdva alrod.—Rom. i. 25,
pemiMafay Ty dMjfeay Tob Oeod év TG Yrebder; cf. ver. 19, T0 yvwaTov Tod Oeod pavepdv
éorw év alrois ..\ ; hence = the manifest, real essence of God.—Od. xi. 506, 507,
abrap To. waidos ye NeowroNépow ¢ilowo micav dAnbelpy upvbijoopas, ds pe reledes;
Plat. Phaed. 275 B, godlas Tols pabnrais 8ofav odx &\ijleiav mopiteis ; Palaeph. de tncred.
iv. 2, % dMjlewa 718e =1res ita se habet. So also in the adverbial combinations, T dAnfeia,
én’ anlelas, per’ arnbelas, ete. = re vera, actually, really, in very deed ; Plat. Prot. 339 D,
avdpa ayabov yevéolOar dAnbelg; Rep. 426 D, 8aoc olovrar Tj arnbels moliticol elvas.
"AMjf. accordingly denotes the reality lying or clearly to be laid before our eyes, as
opposed to a mere appearance, without reality; the reality, so far as an appearance or
setting forth thereof is in question. Plat. Phaed. 65 B, dpa &yer dMjfeav Tiva Syris e
kal droy Tois dvfpimows; Mark v. 33, elmev adr mioav Ty dA.; Acts xxvi. 25, od
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palvopar, AN &\nbelas xal cwppooivs pipata dmodpBéyyouas ; John v. 33, uepapripneey
T) &\, xvi. 7; Rom. ix. 1; 2 Cor. xii. 6; Eph. iv. 25; 1 Tim. ii. 7.—énr’ d\pbelas =
tn very deed, evidently, veritably; Acts iv. 27, x. 34; Luke xxii. 59; John xvii. 19,
sysacpuévor év aX., in which passage, however, aA0. is more precisely defined by the con-
nection, vid. ¢nfra, Col i. 6; 1 John iii. 18, uy) dyawduer Noye, umdé T4 yAdooy, dAN
év &pyp xal dMnlels. T Noyp and 7§ d\nlels are frequently contrasted in classical
Greek ; so0 also Adyw and &pye, especially in Plato; in the poets, yMdoga and épyov ; vid.
Ast, Lex. Plat. sv. aMjfeia, Moyos, and Diisterdieck n loc. ‘Ayawiv &y d\., really, truly
to love, with a love which s veritably love, 2 John 1; 3 John 1. Then = corresponding to
the truth, the reality, Rom. ii. 2, 70 xpiua Tod Oeod éorly xatd dNijfeciav éml Tods w7\
So, where it refers to the object of the verb, as in Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 27, 7& dvra Supyfoouas
per’ annbelas (cf. supra, Plat. Phaed. 99 E); 2 Cor. vii. 14, ds wdvra év éMbelg éani-
gapey Yu, odros kal 3 kavxnaws judv 9 éwi Tirov é\jfea éyanifn; Matt. xxii. 16, év
d\.; Mark xii. 14; Luke xx. 21, én’ dM\pfeias diddoxers; Mark xii. 32, én’ &, elmas;
Luke iv. 25, én’ a\. Néyw; Phil. i. 18, elre mpopdoe. elre arnfela Xpiorés xararyyén-
Aetas.

As @\nbis means really, corresponding to the reality, syn. Slkaios, normal, corresponding
to the requirements, so does a\jfeia also denote the ¢ruth, not merely as the representation
of that which is, but as the representation, realization, of that whick ought to be, which alone
has a right to be, and to appear. So Xen. Anab.ii. 6. 25, Tois & oaloss (opp. émidprots) ral
dNjlesav daxovoiw (opp. adlkois); 26, aydAherar éml OeogeBeia xal arnbela xal Swcaiornre.
So also in the N. T., especially in St. Paul’s writings ; Rom. i. 18, dséBeia xal ddiwxia
avlpimov Tdv ™ &\jfeav év adikla katexovTwy ; ii. 8, Tois amefodow pév T A\, webo-
pévoss 8¢ T ddwcla. The same combination occurs in Gal v: 7 (iii. 1, Rec. text), where,
however, as in most of the passages to be adduced, aA\yf. is more precisely defined in
accordance with the peculiar import to which we shall refer below ; cf. 2 Thess. ii. 10, 12;
1 Cor. xiii. 6, ob yalpe: éml T adicly, cvyxalpes 8¢ 1h &N ; v. 8, undé & Liuy xaxias xal
mwovmplas, AN’ év aliuois eiMikpivelas xal dN; 2 Cor. xi. 10; 1 Pet. i 22, ras Yuyds
syvucotes év T dmaxol Tis &N ; Jas. v. 19, mhavdglar dmd Tis dh. Hence combined
Swearoatvm k. é\., Eph. v. 9 ; cf.iv. 24, 10v xata Oeov xTicOévra év Sikatoaivy xai oaudTyTL
Tis d\., in contrast with ver. 22, Tov Ppfecpouevor vatd Tas émilbuplas Tis dwdrys; vi. 14,
wepllwoduevor ™v dodv év d\h., xal évdvaduevor Tov Odpaxa Tijs Six. If Swxaiooivm
designates the state, which formally corresponds to the claims of justice, and, indeed, in
the first instance negatively, freedom from guilt (vid. Sicacootvm), GAnlela expresses the
positive side, and denotes the realization of that which alone ought to be and can abide,
— the contents, as it were, of Swcatootvy. Cf John iii. 21; 1 John i. 6 ; and Rom.ii. 2.
—In Pilate’s question, 7{ éorww @A (John xviii 38), aM0. signifies that which really
is and abides, which therefore has validity, and not merely a show of existence. ’AN7f.
has the same force as used by our Lord, ver. 37, uaprvprjow T d\nlela . . . mas 6 dv éx
Tijs &\, “whose characteristic it is to let himself be governed by the truth.” The word
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is used thus in John iv. 23, 24, wpooxvveiv év mvedu. xal d\., iii. 21; 1 John i 6,
motety ™v d\. In this sense also the contents of the revelation of God, the objest of Christian
faith and knowledge, may be designated d\nf.,— nay more, % @\nf., so far as this revela-
tion brings to light that which alone has or can claim reality and validity. Used thus,
dMf. may take the place of 8ixn. Cf. 2 Thess. ii. 10, év wdoy dwdrp dduxlas Tois amol-
Nvpévors, av8’ &y Ty aydmny Tiis arnlelas odx édéfavro els TO dwbijvas alrobs; ver. 12, oi
W) maTedoavres ) d\., GAN ebdoxrioavres év T aduclg; 2 Tim. ii. 25, émrlyvwois dAnbelas ;
iii. '7; Titus i. 1; Heb. x. 26, perd 70 NafBeiv T émwbyywow tijs éh. To this sense of
a\0. corresponds its use by later classical writers to denmote the ultimate ground; eg.
Dion. H. de Thucyd. jud. 3, Tijs ¢pehooodov Oewplas axomos éarw 1) Tis dAnlelas qvéous;
cf. John xviii. 38 ; in general, to denote that which in the last instance has reality, and
can therefore claim validity; eg. Plut. de aud. poet. 36 E, xexpauévns upidbois dnbeias,
of the truth that remains after abstracting the poetical garb. Otherwise, though similarly
in 2 Tim. iv. 4, Titus i 14; Plut. Gryll. 986 A, revov dyabov xal edorov dvri Tijs
d\nbelas duwoxwv. The N. T. usage was anticipated by Philo, who says, eg., concerning
the proselyte, peravacrds els a\jfeiav, de creat. princ. 726 D; de vita Mos. 694 C,
ebaryéaratov kplvov 76 Epyov Umép drnbelas xal Oeod Tiuds; cf. Rom. ii. 20, éyorra v
Woppwow Tijs yydoews kal Tis 4N v TG voup. — ANn0. is that which, as having per-
manent existence and validity, has become manifest—~has been revealed in Christ ; Eph.i. 13,
0 Aoyos Tiis aMOelas, 70 ebayyéhov Tiis cwmnplas Spdv; Jas. i 18; 2 Cor. vi. 7; 2 Tim,
ii. 15; Col L 5, 6 Aoyos Tijs dA. Tob edayyeliov ; cf. G\. Tod €b., Gal. ii. 5 ; dAn0. describes
the contents of the gospel as a reality. — ’A\., as the object of mloris, is at the same time
its correlative. 1 Tim. ii. 7, diddaxaNos é0vdy év wiorer xal arnbela; cf. Titusi. 1, of
xata mwioTiv échextol Oeod xal émwbyywow drnlelas Tis xar eboeSelav. — Briefly summed
up, therefore, the Christian salvation comes to be designated éMjfewa ; so far as being an
unique and eternal reality, it has become manifest, and is set forth as the object of know-
ledge or faith. 2 Cor. iv. 2, undé Sonodvres TOv Aoyov Tob Oeod, GANE T Pavepdoe Tijs
dMbeias cunaTdvres éavtods ; comp. ver. 6, wpds PwTioudy Tis yrdoews Tis ons Tob Oeod
év mpocwmp Xpioroi; 2 Pet. i. 12, 1) wapovoa d.; 2 Pet.ii. 2,4 680s is d.; 2 Cor. xiii. 8,
ov ydp Swvduedd i katd Tis d\., dAAA Umép Tis d\; 1 Tim. iii. 15, oridos xal &dpalwua
Ths d\; vi. 5, dmeorepnuévor Tis &\ ; 2 Tim. ii. 18, wepl ™ a\. foTéymoav; iii. 8,
avlloravras T4 d\.; iv. 4, amo pdv Tis N T dkoy dmooTpéfrovaw, éml 8¢ Tods pibovs
éetpamigovras; Titus i 14; Jas. iii. 14.— The expression # d\jfewa Tod Ocod, Rom. iii.
7, xv. 8, corresponds to «yivécOw ¢ Oeds aAnbifs, Rom. iii. 4; vid. s.v. dAnbis.

In John’s usage also, which would seem, according to John i. 14, 17, to have been
suggested by the Heb. NDY, firmness, reliableness, 0. is the designation of the salvation
revealed in Christ, marking it as the realization or reality of that which ought to be (cf.
3 John 12). Hence over against wépos, i. 17, i. 14, wh\ijpns xdperos xai @M., NOXY 0N
is applied to God revealing Himself, Ex. xxxiv. 6; 2 Sam. ii. 6 ; Ps. xxv. 10, x1. 11, 12,
Ixxxvi. 15, 25, xcviii. 3, exv. 1, cxxxviii. 2; and nvX ascribes to this revelation unchange-
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ableness, and therefore reliableness. ’4Mjf. answers to Nbr in agreement with the mean-
ing of d\pfuwos. But that dMjf. denotes something more, viz. the realization of that
which ought to be, as the blessing of salvation, is clear from its being contrasted with
vopos, John i. 17 ; as also from the following connections, in which it is represented as
the object of knowledge, John viii. 32, xvi. 13; 1 John ii. 21, olate ™ &A. ... mav
Yrebdos éx Tis dM\. odx éotiw; 2 John 1. Christ thus designates Himself in John xiv. 6,
where the conjunction with 7 {ar} is very significant. The promised Paraclete is accord-
ingly described, after the analogy of the salvation, as 76 mv. 7ijs aAnf., the Spirit who
represents what has substance and validity (cf. Rom. v. 5), John xiv. 17, xv. 26, xvi. 13 ;
1 John iv. 6. Hence 1 John v. 6, 70 mv. éoreww % 4N In accordance herewith must
be explained John xvii. 17, dylacov adrods év 5 d&\. goir 6 Adyos 60 ads dMjbeid éoTww ; cf.
John viii. 40, 45, 46. The usage of John, however, goes somewhat further than that of
Paul. This aMj0. appears as the power which rules the man, 1 Johniii. 19, é 7ijs anp.
éopév,—it is remarkable that though the form éx 7wos elvas is a favourite one of Paul’s,
he never uses the phrase just cited from John ; cf. v. 18, dyawduer év a0, ; vid. supra.
Then as having entered ipto the man, 1 John i 8, ii. 4, év ToVTe % dM}f. odx Eorev. In
2 John 2, cf. John viii. 44, to be in turn set forth, embodied by him, woetv ™ aNj0. ;
1John i 6; cf. 3 John 8, 8, guvepyol 75 d\.; 2 John 3, the sphere in which the walk
and conversation moves; wepirateiv év aryl., 2 John 4; 3 John 3, 4; so that truth is
exhibited in all circumstances. The word does not occur in 1 Thess. nor in Rev.

'ANn0ebw, to be an d\nlijs, and to act as such, cf. Sovhedw, Oepameim, therefore = to
answer to the truth, {0 make it one's study; cf. Plut. Them. 18, dApOedov Méyess. So in
Eph. iv. 15, aAnfedovres 8¢ év dydmp ; cf. ver. 14 and 1 Cor. xiii. 6, % dydmn od yalpes émi
1) ddwclg, avyxalpes 8¢ 1 dAnbela. Then specially, to speak the truth. Plat., Xen., Aristot. ;
Gal. iv. 16, dApfedwv Juiy.

YAXMos, n, o, the other, denotes numerical difference, while &repos denotes the other
qualitatively, difference of kind. Cf Gal i. 6, 7, els &repov ebayyéhov, d odx ésTw &XNo,
“ another gospel, which, however, is not another gospel.”

'AANd oo o, 1st aor. fANafa, 2d fut. pass. = d\hayrjooua:, from a form of the 2d
aor. common in prose fANdyny, from &\hos = to change, Acts vi 14, d\\afe ra &n;
Gal. iv. 20, )y pawjy, referred by Meyer to ver. 16, the language which Paul used during
his second stay in Galatia (Acts xviii. 23). But though this explanation is possible,
usage and the context seem to commend another. From &r¢ dmopodpas év duiv it is clear
that Paul did not know how he ought to speak to them, and what fone was suited to the
circumstances. Wetstein refers to 1 Cor. iv. 21, 2 Cor. x. 1, 10, and quotes as parallels
of classical usage Artemid. ii. 20, xbpaf 8¢ poiy@ xal whéwry wpogewdlorr dv . . . &id To
woANdxis dANAdaoew Ty Paviy; iv. 59, Td moAhals xpodueva povals . . . ds xdpaf KT
From these passages it is clear that the addition mpds Ty ypelaw, said to be requisite for
such an explanation, and which is not sustained by Acts xxviii. 10, is unnecessary; 8o

M
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also mpos 76 avugepov, 1 Cor. xii. 7. — To transform, 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52; Heb. i. 12; to
exchange, Rom. i. 23, T 8c€av Tob apOdpTov Oeod &v opoudpate eixdvos Ppbaprod dvBpdymov
k.t ; cf Jer. ii. 11 ; Ps. cvi 20, 7AAaavro ™ Sofav adrdw év opowduate uooyov =3 O,
With é& in Soph. Antig. 936 ; elsewhere dat., cf. Ex. xiii. 13, and often in classical Greek.
The genit. is frequent, also in Plato and Eurip. 7¢ dvri Twos. If the object remain the same,
and only alters its appearance, eis is for the most part used ; cf. Plat. Rep. ii 380 D.

'"AvTdNNarypa, from dvrar\doow, to exchange, to darter ; hence, that which is given
in exchange, the price for which something is bartered. Ecclus. vi. 15, ¢pihov meaTod odx
éorw dvralhaypa ; xxVi. 14, odk ot dvrdA\aypa memadevpérns Yuyis. So also Matt.
xvi. 26, 7({ 8doe. dvBpwmos dvrdMayua Tis Yvxis alrod ; therefore here the price at
which the exchange is effected, compensation, ransom, Mark viii. 37 ; cf. Ecclus. xliv. 17,
Nae ebpéfn Téneios Slraos, év kaipd bpyis éyévero drrdMhayua: 8id Tobro éyevify Katd-
Aeppa T4 vh, Sid Toiro éyévero karaxhvouds. In both the N. T. texts (Matt. xvi. 26;
Mark viii. 37), like Adrpov, the word is akin to the conception of atonement; cf. Ps.
xlix. 8, ov ddoet 79 Oep &fiNacua éavrod ="B3, which, in Isa xliii. 3, Amos v. 12,
is = d\\aypa. Isa. xliii. 3, émolpaa dM\ayud gov Aloyvmrrov xal Aifwmriay, kal Sofjvgy Tmép
aob, cf. ver. 4. This is a confirmation of the fact that satisfaction and substitution essen-
tially belong to the idea of atonement. Cf. Adrpov, Imddixos.

’Ama\Ndo o, aor. 1 dmi\hafa, perf. pass. dmi\aypas, originally either fo transfer
Jrom one state to another, that is, primarily, merely a stronger form of éAAdoow, or it is

- related to éA\doow, as fo turn away, turn aside, is to turn. Strictly, fo change by sepa-

rating, therefore to dreak wp an evisting conmection, and set the one part into a different
state, a different relation. Very frequently in the classics, where it =to lay aside, lay
away, make loose, move away, set free. Middle =to turn oneself away, fo escape, Acts
xix. 12, dare . . . draX\dooesbas dn’ albrdv Tds vésovs (in Hippocr. often draAdoow
v vooov or Tijs véoov). Active = to set free, Heb. ii. 15, va dmwad\dfy tolrous oo
0By Oavdrov Evoxor Hjoav Sovhelas. So frequently in classical Greek in the connections
dmal\dtTew Pofov, Séovs, etc. Passive = to be freed, to get loose; Luke xii. 58, év 75 68
8o épyaclav amn\Ndybas dw' adrod, sc. Tod dvmidlkov. Amalhdrrew is also a ferm. tech.
to denote the satisfaction of the complainant by the defendant, especially of the creditor
by the debtor. The pass, however, is also applied to the guilty party so far as, by an
arrangement with his accuser, he gets free from him before judgment is pronounced ; vid.
Kypke in loc. Vid. Matt. v. 25, la0s edvodv 1@ dvrdleg aov; ver. 24, SuaAhdynle 1
dderdpg oov.  Cf. especially, Xen. Mem. ii. 9. 6, where it is applied in both relations, ‘O 8&
oweldds alr@ mOANA Kai momnpd mwavy émoles, doTe amal\ayivas Tob ' Apyedijpov. 6 8
"Apyxédnuos odx dmrndhdrrero, &ws Tév Te Kpirwva ddiixe. ' Apiévas denotes to dismiss from
confinement, to absolve. — Zeun. in loc., “ awalhdrrew, vel, ut k. I. amar\drreofas, dicitur
accusator qui actionem deponst et accusationem nonm persequitur ; adiévas idem dicitur
accusator, cum reum criminibus objectis liberat et absolvit: quod majus est.” So, under
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appeal to Harpocration, in Suidas, deis xai dmahdfas 16 uév deis, Srav dmordoy Tis
Twwa Ty éyxMpdTov, dv éverdher alre: o 8¢ dralhdEas, drav meloy Tov dykarotvra dro-
oivas xal unxéri éyxalety.

diarMdo o w, aor. 2 pass. Sip\Ndynw, to effect an alteration, to exchange, in the same
connections as d\Adooew, e.g. xapav, éobijra, etc., fully Twl T¢ dvrl Tivos. Secondarily,
Twé T, wpbs Twa, to reconcile; eg. Thuc. viii. 89, é\wlas 8¢ morAds éxes kdrelvoss T
otpdtevua Sual\dfew ; Plut. Them. 6, Sahdfas Tds méhers dAMjAass ; Xen. de Veet. v. 8,
&ore pév yap meipdabar SalAdTreww Tds Tolepovoas mpos dAMiAas moeis, EaTi 8¢ cuval-
ANdrrew, ¢l Twes év abrals oracudfovow. Also Tiwd kail Tiva, Xen. Hell. i. 6. 7, SuaAhdEew
"Abnvalovs xal Aaxedapoviovs. As well in a two-sided as in a one-sided quarrel; cf. Thuc.
lc., as in Eur. Hel. 1235, SiaA\dxOnti poc; 1236, pebinue veixos 78 adv. Isocr. Nicol.
33 D, dws\\drropas mpés oe mwepl Tobrov. CL Tholuck on Matt. v. 24, SwaAhdynée 73
dderdp gov (medial pass, vid. Kriiger, lii. 6); cf. ver. 23, ¢ ddehdpds gov &yer 7! xatd
ood; 1 Sam. xxix. 4, év Tl dwaM\ayioerar olros 7@ xuply adrod =¥V, to show omeself
obliging. Cf. Luke xii. 58, sv. araA\doow.

Merarrdo oo, aor. 1 pemjAafa, to exchange, convert, Rom. i. 25, ™ d\jfeav
Tob Oeod v T Yedder ; ver. 26, Ty Puawchy ypiiow els ™ Tapd Plow.

KatalAdoow, aor. 1 xatg\iafa, aor. 2 pass. karnAAdyny, to change, to exchange ;
then like SiaM\dooew, ovvalhdooew = to reconcile (eg. Aristot. Oec. ii. 15, xamj\\akev
adrods wpds dAMjhows), both in onesided and mutual enmity; in the former case the
context must show on which side is the active enmity, eg. Xen. Anabd. i. 6. 1, 'Opévrys
.. . émiBovreves Kbpp, xal mwpéolev moleusjoas, xatalhayels 8. On the contrary, Soph.
Aj. 743, Oeoiae ds ratalhaxbi xorov; 1 Cor. vii. 11, 7§ évdpl xara . Possibly it
is here uncertain who is guilty, and that the apostle only requires in general that the
marriage be re-established; the probability, however, is that a change of feeling is
required on the part of the wife, for we must suppose that ver. 10, yuvatka dmo dvdpos
#) xwpiobivas, implies behaviour on the part of the woman as truly as ver. 11, dvdpa
quvaixa u) adiévar, on that of the man. Cf also Harless, Ehescheidungsfrage, p. 8.
Herad. i 61, xataA\dooero ™ éxbpnv (sc. his hostility) Toioe oracuwwrfor. In Rom.
v. 10 and 2 Cor. v. 18-20, where xataA\dooew is used of the divine work of redemp-
tion, the context must show whether God is to be regarded as the antagonist of man, or
man of God. Neither the word in and by itself, nor the grammatical connection, can
here decide; cf. the passages quoted, Xen. Anab. i. 6. 1, and Soph. 4j. 743. Nor does
the designation of men as éyfpo/, Rom. v. 10, settle the question, for that word may
equally well be taken actively (Rom. viii 7; Col. i. 21; Jas. iv. 4) or “passively (Rom.
xi. 28; Col. ix. 13). But Rom. v. 11, &’ o¥ viv xataN\ay)y é\dBouev, is decidedly
opposed to the supposition that either a change of feeling on the part of man, brought
about by the divine redemption, is referred to, or an alteration in his relation to God to
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be accomplished by man himself. Cf. also Rom. xi. 15. It is God who forms the
relation between Himself and humanity anew; the part of humanity is to accept this
reinstatement ; cf. 2 Cor. v. 20, kataA\aynte 7@ Oe; cf. Acts iv. 40, cwbnre amd T
This appears to be the only yet conclusive reason obliging us to take xaraAAdaoew sjuds,
Tov xoopov éavrd in the sense of Eph. i 6, éyapirwoey suds, v.e. God establishes a rela-
tionship of peace between Himself and us, by doing away with that which made Him
our dvrldiros, which directed His anger against us; cf. the mention of épyy, Rom. v. 9
(vid. 2 Macc. v. 20), and 1 Sam. xxix. 4, & 7l SialM\ayijoerac oitos TG xuplp adTob.
Matt. v. 24, SuaA\dybs 7 aBerpp gov. This is the most striking parallel, as the rela-
tions of the parties to each other are decidedly the same ; cf. uy) Noy{duevos adrols .7\,
2 Cor. v. 19. Correspondent thereto is Acts x. 34, dexrds 76 Oed éorlv; cf. ver. 15, & o
Ocos éxabdpigev o pn xowod. Cf. Josephus, Ant. iii. 15. 2, Mwiohy wapexdhe. xatak-
Aery adrév yevésOar mpos Tov Oeov. Thus alone does it answer to the Pauline train
of thought, in which xaraA\ayévres, Rom. v. 10, appears completely parallel to Sicase-
Oévres, ver. 9; Swaiwbévres cwbnaouela . . . xataAhayévres ocwbnodueda, and accordingly
_ kataM\ayijvas may be used to explain Sucaiwbeis cafeobas, which it could not be if xkara)-
Aayijvas were meant to express any change in the feelings of man. It is a relation which
is changed, which God changes, in that He desists from His claims. 2 Cor. v. 19, 21;
cf. Matt. v. 23, 24. As this view is grammatically as possible as the other; as, further,
there are no lexical difficulties in its way; and as, finally, it is indicated by the context
of both passages,—no solid objection can be raised against it; whereas the other quits
the biblical circle of thought, and has merely a hortatory character, but no force as
evidence, such as is required especially in Rom. v. We find just the opposite view, bor-
rowed from heathen ideas (see i(Adoxopas), when it is said of God, 2 Mace. i. 5, vii. 33,
viii. 29, xaTaM\ayfivas Tois Sovhois adrob.

Thus xaraAMdooew denotes the N. T. divine and saving act of émoAdrpwas, in so far
as God Himself, by His taking upon Himself and providing an atonement, establishes that
relationship of peace with mankind which the demands of His justice had hitherto pre-
vented. It is thus the very opposite of the heathen {Adoxecfa:, a word which, in
classical Greek, is = to reconcile, like xaraAAdooew, but wherein the relations are altogether
reversed. In classical Greek the deity is the object, man the subject; in xaraA\acoew,
God is the subject, man the object. It practically includes, though not in and for itself,
the scripture {Ndoxeofas, to atone, to expiate; and it signifies the reconciliation brought about
by expiation ; cf. 2 Cor. v. 19, feds W év Xpiore roouov xaraA\doowy éavrp; ver. 21,
oV ) yvovra dpapriay Imép Hpdv duaptlay éroingev; Rom. iii. 25, dv mwpoéfero o Oeds
i\agTipiov. While iNdoxeabas aims at the averting of God’s wrath, kataANdooew implies
that God has laid aside or withdrawn wrath. While ¢{Adoreafas does not in itself say that
it is God who has undertaken the propitiation, xaraM\dooew exactly and emphatically
expresses this; and it is important for the scientific apprehension of N. T. facts of saving
grace to realize fully the distinction between the biblical iAdoxesfas and xaradhdooew,
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namely, that the two words respectively present to us different relations of God to man.
In xaraM\doaew, stress is laid upon the truth that God stands over against mankind as
dvridicos, and as such nevertheless establishes a relation of peace. The subject of iAd-
oxeafas is not God as avrldixos towards man, but man represented by Christ, God as He
in Christ represents the world. The unity of the two terms thus differing as to their
subject becomes apparent in the fact that in both God is the remoter ohject ; (Adaxecfas
évavrl xvplov k.t ; cf. Heb. ii. 17, 7d@ mpos Tov Oeov; see iNdoxopas; xatal\doaew
xoopov 7 Oe@. Thus the difference of object is always important ; xaradAdooew admits
of a personal object only, because it has to do with personal relations; {Ndoxecfar, in
Scripture usage, besides a personal object, the sinner, is joined also with an impersonal
object, viz. 7ds duaprias. KaralAhdooewv denotes the removal of the demands of God’s
justice; iNdoxeoOas, that satisfaction of them whereby their removal is attained ; and as
xataM\daoew practically signifies the removal of the demands of justice by God’s taking
upon Himself the expiation,—thus embracing the two elements expressed in 1 John iv. 10,
airos frydmnoey Huds kal dméaTeikey TOV viov alrod INagudv mepl THY dpuapTidy HudY,—
it is particularly appropriate as a comprehensive dogmatic expression. It is, like iAdoxouar,
the presupposition of justification (cf. Rom. iii. 25, 26 with Rom. v. 9, 10), but it gives
expression to the connection between expiation and justification.

KataiMay1, 1, the evchange effected ; then the reconciliation, for which Swalhayr
and cvvaA\ayif are generally used. In 2 Macec. v. 20, opp. to dpys. Agreeably to the
use of karaA\dooew, it denotes the result of the divine act of salvation, to wit, the new
moulding of the relation in which the world stands to God, so far as it no longer remains
the object of His wrath, and He no longer stands to it as an dyr@wos. Rom. v. 11, miw
xatal\ayyy Aafeiv; 2 Cor. v. 18, 9 Siaxovia Tiis xataM\ayijs; ver. 19, ¢ Noyos Tijs
xaral\. ; Rom. xi. 15, kata\\ayy) «dopov,—where the new change in the relation of the
world to God is traced back to the amoSoAs of Israel, because God turned away from
Israel to the world of the &0vn. The reference here is not so much to the accomplishment
of the xataA\ayi, as to the relation assumed by the xéouos to God in the place of Israel,
to the transference of God’s saving revelation from Israel to the xoocpos. Cf ver. 12,
m\otTos Kdouov.—In the eccl. writers xataA\. denotes the admission, or readmission of
penitents to church fellowship, or to the Lord’s Supper; it is commonly explained as 7
Mo Tdv émiripioy, vid. Suiceri Thes. s.v.

’AroxatalNdoow, aor. 1 dmoxariArafa, a stronger form of rxaraA\dooo,
cf. Winer, ¢o reconcile again ; not of course to reconcile repeatedly, but =to restore friend-
ship, to reunite, dmé referring to the state to be left, and xad to the state to be sought
after; cf. dmwokatal\. . . . els adrov, Col. i. 20, as in Thue, Aristot., kaTa\Adooew mpis
rwwa; of. dwalhotpwody els, Hos. ix. 12; Isa. i 4. It differs from xaraAAdooew apparently
in this: xaraA. is the setting up of a relationship of peace not before existing; daro-
xatal\. is the restoration of a relationship of peace which has been disturbed; cf. dmo-
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xabiornps, dmworaropfow. It is therefore a carefully chosen, or perhaps a more advanced
and later expression of Pauline thought, cf. Col i 20 with ver. 16. It occurs only in
Eph. and Col. and in patristic Greek. Steph. Thes.: “gratiam diremtam, et solutam,
sarcire et amicitiam reducere.” Epb. ii. 16, lva droxatalM\dEy Tods dudorépovs 15 Oep ;
cof. ver. 17, xal é\Bov elmyyelloato elprivny,—a significant confirmation of our remarks
on xataA\doow. That the subjection under consideration is not the “ reconciliation of
the uncircumecision with the circumcision,” is clear, on the one hand, from the words 7@
0ei ; on the other hand, from the design of the apostle, which is to show from what had
been done for both (vv. 15-18, comp. Gal iii. 28), that there can no longer exist any
difference between them. Col. i. 20, ebdoxnaey 8 adrod dmoxaralidfas Td mdvra els
avTéy . . . elpnvomolmaas ; ver. 21, Juds . . . amrngAhoTpiwpévovs kal éxfpods . . . dmoxaTih-
M\afev . . . mapagTiioar Suds dylovs Kal duwuovs Kal dveyxhirtovs évarmiov airod, which
shows again that the matter in question is the satisfaction of the dwvr@ixos. Cf. Chrys.
on Eph. ii. 16, ™ édpehopévny Sleny adros vmoaTds did Toi aTavpod.

"AANGTpos, (a, cov, of or belonging to amother, foreign, opp. to !Sios and oixeios.
—(1) Opp. to @ios, not one’s own, not belongiug to one; 7& &AAoTpea, others’ goods; Od.
xvii. 462, é\\oTpiwy yaploaclas, to give the property of others. Cf. Luke xvi. 52, el é&v
74 GANoTpip mioTol odk éyéveale, TO Duérepov Tis Vuiv Sdoer. Heb. ix. 25, 6 dpyrepeds
elobpyeras els Ta @ya xatr’ énavrov év aluati d\\otplp, in antithesis with wpoodépew
éavrov. Rom. xiv. 4, d\\oTpeos oixérns.  John x. 5, dAhotplp 8 ob u7) drxoovbricovew,
cf. ver. 4, érav 1d {8ia wdvra éxBd\y ; ver. 8, kMémrar xal Ayoral; ver. 12, 6 uofwTis, od
otk &oTtw 10 wpéBara . Pind. Ol x. 107, d\\étpwr mopéva. 2 Cor. x. 15, &
d\\otploss xomoss; ver. 16, odx év d\hotplp kavow; ver. 15, xatd Tov xaviva judv.
Rom. xv. 20; 1 Tim. v. 22. — Acts vii. 6, Heb. xi. 9, yfj d\\o7pig, see below. (2) Opp.
to oixelos, not pertaining to, foreign, in contrast with kinship, affinity, of the same country,
ie. peregrinus. In this latter sense, especially in the LXX. =", 1 Kings viii. 41,
7@ d\\otplep s olk éaTiv dmd Aaod cot. 2 Chron. vi. 32, synon. with Eévos, as in the
best Mss. we read in 2 Sam. xv. 19; dAhoyewjs, Job xix. 15, which elsewhere is =";
a\Ndduhos, Isa. ii. 6, opp. to ddehpos, the name for kinsfolk, Deut. xv. 3, Tov @GANéTpiov
drastijoes 8oa v 3} gou wap’ atrd, T 8¢ adehdpp gov dpeaww momjoes Tob xpéovs gov;
Ezra x. 2, écalloapev yvvaixas a\hotplas dmd Tdv Nadv Tis s, and often. Cf. Neh.
xiii. 30, ékabdpioa alrods amd wdons d\hotpuwaews; Ecclus. xxix. 18, xxxiii. 3, xxxix. 4,
xlix. 5. Also = ", which, however, is less frequently in this particular sense rendered by
d\\o7p. ; cf Hos. v. 7, viil. 12; Lev. x. 1; Isa. i. 7. Never = D), so that the note in
Bruder'’s Concordance, “ o d\\étpios, Heb. D3, D" is quite erroneous. Not thus in
the N. T, for Acts vii. 6, wdpoicov év i dAhorple, where the LXX. Gen. xv. 13 render,
&v oh obre idla, BN ¥ Y3, should more appropriately (cf. Bar. iii. 10; 1 Mace. vi. 13,
but not 1 Macc. xv. 13, where o7 &AM\ means a hostile country) be included under (1);
for the fact of his being a stranger is expressed by mdpowros, and this is strengthened by
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the addition év ¢ @M. ; cf. Heb. xi. 9, where both facts, the fact of being a stranger, and
the fact of being without possession, are conjoined : wloTec wapgpanoev els iy Tis émway-
oéMas ds aA\otplav. Opp. to kinship, Matt. xvil. 25, 26, dwo Tév vidv adrdw ¥ damo
T&v &\orplwv; cf. Herod. iii. 119. For the union of both meanings, see Deut. xv. 3.
It seems never to have been used in classical Greek in the sense of strangership ; on the
contrary, (3) of enemies, as in the passages, quoted by many as having the sig. strange, in
Hom. Od. xvi. 102, xviii. 219, d\Aé7pios Pais. So often in Polyb. and Diod, Hom. 77
v. 214 ; Xen. Anabd. iii. 5. 5 ; Polyb. xxvii. 13. 3 = hostile. In the LXX. only Ps. xviii. 14,
amwd GMN\oTplwy Oeicat Tod Sovhov cov (where the Heb. is T, “ haughty,” “proud”). Cf
Jer. xvii. 17, uh yemOhs pos els dA\\oTplwow, Ppedopevos pov é&v tjuepd mormpd. Thue. i.
35. 4, d\\otplwois = rejection. Often in 1 Mace. ii. 7, syn. éxfpos, i 38, xv. 33, o}
d\otpia, “hostile land.” Cf. Ecclus. xi. 34, xlv. 18. In the N. T. Heb. xi. 34, mapeu-
Bords éxvav d\hoTpiow.

’AMNoTpiow, to estrange; Herod, Plato, Demosth., Thuc.,, and in later Greek.
Gen. xlii 7, fANorpodro am’ adrdv, he made himself strange, he kept himself strange.
1 Esdr. ix. 4, aitds d\hotpudfnoerac &md Tod mhijfovs Tis alyualwslas; cf. Ezra x. 8,
SuaoraNfoeras dmd dxxhqalas Tis dmoulas, NN Sapt 513 =10 be shut out from. Ecclus.
xi. 32, d\\oTpusaes ge Tdv Biwv oov. So with the gen. Epict. Fr. cxxxi. 106, undels
Ppoveipos dv Tob dpyew éAhotpiovofw. The passive in a middle sense, Gen. xlii. 7, fo turn
away from, to become hostile to; cf. Kriiger, lii. 6. — 1 Mace. vi. 24, dM\otpiodvras d¢’
ypdv. With the dative, 1 Mace. xi. 53, j\\oTpialn ¢ 'Idvabav; xv. 27, f\Notpwoiro
avrd. Not in the N. T.

"AmairNoTpiéw, lo estrange, to alienate, Ti, Twd &mwd Tivos, oftener Tiwds; Poiyb.
iii. 77. 7, amaNhorpeoiv 1ijs mpos ‘Popalovs edvoias; Josephus, Anit. iv. 1. 1, xdv dma-
Notpiotv adrdv Mwictis é0ehjaee Tov Gedv. Often in the LXX. joined with the dative,
as in Ps. Ixix, 9, dmn\horpiopévos éyevijOny Tois ddehdols pov kai Eévos Tois viols K.TA—
Ezek. xiv. 5, xatd 1ds xapdias atrdv Tds drn\\etpiwuévas an’ éuod év Tols évbuusipaciy
abrdv. Ver. 7. Absolutely. Ps. lviii. 3, dmnpMhorpibfnoar oi duaprwlel dmo mitpas,
“ they have fallen away from their birth,” syn. #\avdofas, Heb. . Cf. Josh. xxii. 25,
dmaAhotpidaovaiw ol viol Judy Tods viods fjudv, a iy oéBwvrar kbpiov. Jer. xix. 14,
éycaté\miv pe xal dmmAlotplwoay ToV TowoV ToUTOV, Kal éfvulacay év alTd Oeols aAho-
tplots. Hos. ix. 10, eloi\Mov mpds Tov Beehdeydp, kal dmn\hotpubnoay eis aloyvrm.
In the N. T. Eph. ii. 12, dmyAhotpuwpévor 7iis moMitelas Tob ’Iapai\ kai Eévor Tév Sia-
Onxdy k7.  Here emphasis must not be placed upon the preposition prefixed to the verb,
because it is not estrangement, but simply strangership that is meant,—a use of the word
not elsewhere to be found. ’AmnAN. may be taken as the correlative of Israel’s election,
t.c. a8 signifying “ excluded,” and this would give the prep. its due force. The expression
is obviously akin to the use of dA\drpeos in the LXX. (see dAMAdrpios (2)); and there is
no need to refer to the supposed usage of classical Greek (which cannot be proved) that
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those who were not or could not be partakers of citizen rights were called aA\érpeoc Tijs
moMtelas (Aristot. Pol. ii. 6 7). Nor can the force of the prep. be much urged in Eph.
iv. 18, dmy\\oTpiwpévos Tijs {wijs Tot Geod. The word occurs absolutely in Col i 21,
duds mworé Svras dmn\hoTpuwpévovs kai éxbpods Tf Siavoig k.., where dma\. is used as
in Ps. lviii. 3, Josh. xxii. 25, of the relation of the &vn not to Israel, but to God. Thus
the use of this word, which in the N. T. is peculiar to the Epp. to the Eph. and Col,, is
akin to the usage of the LXX., not of the classics.

A AN 9 yopéo, like rapnyopéw, from dyopd, ayopéo unused, = to speak differently from
what one thinks or literally means, or to say or think differently from what the words in them-
selves mean, aliud vertis, aliud sensu ostendere. The word occurs in later Greek only Plut.,
Porphyr., Philo, Josephus, and the Grammarians. According to Plut. dA\Apyop/a signifies the
same as Umévoca previously meant = “ the hidden sense or figurative form of a statement,”
except that a\Mpyopla signifies the speech itself thus qualified, Swdvoia the distinguishing
quality of the speech. Plut. de Aud. Poet. 19 E, ods (sc. ptbovs) Tais mwdras pév mo-
volass, &A\Nyoplais 8¢ viv Neyouévass, wapaBialopevol xal Siaarpédovres. Cf. de Is. et Os.
363 D, where he describes as dmovowa, domep of "EMqves Kpovov dAMyyopoiiaw Tov
xpovov,"Hpav 8¢ vov aépa, yéveow 8¢ ‘Hoalorov ™ els mip dépos peraBoljy. 'ANpyopla
is used in a formal sense side by side with alvwypa and peragopd; Cur. Pythia, etc.,
409 D, ofros 1 ailviypata xal Tds dAAnyoplas kal Tds peTadopas, Tis pavricis
avax\doets oboas mpds 10 GmTov kal pavracTicov, émimobodae. It is not always a strictly
technical term (see below), and it may best be rendered figurative speaking. Cf. Cicero,
ad Att. ii. 20 : “De republica breviter ad te scribam ; jam entm charta ipsa ne nos prodat per-
timesco. Itaque posthac si erunt miks plura ad te scribenda, GANNpyoplass obscurabo.” Demetr.
Phaler. de elocut. 100, viv 8¢ domep ovyrahvupars Tod Noyov Tf dA\Amyopla xéxpnras;
101, 7@ pvorijpa & GA\yyopias Néyeras . . . damep év axote xal vurrl; 102, oi Aaxdves
woAAE v dAMpyoplass ENeyov. Accordingly the allegory is a mode of exposition which
does not, like the parable, hide and clothe the sense in order to give a clear idea of it; on
the contrary, it clothes the sense in order to hide it. Suid., dA\yopla 7 peraopd, dAho
Nyov 10 ypdupa, xal &\No 76 vénua. Hesych., dAMpyopla &Aho v mapd 16 drovéuevov
vmodewcviovaa. Heraclid. de allegor. Hom. 412, &\\a pév dryopebov Tpdmos, &repa 8¢ dv
Néyer onpaivoy, érovipws a\\yyopla kakeirac. Artemidor. Oneirocrdt. iv. 2, dAMpyopixods
8¢ (dvelpovs) Tods Td onuawdpeva &' alveypdrov émidewvivras. (See Wetstein on Gal
iv. 24.).

With the Alexandrine Greeks, and through them with the Alexandrine Jews likewise,
d\Mpyopelv, dAMpyopia are technical names for that philosophy espoused by Aristobulus,
and especially by Philo, which regards the Greek myths and the O. T. narratives, theo-
phanies, anthropomorphisms, etc., partly as an unreal clothing, partly as an historical
embodiment of moral and religious ideas. Philo’s method differs from that of the Alex-
andrine Greeks, in that the historical clothing is not, according to him, utterly unreal and
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poetical ; but he is on a par with them, inasmuch as he does not hesitate in difficult cases
wholly to set aside the historical element, and to treat it as merely a formal clothing of
the idea. In this self-contradictory method of Philo’s, we see the power of the Christian
truth and character of divine revelation, which typically the history of redemption moulds.
The allegorizing explanation of sacred history is nothing more than a remnant of the above-
named philosophy, and a hasty inference concerning, and renunciation of, the fulfilment of
types. It is a significant fact that we find in Philo but a very small residuum of Messianic
views, and that neither the person nor even the name of the Messiah is to be found in
him (see J. G. Miiller, art. “ Philo” in Herzog’s Real-Enc. xi. 578 sqq.). It may therefore
seem strange that (in Gal iv. 22 sqq.) we should find an instance of this method of
using Scripture,~—a method more than abrogated by the N. T. revelation; for St. Paul,
concerning the fagt raised from Scripture, 8¢ *ABpadu Svo viods &oryev, &va év Tiis Taidiorns
xal &a é Tijs é\evBépas, says, &Tivd éoTiv dAAnyopolueva, ver. 24. Still there is
a very essential difference between this Pauline and the Alexandrine allegorizing. It is
first to be noted that Gal iv. 22 sqq. belongs at least to that class of allegorical interpre-
tations wherein the matter of fact is retained as an embodiment of the idea, as an embodi-
ment which belongs to actual history, where, therefore, allegory and type meet. Whereas
the Philonic method knows nothing of the type as an historical prefiguring of fufure his-
tory, and infers or abstracts only general truths, moral or religious, from the historical fact
by allegorizing, the apostle’s aim is to prove, by the fact he cites, a certain law in the
history of redemption which underlies that history from its beginning to its close. =While
the Philonic allegory removes itself as far as possible from the type, the Pauline is almost
identical with the type. It must not be overlooked that St. Paul does not introduce his
application with the words &rwd éariw aGAMyyop. until after he had characterized in ver. 23
the fact stated in ver. 22. He purposely uses &AAspryop. instead, perhaps, of dvrirvma
TGY peAhovrev, because he does not and cannot point out a final and complete fulfilment
of the prophetic fact, but simply wishes to make an application of it possible alike
for various times and other circumstances. Thus allegory and type again diverge
from each other.— For the exposition, see Wieseler and Hofmann 4n loc. (The reading
ver. 25, 70 yap "Ayap Swd «.v\, instead of the truer one, confirmed by Cod. Sin., 76 ydp
Swé k.., would make a Philonic play of the Pauline allegory.) As to the meaning of
dA\\mpyopety, it may apply alike to the clothing and to the import, with the signification, “ %o
speak what 13 different from the sense,” « to speak what is different from what lies before
one;” allegorice significare, and allegorice interpretari. For the former meaning, cf. Plut.
as before ; for the latter, &A\Myyopeiv Tov uiifov (synes.), is quoted in Steph. Thes. = allegoriam
Jabulae exponere, alium fobulae sensum afferre qui sub verbis apparet. Eust. 1392. 48,
Snpelwaar 8 els Tov Ouudov 6 Kikhoyr GAAyyopeiras.  Phil. de Cherub. 143. 18, 7d pév &)
XepouBip kal’ &va Tpomov ofrws dAMyopeiras. Meyer is in error when, on Gal. iv. 24, he
renders the passive d\MpyyopeigOas, “to have another semse given, which could not be
inferred from the passage cited.” In Gal. iv. 24 it is to be taken in the former meaning.
N
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‘Apaptdvw, audpmpua, duaprla, dudprwles, dvapdprnros, from a privative and
peipopas, not to become participator in, not to attasn, not to arrive at the goal, eg. Xen.
Cyrop. i. 6. 13, iyweiwod orpatomédov odx &v dpdprows. Of missing the mark in shooting,
opposed to Tuyeiv, Il. xxiii. 857, 8 8 re pyplvfoio Tixy, Spviflos duaprav; Thucyd. iii.
98. 2, rov 0ddv duaprdvew. To lose, Herod. ix. 7. 3, fjudpropev 7iis Bowsrins; Thucyd.
iii. 69. 2, Tijs AéoBov Nuaprijxecay ; Plato, Soph., Eurip,, and later writers. In general
=to fail of the right, Thuc. i. 83. 3, vi 92, ywauns du., not to kit the right sense.
Herod. vii. 139. 8, “if some one maintained that the Athenians had saved Hellas, odx
&v dpaprdvor TéMnBéos.” Plat. Legg. xii. 967 B, du. Yvxis ¢pioems, not rightly to appre-
hend the nature of the soul, cf. Legg. x. 891 E. Cf duaprivoos, mad, erring sn mind.
Transferred to the moral sphere, from Homer downwards, universally = to miss the right;
to go wrong, to sin; opp. to xatopfoiw, Isocr. v. 35, &mavres whelw medpixauev éfapap-
Tdvew #) xartopfoiv, as in Plat. Legg. i. 627 D, dpfornres te xal duaprias mwept vopwy.
Plut. Mor. 25 C, év miow duaptwl\dv elvar tov duabi, mepl mwdvra & ad ratopfobv Tov
doretov. Conjoined with acc,, dat., wepl Twos, to fatl tn something, to sin; els Twa, to
commit an offence agatnst some one, e.g. Xen. Hell. ii. 4. 21, aiSoluevos ral Oeods xal avfpor-
arovs mavogacle duaprdvovres els Ty mwarplBa. This word, however, does not so fully
designate sin in its moral import ; for this other terms are employed, cf. Xen. Cyrop. viii.
8. 7, % wepl p&v Oeods daéBeia, mepi 8¢ dvlpimovs adicla, although duaprdvew may pos-
sess the full moral import, cf. Plat. de Legg. 318 E, o0 qdp é08’ & 7 rtodrov daeBéarepdv
éotw, 008’ § 1 xp) palrov ebhaBeicfac, A eis Oeods xai Noyp xal Epyp éapaprdvew,
—but sin appears, considered in its natural course, as an action that has failed or
miscarried; hence, as a general rule, the more remote object is subjoined; in like
manner duaprdvew is used equally to describe actions which are morally estimated (e.g.
Plat. Phaed. 113 E, peydha fuaprocévar duapripara, where sins in our sense of the
term are referred to), as also actions in which this is not the case, down to the latest
writers; so eg. in Plat. ZLegg. xii. 967 B (vid. sup.) and other places; Polyb., dudpmmpua
ypapucdy, a mistake in writing. Primarily in this sense, t.c. sinning regarded as mistaken
action, it is said in Xen. Cyrop. v. 4. 19, v0 wdp duaprdvew dvBpdrmovs dvras oddév
Oavpactéy, like errare humanum est.—Syn. imepPalvew, eg. Hom. Il. ix. 501, 8re xév
715 UmepBily xal audpry ; Plat. Rep. ii. 366 A, d8icoe . . . SmwepBaivovres ral duaprdvevres.

The LXX., as & rule, render Xdn by duaprdvews, more rarely by adwceiv. The parti-
ciple = duaptohss, also doefijs; constantly MEON = duaprila; WON = duapria, dvopia;
D, NN, as a rule = duaptla, dudprnua, but also doeBela, TANuperela. POB is very
variously rendered ; also by duaprdvew ; on the contrary, the participle always by dwouos,
mwapdyopos, doeBis, and the substantive Y8 principally by doéBeis and ddicia. mp =
adicely, avouely. W = ddikla, dvopla, wapavouis, duapria, dugprnua, dvopgua, xaxia,
k7N At the same time, it must be remembered, as Umbreit remarks in his Die Siinde,
p. 49: “In the common intercourse of life, words easily lose their original precision—
the fine distinctions they expressed are blurred or lost;” cf. Hupfeld on Ps xxxii 1.
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Hence the variety of renderings. It may be of some importance to note that nvn is, as
a tule, translated by duaprdvew; B by doéBewa, dducia, my—but seldom occurring—
by ddexeiv and dwopeiv. According to Delitzsch on Ps. xxxii. 1, “ Sin is termed ¥¥B, as
a breaking loose from God, breach of faith, fall from the state of grace; N&bN, as missing
the divinely appointed goal, deviation from what is pleasing to God, doing what is opposed
to God’s will ; {0, as perversion of what is upright, misdeed, criminality ;” vid. Lexica. In
Nbn there is the same essential idea as in duaprdvew—missing the goal, opposite to xyp,
Prov. viii. 36 ; cf. Judg xx. 16; Prov. xix. 2. Accordingly 8bn also marks sin as mis-
taken action ; there is plainly, however, meant a missing of the goal conformable to and
Jized by God, because human action misses its destination, and therewith the will of God.

- That this theocratic point of view predominates, is clear from the preponderating use of the
word in the Pentateuch, especially in Leviticus, where 1)} occurs only 18 times, 3¥/® only
twice, the verbs not at all, and ®bn and its derivatives above 100 times (¥¥p, Lev. xvi.
16, 21; mw, v. 1,17, vii. 18, x, 17, xvi. 21, 22, xvii. 16, xviii. 25, xix. 8, xx. 17, 19,
xxii. 16, xxvi. 21, 39, 40, 41, 43). The three terms combined “ in arder to sum up and
exhaust the idea of sin” (vid. Hupfeld on Ps. xxxii.), Ex. xxxiv, 7; Lev. xvi. 21; Ps.
xxxii. 1; of. Jer. xxxiii. 8, where LXX. in the two first passages Y = dvoula, YD = dduwcia,
TN = duapria. If human action in duaprdvew, in duapria, misses its divine standard
or goal, we can understand why &waiwoiry (“ conformity to the standard,” “conformity
to God ”) appears, especially in the Epistle to the Romans, as its opposite; even as we
read in 1 John iii. 4, % duaprla éoriv 1) dvoula. Cf Rom. vi. 18, i\evlepwbévres 8¢ amo
Tils duaprias é8ovrwbnre Th dikatoaivy. 2 Cor. v. 21. .

‘Apaprdyae, to sin, fut. duaprijom, 1st aor. sjudpTmoa, not in classical Greek, only
in later writers, “ si numeres, mults, s¢ ponderes, leves,” Lob. Phryn. 732 sq. ; Matt. xviii. 15
(Luke xvii, 4, Lachm.); Rom, v. 14, 16, vi. 15; 2 Pet. ii. 4. Second aor. fjpaprov,
perf. Judprnra.— Ap. T4 els Twva, to sin in something against some one; Acts xxv. 8, ofre
els TOv vopov . . . obre els 1O iepow obire els Kaioapd T¢ Huaprav; cf. 1 John v. 16, auap-
rdvovra duapriav. Without 7/, Matt. xviii. 15, 21; Luke xvii. 4; 1 Cor. viii 12;
1 Cor. vi. 18, els 10 Swov adua; viii. 12, els Xpiariv ; Luke xv. 18, 21, els Tov olpavdv xal
évarmioy oov. For els Tov odp., cf Matt. xxi. 25 ; 2 Esdr. ix. 6. Bengel refers ingeniously
to ver. 7, xapd év 7@ olp. éml &vi duaprong peravooivri—Abeolutely, in Matt. xxvii. 4;
Luke xvii. 3; John v. 14, viii 11, ix. 2, 3; Rom. ii. 12, dwépws Hfuaprov, opp. év
v, in possession of the law; Rom. iii. 23, v, 16, vi. 15; 1 Cor. vil 28, 36, xv. 34,
éemifare Sicalwos xal py duaprdvere; Eph. iv. 26; 1 Tim. v. 20; Tit. iii; 11; Heb.
iii. 17; 1 Pet. ii. 20; 2 Pet. ii, 4, dyyérov duapmodvrwv; cf. John viii 44, év 75
d\nbelg ovy &omycev; 1 John i 10, ii 1, iii. 6, 8; iil. 9, 6 yeyevvnuévos éx Tod Oeoir . . .
ov Stwaras dpaprdvew ; v. 18, oby duaprdver. With regard to these last words, it must
be remembered that, according to 1 John ii. 1, John cannot mean to deny sin altogether
of those who are born of God. The contrast is mwowety Sixasoctwmy, cf. vv. 6, 7, 10.
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Accordingly they appear to relate to the general character of the actions of the regenerate,
which is not set aside by single cases of sin; cf. v. 16, duaprdvew py mwpos Odvarov, cf.
ver. 18. Bengel, after Gataker, compares the regenerate with the magnetic needle, quae
polum petit; facile dimovetur, sed semper polum repetit. In 1 John v. 16, duaprdvew
wpods OdvaTov, according to these presuppositions, denotes a return to the former state.
Cf. Heb. x. 26, éxovolws duapravévrov fudv perd 7o AaBeiv Ty émiyvoaw Tis dMnleias,
comp. ver. 29 ; éxovoiws = knowingly and intentionally ; cf. Plat. Rep. i. 336 E, dxovres
duaprdvouev (sc. év ) Tdv Noyov oxéfrer); 340 E, émimolons wdp émiariuns o duap-
rdvay duaprdve.; Hipp. min. 376 B, dyabflod uév &p dvdpis éarw éndvra dduretv, xaxod 8¢
drxovra; tbid., o éxdv duaprdvev; 375 A B, éxovoins, dxovalws dpaprdvew; Ron. v. 14,
Tods i) duapricavtas éml TG duowdpare Tis wapaPBdoews "Addp = after the similitude, etc. ;
émi c. dat., indicating every more precise condition under which anything happens ; see
Pape, sv. éml, IL. in fin. Hence also ver, 12, ép’ & wdvres fjuaprov, « under,” “ agree-
ably to,” “ which state qf things,”

‘Apdprypa, 76, the term usually employed in classical Greek to denote the result
of duaprdvew = fault, transgression, sinful conduct, sinful deed. LXX.=nxwn, y¥s, /.
In the N. T. Mark iii 28, 29 (iv. 12, Rec. text; Tisch. omits); Rom. iii. 25 (v. 16,
Rec. text); 1 Cor. vi. 18; 2 Pet. i 9.—The expression lays more stress on the singls
deed than duapria.

‘Apapria, 1, would seem to denote primarily, not sin considered as an action, but
sin considered as the quality of action, that is, sin gemerically. Cf Plat. Legg. i. 627 D,
oploTns Te xal dpapria vopwy; ii. 668 C, Ty ye dpfomyra Tis Bovhjoews 4 xal duapriay
abrod Swayvidaeras; Rep. i. 442 B, olire movnpla, olre duaprila. Rare in classical Greek,
and less usual than dudprnua, especially where single actions are to be characterized.
All the more common in biblL Greek. LXX.=mgdn and Ko, mwon, iy,

In the N. T. (I.) as a generic idea, in the singular. It is noteworthy that in the
Synoptics, where it is not used in this sense, the sing. occurs nowhere save Matt. xii. 31,
wdoa auapria xal Bracdnula ; paral. in Mark iii. 28, dudpyua. Frequent, on the con-
trary, in Paul's writings. Rom. v. 13, duaptla v é&v xdopp,—dpapria odx éNroyelas pr)
8vros vouov; in ver. 12, on the contrary, duaptia with the article, because the reference
is not to representation of the conception, but to its entire contents. Cf Kiihner, § 244. 2;
Kriiger, § L 3. 3. Cf. Rom. viL 13, 5 dpapr. lva pavh dp. . .. Wa yémras xal Omep-
BoMy duaprwhds % duaprla. Hence v. 12, 4 duapria eis Tov xbopov eloiiMev, xal 8 Tis
dpaprias 6 Odvatos. In this sense # duapria, v. 20, émhedvacer % dpapria; ver. 21,
éBacilevoey 4 dpapria, cf. vi. 12, 14; vi. 1, émpévew 1 du.; vv. 2, 10, amofaveiv i
dp. ; ver. 11, vexpods Tf duaprla; ver. 6, Sovhedew T du. Cf ver. 18, éevlepwlévres
8¢ amd Tiis du. ddovhdOnre T Sikaoatvy; vv. 17, 20, 22, 13 ; vii. 7, v du. odx Eyvev;
vv. 8, 11, ddopury 6¢ MafBoioa 1) duapria; ver. 9, % du, dvé{noev ; viil. 3, xaréxpivev
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T dp. év 5 gapkl; 1 Cor. xv. 56, 70 xévrpov Tob Oavdrov % duapria . . . 1) 8 Stvaus
Tis dp. o vopos; Heb. xii. 1, dmobéuevor T elmepioratov dp.; ver. 4, wpos T du.
avrayovilopevor; 1 John iii 4, 8, 0 wody ™ dp.; cf. ver. 7, 0 mwoudy T Suaootvny
(cf Rom. vi. 18). Ver. 4, % du. éorlv % dwopla. Other combinations, Rom. vi. 6, 7o
odpa Tis dw., the body ruled by sin, cf. ver. 12, see adpf; vii. 17, 20, % oixodoa év
époi au., of Heb. xii. 1. According to this, sin is not merely the quality of an action, but
a principle manifesting itself in the conduct of the subject. Rom. vii. 14, wempauévos
Umo T du., ver. 23 ; viil. 2, ¢ wouos Tijs duaprias, see vouos. Rom. vi. 7, Sedinalwras
amo Tis dpaprias, see Sucatody. 2 Thess. ii. 3, 6 &vlpwmas Tis dp., the man of sin, as the
personal embodiment of sin. Rom. vi. 23 ; Heb. iii. 13. So also 3} dp., in John viii. 34,
6 mowdw T dp. dodhds éaTw Ths duaptias; i. 29, ¢ alpwv T duaptiav Tob Kdopov,—the
collective sin (vid. supr.). John viii. 21, & 7§ du. dudv dmobaveisfe. Without the
article, duapria, like Sikatoadyn, xaxia, wovnpla, according to a common custom of classical
writers, is used where the reference is to the conception itself (embodied in the individual
manifestations), and not to the collective sum of manifestations; so in 2 Cor. v. 21, 7op
) yvovra du. Imép Hudv duaptiav émolnoev, Him who knew mo sin has He made sin.
Gal. ii. 17, Xpuords duaprias Sudxovos ; Rom. vii. 7, 6 vépos duapria; vi. 16, Sodhol éore
@ Umaxobere, fjror duaprias . . . %) tmaxoijs; vii. 8, where first dpopuhy AaBodoa % dp.,
then: ywpls yap vouov duapria vexpd; vil 25, viii. 3, cdpf duaprlas; ver. 10, 7o odua
vexpdy 8id dpapriav; xiv. 23, 8 ok és wloTews du. doriwv; iil Y, wdvras O’ duapriav
elvas; Gal iii. 22 ; Rom. viii. 3, iii. 20 ; Heb. iv. 15, ix. 28, 26, xi. 25 ; Jas. ii. 9, iv. 17;
1 Pet. ii. 22, iv. 1; 2 Pet. ii. 14; 1 John i. 8, iii. 6, 9, v. 17. Here must be reckoned
also the expression mepl duaprias = sin-offering, LXX. = niN, Heb. x, 6, 8, 18 (xiii. 11,
Received text; Tisch. omits). ‘Auapria=sin-gffering, Lev. vi. 25.

(IL) The singular also may denote a single sinful action, inasmuch as the generic name
appertains also to the individual instance; the general idea is applied fo the particular
case. In Paul's writings, however, only in Rom. iv. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 7. Then in Jas. i. 15;
1Johni 7,v. 16, 17; Acts vii. 60; John xix. 11, viii. 46, ix. 41, xv. 22, 24, xvi. 8, 9.
The plural also is rare in Paul: Rom. vii 5, xi. 25, iv. 7; 1 Cor. xv. 3, 17; Gal i. 4;
Eph. ii. 1; Col. i 14; 1 Thess. ii. 16; 1 Tim. v. 22, 24; 2 Tim. iii. 6 (Paul uses
instead of duaprla in this sense, wapamroua, mwapdBacis). On the other hand, the
Synoptics use only the plural, especially in the connections dpiévas Tds duaprias, dpeois
7&v duapriwv. Matt. ix. 2, 5, 6, xxvi. 28; Mark i. 1,1ii 5,7, 9, 10; Luke i. 77, iii. 3,
v. 20, 21, 23, 24, vii. 47, 48, 49, xi. 4, xxiv. 47; Acts ii. 38, v. 31, xiii. 38, xxvi, 18.
The same combination, Col. i. 14; 1 John i. 9, ii. 12, iii. 5 ; John xx. 23. Other com-
binations, Actsiii. 19, éfaleipbijvac Tds dpaprias; xxii. 16, dwohovoar Tas duaprias; Heb.
X. 4, dpawpeiv dp. ; x. 11, wepieheiv dp.; 1 Pet. ii. 24, Tals du. dwoyevopevor. The com-
bination 7ds or Ty du. alpew, John i. 29, 1 John iii. 5, corresponds to the Hebrew we»
™, Lev. v. 1, xvi. 21, 22, xix, 8, xx. 17, Num. v. 81, Ezek. iv. 5, xviii. 19, where
LXX. NapBavew v ap. (cf. Ezek. xviii, 19, 20, xxxiii. 10). TIsa liii. 12, where LXX.
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= dvadépew, cf. 1 Pet ii. 24; Num. xiv. 33. But ny xen signifies both fo bear sin,
because it is punished, and fo bear sin away. In the latter sense only, the LXX. have
alpew éfalpew, 1 Sam. xv. 25, xxv. 28 ; cf Ex. xxviii 38, éfalpesv 7d duapripara TV
dylwv. Here, however (comp. Lev. xx. 19, duapriav dmoloovras), as in those other con-
nections, the idea of an assumption of sin for punishment or expiation (Num. xviii. 1, 23 ;
cof. Ex. xxviii. 38) seems to lie at the basis. Cf. Isa liii 11, bap, and the connection
there. A{ dpaprias, besides Matt. i 21, iii. 6,—Mark i. 5; John viii. 24, ix. 34 (Eph.
ii. 1, Rec. text); Heb. i, 3, ii. 17, v. 1, 3, vii. 27, viii. 12, ix. 28, x. 2, 8, 12, 17, 26;
Jas. v. 16, 20; 1 Pet.iv. 8; 2 Pet. 1. 9; 1 John i. 9,ii. 2, iv. 10; Rev. i. 5, xviii. 4, 5.
Cf. Sucawootwas, 1 Sam. xxvi. 23. Cf. Bernhardy, Synt. 62 sq.

‘Apaprelds o, 1, only in bibl. and eccl Greek, peccabls, sinful, LXX. = x&h,
WH. As an adj, Mark viii. 38; Luke v. 8, xix. 17, xxiv. 7; John ix. 16, 24; Rom.
vii. 13. As a subst, sinner, opp. to dlkaws, Matt. ix. 13 ; Mark ii, 17; Luke v. 32;
syn. aoeBijs, 1 Tim. i 9; Jude 15; dmiworos, Rev. xxi. 8. Connected with Tehdwrs,
Matt. ix. 10, 11, xi. 19; Mark ii 15, 16 (Luke v. 30; Tisch. omits du, Cod. Sin.
doefijs), vii. 34, xv. 1. The rehwvas were in bad repute among Jews and Greeks; cf.
Luc. Menipp. 11, wopvoBocrol xal TeAdvas. Plut. mepl worvmpayp. ; 518 E, Tods Tehdvas
Bapuvéuela xal dvoyepalvopev r.7A—Also in Luke vi. 32, 33, 34, vii. 87, 39, xiii. 2,
xv. 2, 7, 10, xviii. 13 ; John ix. 25, 31 (opp. wapad Beod, ver. 16); Rom. iii. 7, v. 8, 19;
Gal. ii. 15, 17; 1 Tim. i 15; Heb. vii 26, xii, 3; Jas. iv. 8, v. 20; 1 Pet. iv. 18,

'AvapdpTnTos, 6, not uncommonly used by classical writers in the sense, one who
has not sinned ; more rarely (Plat.) = without error, infallible—John viii. 7, 6 dvaudpryros
Updv. |

"Auvés, o, the lamb. After John i. 29, 36, i8¢ 6 auvds Tod Oeod, it became usual
to designate Christ, agnus Dei. In Rev. 70 dpvlov, 1. 4. 70 éodayuévoy.—dpvis in
later Greek instead of &uvds. It is & question, In what semse is the name applied to
Christ ? The demonstrative use of the article seems to imply & well-known idea, some-
thing expected; cf. Kriiger, § L 2. 1-3. The reference to Isa lili. 7, 12, cf. Acts
viii. 32, where the point of comparison is solely the resignation of a lamb, is too faintly
indicated ; the comparison of the servant of Jehovah to an enduring lamb is not suffi-
ciently striking as an image of Messianic expectation to connect with it the description
of Christ as the well-known Lamb of God. To the Paschal lamb, on the contrary,—dwo
Tdv Gpvaw Mppeole, Ex. xii. 5,—with its significance for Israel (Ex. xii 14, 27), and as
the only lamb to which special significance was attached within the divinely ordered life
of Israel (cf Lev. xiv. 10 sqq.; Num. vi. 12; Ex. xxix. 38 sqq.), the expression ¢ duvcs
100 Oeod, the Lamb provided by God (Gen. xxii 8), might intelligibly be referred. This
view is decidedly confirmed by the coincidence of the death of Jesus with the Passover,
cf. 1 Cor. v. 7; it is favoured by the nearness of the Passover in John ii. 13, and by the
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significance of the deliverance of Israel out of Egypt; concerning which Crusius justly
says, Hypomm. ad theol. proph. i. 225 : “ Res quae in exitu ex Aegyptia—eveneruni—revera
Juturarum rerum typi fuerunt.” Cf. Ezek. xx. 33 sqq.; Jer. xvi. 14 ; Hab. iii, and espe-
cially Rev. xv. 3, xiv. 1; Delitzsch on Hab. iii. 3-15, p. 139. Luthardt remarks on
John i. 29: “We know. what profound significance the deliverance of the people from
Egypt had, both for Israel's history, for its knowledge of salvation, and for the entire
prophetic representation of the future redemption. It was a fact so unique, that none
can be compared with it save the day of the new redemption, which has in turn in no
fact of the O. T. history so appropriate a type as in it. Now the Baptist knew that the
day of the new and final salvation had dawned, and in Jesus he recognised the bringer in
of that day. Why, then, should he not compare this salvation and the bringer in of it
above all with that first typical deliverance of Israel ? But the lamb was then the means
of sparing the people; on account of it, destruction passed them by. In like manner Jesus
will now be the means of sparing ; those who are willing to use Him for the purpose shall
for His sake escape the judgment of God. Now, however, all is widened. Redemption,
as well as judgment, concerns the whole world” Cf. Hofmann, Schriftbewess, ii. 1, 295 ff.
To this is added the liturgical expression ¢ alpet ™y duapriav, which is used only of the
atoning sacrifices, and therefore indicates that ¢ duwvds . 6. is meant in the sense of a
sacrifice.—According to Hofmann, the adjectives duwvos xal domilos prove that 1 Pet.
i 19, &vrpildyre . . . Tplp aluare o5 duvod duwpov xal domidov Xpiarod, also refers to
the Paschal lamb, or, at all events, to a “lamb given up to death in the service of God.”
The designation of Christ as dpviov in the Apocalypse seems at least to imply that this
representation was current and common in the early Christian range of thought. Vid.
épviov.

"AvOpwwos, 6, man,—generic name, in distinction from gods and the lower
animals; cf. Luke ii. 15, 62; Matt. xii. 12 ; Mark x. 27; Matt. viii. 9, ete. LXX.=
DR, YR, PR, W3, and other words. In N. T. Greek, and specially in the Pauline writ-
ings, the word has in certain connections e peculiar use.

(L) Kara dvfpomwowr, eg. Myew, Rom. iii. 5, Gal iil. 15; Aakeiy, 1 Cor. ix. 8;
wepemrarelw, 1 Cor. iil. 3 ; éOnpropdynoa, 1 Cor. xv. 32; 7 euwne'lwv obx &orw k. &vbp.,
Gal i 11. For a contrast to xata dvfp., vid. 1 Cor. ix. 8, xatd Tov vépov, katd Tov Oeov ;
Gal i 12, &' dmokahinpews 'Inagot Xpiorod. Cf. 1 Cor. iii. 3, capaixol éore, xal xard
dvbpwrov wepimateite ; cf. ver. 4, &vfpamol éore. According hereto, the expression con-
tains a reference to that peculiarity of man, by virtue of which he finds himself in a
certain opposition to God and His revelation,—a reference, namely, to his carnal or cor-
poreal (capkixds) character, vid. odpf; cf. 1 Cor. iii. 3, 4, gaprweol éore . . . &vfpwmol
éore; 1 Pet. iv. 2, dvfpdmev émibuplass . . . Bedjpare Oeod Bidoar. The context must
show what special aspect of this sarcical determinateness is meant; eg. Rom. iii. 6 refers
back to ver. 4, cf. ver. 7, § d\jfea Tob Oeod . , . 70 éudv Yedopa. In 1 Cor. xv. 32 the
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contrast would perhaps be kard mwlorw, ver. 17 ; xard é\wlda Tijs dvaordoews, ver. 19.—
With Gal. i. 11 ¢f 1 Cor. il 4, 5, 7o mjpuyud pov odx év melols coplas Noyoss, dAN év
amodeites mvedparos xal Suvduews, va kTN Cf. dvfpdmwos.

(IL) ¢ &w dvbpormos . . . 6 &swbev, 2 Cor. iv. 16 ; ¢ éow dvbp., Eph. iii. 16. The same
contrastin 1 Pet. iii. 3, 4, ¢ &wfev éumhoxijs Tpuxdv . . . KoTROS . . \ & KpUTTOS Tis Kapdlas
dv0p. & vp apldpre 7Tob . .. wvelparos. This expression corresponds to the contrast
between ocaua and wvedua, and, indeed, more exactly to that between odua Tis caprds
and wvebua, odp§, and xapdla, Rom. ii. 28, 29, Eph. iii. 17, so that ¢ &ow dvbpwmos
denotes not in general the inner distinctive character of the man, but the divine in him,
the inner spiritual and divine nature of the man in its antagonism to the odpf—cf. Rom.
vii. 22, oumjdouas 7¢ voup Tob Oeod xkard Tov ésw dvBpwmov,—not merely in contrast to
its outward appearance. It does not, however, quite answer to the contrast between vois
and odpf in Rom. vii. 25, for 6 &w &vbpwmos denotes less than odpf. The &ow dvbpamos
embraces that which, according to various aspects, is designated in the words wois, mveiua,
xapdla ; in such wise, however, that the reference to mvefua predominates, in harmony
with the use of mvedua in Rom. i 9; 1 Cor. v. 5; 2 Cor. viL 1; cf wvedua Tob woos,
Eph. iv. 23. As it is the dow dvbparmos which experiences remewal, 2 Cor. iv. 15,
strengthening by the Spirit, Eph. iii. 16, ef. Luke i 80, and to which belongs the approval
of a life devoted to God, Rom. vii. 22, we are warranted in regarding it as a synonym
for wvetua, as used in Matt. v. 3, Rom. viii. 10,—cf. the observations, sv. mveiua,—and,
indeed, in such a manner that ¢ &rw &vfpwmos denotes the wveiua as reflected in the
vois or self-consciousnesa. This accordingly decides the question whether the expression
applies to the regenerate or unregenerate man. In the sense in which both possess mvetua,
éow dvfpwmos may be applied to beth. By means of this expression, this mvelua is
defined as the proper, true man, after deducting that which is visible to the fleshly eye,
2 Cor. iv. 16, cf. 1 Cor. v. 5. Cf. the passage quoted by Wetstein and Tholuck on Rom.
vii. 22, from Jalkut Rub. f. x. 3: “ Spiritus est homo tnierior, cujus vestis corpus est.”
Plat. Rep. ix. 589 A, Tod évfpdmwov 6 évrds &vfpamos Eoras éyxparéartaros = 16 NoyiaTerdy
Tis Yuxis; Rep. iv. 439 D; Plotin. Ennead. i. 1. 10, Onplov &) {wwbév 16 odua, o 8¢
&\nys dvBparros d\Nos. This Platonic reflection, with its identification of the intellectual
and moral nature, may be regarded as the expression, in Platonic form, of a presentiment
of the truth, such as readily dawns on the human mind ; but we must not therefore sup-
pose that St. Paul's expression had this basis,—it was the outcome rather of his own
moral and religious experience in its harmony with the words of divine revelation, 1 Sam.
xvi. 7, Ps. xL 9, Joel ii. 13, etc., just as set forth by himself, in Rom. vii, in the auto-
biography of the divided éyw. Nor can the passage from Philo (that adduced by Losner
on 1 Pet. iii. 4, de Qig. 228 D, ed. Par, 267 ed. Mang, ¢ wpos dMjfeiav &vBpormos, is
irrelevant), de congr. quaer. erud. grat. p. 533, ed. Mang., Tov edepyérny émaweiv didac-
xopeda . . . émd 1§ v, 8 Kupins elmety, dvBparmos éoriw & dvOpame, Kpelrtwv év yelpow,
&favaros év Ovnrd, be regarded as indicating another basis of the Pauline and Petrine
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expression ; for it is itself a Platonic growth, as the words immediately succeeding show,
70 yap wpdTov Kai dpioTov év fHulv alrois o Moyiouds éori, xal dfov Tis cwégews ral
dyxwolas, katalirews Te xal Ppovioews, kal Tdv EN\wv Svvduewy, Soa mepi alTov elow,
dmapyds avarilbévar 7$ Oeg ¢ v ebpoplav Tob diavoeigbar mwapasyovri. Between this
idea and the Pauline view there is the difference which distinguishes moral volition from
intelligence. It is important, however, to find here a view in which the vague anticipa-
tions and aberrations of the heathen mind are brought back to the truth. Cf. Tholuck
on Rom. vii. 22 ; Harless on Eph. iii 16.

(II1.) ¢ maXacos, kawwds dvfpomos. This expression also is peculiar to the Pauline
writings. Rom. vi. 6, 6 makaids fudv dvfpwmes ouvesravpdly, wa xatapymbi 76 cdpa
Tijs dpaptlas, Tob pnxére Sovhelew fpds T4 dauapria; Eph. iv. 22-24, dwobésbas . . . Tov
malawv dvfpewmov, Tov Plepipevov katd Tas émbunlas Ths dwdTns dvaveoiobae 8¢ TH
mvedpare Tob voos Vudv, xai évdloaclar Tov xawdv &vBpwmov, Tov xatd Oedv xTicbévTa év
Sikatoatvy k.t ; Col iii. 9, 10, dwexduoduevor Tov walawy &vlpwmov ot Tals mpdfeaiv
avrob, xal évdvadpevor ToV véov, TOv avaxawoiuevov els émrbyvwow xat’ elxova Tob xTicavros
abrov. As generic conceptions, both of them designate a particular mode or manifestation
of human nature, and, indeed, 0 xawds dvfpwmos, humanity as renewed after the image
of God, Eph. iv. 24; Col iii. 10, 6 maAasos &vfpwmos, on the contrary, human nature as
it is in contrast with this renewal, as the individual is naturally,—accordingly similar to
adpf, vid. Rom. vi. 6, lva xarapynlj 76 odua tis duaprias, cf. sv. adpf; cf Gal v. 24,
ol 8¢ Tov Xpiorod ‘Inaod Ty adpra éoratpwoav, with Rom. vi. 6, only with the distinc-
tion that whereas odpf and mvedua denote vital forces, principles, and define the form in
which they appertain to man, ¢ mwalaws and 6 xawds dvfpwmos express the result and
outcome of the principles in question. Cf. Eph. iv. 23 with ver. 24; Col iii. 9. This
suggests also the explanation of Eph. ii. 15, va tods 8o xrlop év éavrd eis &va Kawdv
&vBparmov.  Cf. Chrys. in loc., dpas odyl Tov "EAAqva ryevopevoy ’Iovdalov, dANG ral ToD-
Tov Kgreivoy els érépav rardaTacw frovras. Cf Gal iil 28, wdvres yap dpeis els éoré &y
Xpiord 'Incod. Inasmuch as one and the same species of human nature is communicated
in like manner to both, the difference between them ceases; the one as well as the other
is a xawos dvfpwrmos.

(IV.) The word &vfpwmos is used in classical Greek with the subordinate idea of what
is despicable or the object of compassion, both in conmection with the names of persons
and alone (cf. John xix. 15, i8¢ 6 dvfpwmos); to this corresponds its use in the N. T,
where reference is made to the distinction between man and God, Heb. ii. 6, viii. 2, Rom.
ix. 20, ii. 1, cf. Jas. ii. 20 ; especially in his conduct toward the revelation and mes-
sengers of God =the man whose conduct is opposed to @od, the man whose way or nature
it 18 to act in opposition to God, eg. syn. auapTorcs, Mark ix. 31, ¢ vids Tod dvfpdmov
mapadlBoras els xeipas avlpomwv; Matt. xvii. 22 ; Luke ix. 44; cf. Mark xiv. 41, eis
Xeipas Tdv duaprordy. Matt. xxvi. 45. - So in Matt. x. 17, wpocéyere dmo Tawv dvbpa-
woy wapaddoovos ydp k.t Gal i 10, 11; Eph. iv. 14; Col. ii. 8, 22, and other places.

0 .
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'Avfpdmevos, &, ov, human, like dvfpameios in the Tragedians, used especially
by Xen., Plato (along with the rarer dvfpdmecos in the same connections, e.g. ¢, yévos,
wpaypa, x.7\), also by Herod, Thucyd., Aristotle. Whilst dvfpdrmeios denotes properly
what belongs to man, dvfp@mwos seems originally to express a quality or attribute, in or
by which what man is, is represented (-wos being a termination which marks the material) ;
hence, what or how man or human nature is, what is peculiar to it; Plat. Legg. iv. 713 C,
ds dvbpomela piois obSeula ixavi) Ta dvfpdrmiva Swwkoboa adroxpdtwp wdvra py ovy
UBpeds e xal adixlas peorodadas; Phaed.-107 C, imd Tob peyéfous, wepl dv ol Noyor eia,
* xal Ty dvbporlmy dolevelav dripdbwv dvarykdfopar; Xenoph. and Thucyd., évfpomwa,
avfporlvws dpapreiv. 'AvBpdmwos therefore suits such connections as Rom. vi. 19,
avBpdrmwoy Méyw 8id Ty dobéveiav Tijs gaprds Vudy; 1 Cor. ii. 13, Nakodpey odx év Sidax-
Tols dvbpamlms copias Moyows; 1 Cor. iv. 3, Wa dvarplfd tmd dvlpwmims fpépas, where
the fleshliness characteristic of human nature is referred to; 1 Cor. x. 13, weipacuds
avBpwmrevos, a temptation answering to the powers, or rather to the weakness, of human
nature. Some reference of this kind lies also perhaps in Acts xvii. 25, o08¢ Imo yepdv
dvlpwrlywy Oepamelerar.—Elsewhere also in Jas. iii. 7, ¢dous avfpamim, opp. to ¢iois
Onplwv; 1 Pet. ii. 13, dmordynre wdoy dvbpemivy rrise.

A v w, up, on high, John xi. 41, Heb. xii. 15; above, John ii. 7; Acts ii 19, & 7¢
otpavg dvw . . . éml Tis vijs kdtw—Equivalent to & 7@ olpavg, heaven viewed in its
natural and moral antagonism to, and distance from, earth ; so Col. iii. 1, 2, 7d¢ dvw {nreite,
¢poveite ; Gal. iv. 26, % dvw ‘Iepovaalsiu, opposed to 7f viv ‘Iepovo. in ver. 25; Phil
iii. 14, % dvw kAfjous; cf. Heb.iii. 1, kAfjoes émovpdvios, vid. sv. kNfjats. On John viii 23,
éyw éx Ty dvw eiul, Stier explains the opposite xdtw of Hades as the place of destruction,
appealing to Matt. xi. 23, Eph. iv. 9, and &0 nbAnR, Ps. Ixiii. 10, Ezek. xxvi. 20,
Ps. cxxxix. 15, ete. This contrast, Juels é¢ 7@y xdrw éoTé, éyw x.7.\., does, indeed, mean
more than John iii. 31, 6 dvoler épyopevos . .. 6 dv éx Tiis wijs, to wit, not as here,
primarily a difference of degree or of place (érdvw wdvrwv éorlv), but an ethical antagonism ;
cf. the succeeding Juels ék TobTov Tob Kéouov k.TA. But there is no parallel.to warrant
our taking Hades as the local source or determining basis of human corruption ; it is
always represented as its end and goal. Cf. &Bvagoos.

"A vw0ev, of place, from above downwards; of time, from of old, long since, from the
beginning, dvwler dpyeolacr, etc. The context must decide in which sense it is used.
(1) Of place, Matt. xxv. 51; Mark xv. 38; John xix. 23. Corresponding to &vew =é
7o) ovpavod, namely, with predominant reference to the distance between heaven and
earth, cf. Ps. ciii. 11. So in John iii. 31, ¢ &vwlev épyduevos . . . 6 by éx s vijs; John
xix. 11; Jas. i 17,iii 15, 17, 5 dvwbev codla. (2) Of time, from the commencement,
from of old; Acts xxvi. 5, from the beginning.; Luke i 3, wapaxohovlely dvwfev; Gal
iv. 9, wd\w dvwlev dovheder. So also John iii. 3, 7, dvwler yevimbipvac; cf. Sevrepov,
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ver. 4; further, Matt. xviii. 3, édv uy yévnobe ds Td madia; as also the expressions dva-
ey, kawi) xtiows, 1 Pet. i. 3, 23 ; Tit. iii. 5; 2 Cor. v. 17. Justin Mart. Apol. i. 61,
xal ydp 6 Xpiards elwer &v uy) avayevvnbijre, ob pi) eloé\byre els Ty Bac. So also Syr.,
Copt., Arab. Cf. especially John iii. 12, where 7d émovpdra denote something different
from dvwlev yevrbivar, vv. 3, 7, which must rather be classed among the émiyea.

‘AmNobs, 7, oby, single; transferred in classical Greek from the physical sphere
to the sphere of morals and religion, simple, artless, plain ; joined, when used in a moral
sense, with aAnfsjs, «yevvalos, cadrjs = sincere, faithful, pure, without dissimulation, open.
Xen. Anab. ii. 6. 22, cvrropwrdTy gero 630w elvas Sid Tob émiopreiy Te ral YevSeolas xal
éfamatay, 1o 8¢ dwhoiy Te xal aAnles &vople 10 adrd TG blp elva.  So dmNdrys, Xen.
Hell, vi. 1. 6 = sincerity, fidelity. Plato, Rep. ii. 382 E, xomd5 &pa 6 Oeds dmhoby wal
aAnles & Te &pyp ral & Noyw. Legg. v. 738 E, Srws wire abrds x(BSy\és more paveitas
orgoty, dmrhois 8¢ Kai &M)ﬂfn del, wire d\hos Towbros dv altév Samarmioer.  Rep. ii.
361 B, &vdpa dmhotv xal qevvaiov xar’ Aicyilov, ol Soxeiv, AAN elvas dyaboy &6é-
Aovra, Aristoph. Plut. 1158, ob ydp 86hov viv &pyov, 4NN dmhéy Tpémev. It might
be contrasted with the N. T. dijruyos . . . dmoxpirsjs. It occurs also in this sense
still in later Greek, as in Diod. v. 21, xiii. 76, dxaxos xal ™y Yvyw dmhols; yet we
find Aristotle and Isocr. already using the word, with some degree of contempt, to denote
spiritual, and especially intellectual, narrowness, with which is associated not indeed a
lower morality, but some degree, though small, of meanness ; as ¢.9. Plut. Mor. 63 B, among
arovnpol Kal dveheiOepos xal yéntes are specified the dmAodorepor and ravovpyov‘epo:.
Isocr. ad Nicocl. 24 A, dmhods 8¢ fryodvrac Tods volv odx Exovras.

Of this latter usage not the least trace is to be found in the LXX.,, the Apocr., or the
N.T. The LXX, indeed, use the adj. only in that difficult passage, Prov. xi 25 (with
which Schleusner appropriately compares the N. T. dwAémps in 2 Cor. viii. 2, ete.).
‘Am\éms, on the contrary, is in a moral sense="%* 1 Chron. xxix. 17, & dam\émyme
xapdlas mpoefupiibny Tadra. =0N, 2 Sam. xy. 11, wopevépevor &v Th dwhéryTe atrav xal
ovx Eyvoaay wav pipa; Prov. xix. 1, wroyds mopevipevos v dmhryre adrob. Wisd.
i.1; 1 Mace. ii. 37, 60. ‘Am\oiv=ntwn, Hiphil, Job xxii. 3, 8r¢ dmhdays ™ 080w
oov, parallel with 7ols &pyois &uepmros elvar. The adv. dwAds, Prov. x. 10, mopedectas
dm\ds=0h3. Aq., Symm., Theodot. sometimes render bh by dmAdms; LXX., besides
= d\}feia, draxia, oolotns, xabapds; Aq.=draxla, dworys ; Symm. duoudrns. LXX.
DR = duwpos, dpepmros, dxaxos, &mlacros; D'OR = dhos, ONkAnpos, Téhews, dbdos,
dueprmros, but not = dmhods. W, W (save once, see above) are not rendered by dmhods
and its derivatives.

‘We can hardly therefore call in the analogy of this Hebrew word to establish the fact
that dahots in Luke xi. 34, Matt. vi. 22, édv ¢ dpfaruds cov dmhods 3, must mean sound,
in antithesis with wovnpés. This antithesis itself sanctions this meaning,—a meaning which
woild not have been strange to a Greek ear; cf. Demosth,, ed. Reisk., 325. 17, wdvra tadra
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Dyuds xai dTAGs kal Sucalws memohitevuas. Perhaps this use of dmlols was occasioned
partly by the connection of the discourse, in which (ver. 24) all double-mindedness and
indecision are condemned, and partly by a reference to the parallelism with 7o ¢pas 70 év
oot, cf. ol épfarpol Tijs xapdlas, Eph. i. 18, Acts xxvi. 28, xxviii. 27, Rom. xi. 8, 10,
1 John ii. 11, Rev. iii. 18, and dwA\émys s xapdlas, Eph. vi. 5; Col. iii. 22. Cer-
tainly dmhovs and movnpds in this connection denote not moral behaviour (Meyer), but
states or conditions; cf Mark vii. 22, where é¢pfaruds mov. occurs in quite another
sense. Philo, de cond. mund. i. 12, 8mep voils év Yvxi, Todro o¢pbaluds év cdpate.

The adverb dmAds only in Jas. i. 5, Tod 8iddvros Oeod maaw amhis xal ui) dveidlfov-
7os. See dmAdémys. Cf Dem. 288. 12, dnhis &wxa vuiv éuavrov. Reisk., sine ter-
gwersatione ; of a sincere trusty heart.

‘AwAdTns, 9, in the N. T. only in a moral sense, and indeed (1) generally =
simplicity, purity, sincerity, faithfulness, plenitude; Eph. vi. 5, dmwarodere Tois xvploss . . .
& dmNéryre Tis xapdlas Sudv. Col. iii. 22.—2 Cor. xi. 3, wf wws ds ¢ Sdis enmdmoey
Ebav & 1§ mavovpyla avrod, otrws ¢bapj Td vorjuata Judv dmo Tis amheTnToes Tis eis
Xpiotov; cf Plato, Legg. v. 738 E. Plut. Mor. 63 B, under dmhods.—In 2 Cor. i. 12,
instead of év dmAéTTe Kal eihirpiveia, the truer reading is perhaps dyedmyre; (2) specially,
sincerity, faithfulness towards others, manifest in helpfulness and giving assistance; cf.
ém\ds. Xen. Mem. iv.' 2. 16, Siopigwpefa makw mpods ulv Tods moleulovs Sikacov elvar Td
Towalra mowelv (sc. KNémTew, dpmatew), wpos 8¢ Tovs pilovs &dikov, AANE Selv mpds ye Toi-
Tous & dmhoUoTaTov elvar, where it is evidently equivalent to faithful and benevolent.

This signification completely suits the N. T. passages in question, without substituting
the meaning liberalitas, and thus it may most simply be taken as akin to the first meaning.
Cf. 2 Cor. viii. 2, 7 wraoyela alrdv érepiooevoey els mhoiTos Tis dmhéryros abrdw, with
ver. 3, 8rv kata SVvauiv xal mapd SUvauw adbalperor. Rom. xii. 8; 2 Cor. ix. 11, 13,

'A p d, 9, originally vox media : Prayer, cf. Il. xv. 378, etc.; oftener the imprecation
of something evil, a curse or imprecation which the Deity is to execute, opp. elyf; cf.
Plat. Alc. ii. 143 B; see xardpa. Then the evil mprecated, the mischicf itself, the realized
curse.  Vid. Lexica. LXX.=n9% both in the semse oath, Gen xxiv. 41, xxvi. 28,
1 Kings viii. 31; and in that of imprecation, curse, Num. v. 20, Spxoc Tijs dpds Tairys;
Ps. x. 7. Also=n3%p, Deut. xxix. 18, etc. In the N. T. Rom. iii. 14, &v 76 oréua dpas

T2

xal mweplas yéue; cf. Ps. x. 7. The compound kardpa is more usual.

'Emdpartos, as Lachm. and Tisch. read in John vii 49, instead of émwcardparos
(which see), from émapdouas, the compound commonly used in classical Greek instead of
the émwcarapdopas of biblical Greek.

Kartdpa, %, imprecation, curse. Polyb. xxiv. 8. 7, rardpac ybyvovras xard Twos;
Plat. Alc. ii. 143 B, ToiTo katdpa Tiwi aNN’ ovk edyh) Suowov dv ely. Cf Jas. iii. 10, opp.
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to edN\oyla: éx Tod altod oropatos éfépyerar edhoyia ral xardpa. The same antithesis

in Heb. vi. 8, Gal. iii. 13, only that in these, as well as in the remaining passages, the .
curse proceeding from God, the rejection and surrender to punishment, to the destruction of

Judgment, is meant ; «picis avéheos, Jas. ii. 12 ; cf Deut. xxviii 15 ff Heb. vi. 8, o}

. . . G8oxipos xal xatdpas éyyds, s 16 Téhos eis kadow; 2 Pet. ii. 14, rxardpas Tékva ; cf.

2 Thess. ii. 8, 0 vids Tijs dmwheas; Wisd. xii. 10, 11, awépua v xkarnpapévov &m’ dpxis.

Gal. iii. 10, J7d xardpav elvas, opp. to edhoyetabas, ver. 9, answers to the émwcardparos in

ver. 10 (g.v.); ver. 13, 1) katdpa Tod vopov, is the curse pronounced in the law, cf. Dan.

ix. 11, both as the sentence of the divine judgment and the ruin therein tnflicted, the

manifested curse. Here we have the explanation of the expression Xpiords yevduevos

Umép Hudv xardpa =the realized sentence of curse and Christ are not to be separated from

each other; cf. 2 Cor. vi. 21, mrép Hudv XpioTov dpaptiav émolnoey, a ypeis ywoueba

“Sucatoadyn Oeod; Tsa xix. 24, 25, N 312 W raen 903 e Sk M Ezek.

xxxiv. 26 ; Zech. viii. 13.—In Isa. xix. 14, the LXX. renders the abstract by the concrete

eU\oynuévos (Zech,, lc., év ebhoylg), as in Deut. xxi. 23 (Gal. iil 13) they render the
abstract NP by wexarnpapévos. Cf. Aesch. Choeph. 1025, unrépa, Oedv arinos. Eurip.

Here. fur. 458 sq., &rexov pév duds, mokeplows é0peyrduny UBpiopa kémixapua xal Sad-

fopdy—LXX. = ndhp, N, M,

Katapaopas, to wish any one evil or ruin, to curse, opp. to elroyelv. In
classical Greek mostly with the dat.; by later writers used occasionally, as always in the
LXX. and N. T., with the accusative = to give one over to ruin. Matt. v. 44 ; Luke vi. 28 ;
Rom. xii. 14; Jas. iii 9; Mark xi, 21.—Matt. xxv. 41, of xarnpauévor, whose being
cursed is a settled fact. Cf. Deut. xxi. 23.—LXX. =" %, and other words.

'EmccardparTos, verbal adj., from émwcarapdopar, to lay a curse on, or to connect
@ with anything, LXX., instead of the word émapdopa:, usual in classical Greek. Num.
v. 19, 23, 24; Mal ii. 7="%; Num. xxii 17, xxiii 7. Hence émwcardparos, one on
whom the curse rests, or in whom it 18 realized. In Gal iii 10, corresponding with mo
xardpay eigly ; ver. 13, émik. mis 6 xpepduevos éml Eihov. LXX. = WW, Gen. iii. 14,17,
iv. 11; cf. Prov. xxiv. 24, parallel with uwonfos. Isa. Ixv. 20; Wisd. iii. 12, xiv. 8;
Tob. xiii. 12, opp. to ebAoynuévos.—In John vii. 49, Lachm. and Tisch. read ¢ xyAos od7os
0 uf) yewworwy vopov émdpatol elow—instead of émikardparor—in the same sense.

A perif, 5, “quaelibet rev praestantia,” Sturz, lex. Xen. According to Curtius, from
the root ap, which we find in dpapiorw, to join to, &prws, fitted to, becoming, of the insepar-
able particle dp¢, which in the epic and lyric poets, as a prefix to substantives, strengthens
the meaning ; whence dpelwv, dpiaros, dpéoxw, to please ; dper), fitness; dperdw, to be of
use, to thrive, in Homer and later writers. Cf Od. viii. 329, odx dper@ xaxd &pya;
xix. 114, Naol dperda, “ the people prosper, are happy.”—Akin to the Latin ars, artus,
armae, the German “arm,” the English arm. (1) Generally, without any special moral
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import. Cf. Hom. 7l xx. 411, mwoddv dpersj; Aristot. Eth. Nicom. iv. 7, Onhelwv dpers)
coparos pév KdAlos kal péyebos, Yvxiis 8¢ cwpposiry. In this general sense = superiority
everywhere in Greek. So also the LXX., who speak of God's dpers}, syn. 8ofa, answering
to the Heb, MR, Isa. xlii. 8, 12; xliii. 21, Tds dperds adrob dvayyéAhew, dupyeicOar,
parallel with 8ofav 1 Oedp Sddvas ; Hab, iii. 3, éxalnprev odpavods 4 dpers) adrod ="in, as
also Zech. vi. 13, adrds NMjrerar dperrjv. In the N.T. 1 Pet. ii. 9, dwws Tas dperas éfay-
yelAyre Toib ér aroTovs Upds kaléoavros els kTN ; 2 Pet. i 8, Tob xaMéoavros tuds dla
80y xal dpers, it denotes accordingly the superiority of God (si¢ venia verbo /) revealed in
the work of salvation, the ueyateia Tod Oeod, Acts ii. 11, that which lies at the foundation
of the praise of God. Cf. the combination of dpers and &rawos in Phil iv. 8.— Apers)
then (2) denotes in a moral sense what gives man his worth, Ais efficiency. Plat. Theaet.
176 C, % pév 4dp Tob dikacordTov qvdaws gopla xal dperyy annbuwri, % 8¢ dyvoia dualbla
xal xaxla dvapyis; Rep. vil. 536 A, mpds cwppootimy . . . kal dvdpelav xal peyalompé-
weiay xai wdvra vijs aperijs pépn. So in Phil iv. 8, el Tis dpery) xal el Tis Emaiwos; 2 Pet.
i. 5, émueyopnyicare év Th wloTes Ypdv Ty dperijy, év 8¢ T dperi ™ qyvdow, it denotes
moral excellence, cf. 1 Pet. ii. 12 ; Matt. v. 16.

'Apvéopas, dpricouas, aor. 1 jprmodunv, in Homer and later writers for the Attic
7pwifny (connected perhaps with &pvuuas, dpéobas, dpacfar, the aorists usually referred
to defpw, alpw) = to decline, to refuse, a request or demand; eg. Herod. iii. 1. 2, odx elye
olre dodvae, odre dpriocacbar. Hes. Op. 406, i) od pév aitis a\lov, 6 & dpvirar. Later
also with reference to a question, assertion, fact = to gainsay, ¢g. Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 10,
ANA& u7) daTpohiyos Bolhe yevéolar ; s 8¢ kal Toiro 7pveiro kTN Aesch. Prom. 266,
&kwy fjpaprov: odx dpvioouar. Soph. Oed. R. 571, € qap oldd o, odx apwijocouar. The
idea of mendacious denial is not necessarily implied in the word; only dwapveiofas,
ékapvetaOas, katapveicfas, in and for themselves imply a lying denial, manifestly corre-
sponding with the force of the prefixes. Thus Pillon, Synonymes Grecs, cites as synonyms
of @p. only words which denote refusal or denial, dvalveoOas, dmayopedew, dvavebew, dmro-
vebew, amopdvar, dmevireiv, but not eddew, peddecbfas, which are classified as synonyms
with dwardy, Sehedlew, Sohody, and others. It rests with the connection to show whether
or not a lying denial is meant, cf. Eur. Or. 1581, dpvel xataxtds xad’ UBpec Myers Tdde;
and in this case it is stronger than +retdecfas, for the idea of refusal or denial prevails,
the lie becomes denial, the negation of the truth becomes opposition thereto. Opposition
18 the distinguishing feature of the denial expressed by dpveicfac. (But not, as E. Haupt
on 1 John ii. 22 says, that the denial takes place upon the ground of, and with the under-
lying better conviction to the contrary; this latter element, which the apostle certainly
lays stress upon in the passage cited, lies in the words which precede, (s éoTev 6
Yevorys, e py 6 dpvovuevos i k.7, where he first brands the dpveiofas as a Yreddeo-
Oa.. Cf. Matt. x. 33, 8ores & &v apmionTal pe Eumpocley Tédv dvlpamay, dpvijcopat xiyd
airov umpoalev Tob watpos pov Tob év Tols olpavois. Cf. vii. 23, xal Tore dpoloyriow
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alrols 81 obdémore Eyvwv Vuds; xxvi. 72, fpmicato perd Spxov dte ok olda Tov dvbpamov,
It is clear from a comparison of these passages that the element of falsehood is to be
included only as an inference from the connection.) ’Apveicfas occurs (1) as = ‘o deny,
to refuse, and thus occurs but once in biblical Greek, Heb. xi. 24, Jjpvjcaro Méyeofar vids
Ovyatpds Papad ; Wisd. xvil. 9, Tov undapucfer peverdw aépa mpoaideiv dpvovuevor ; xvi. 16,
dpvolpevos ydp oe eldévas daeBeils . . . dpactvydbnoay ; xii. 27, idovres dv wdrar fpvodvTo
eldévar Ocov éméyvacav a\ybij k7M. Akin to this (2) is the combination peculiar to
N. T. Greek, apveicfal Tewa = to refuse any one, not to know or recognise him, to reject him,
either in the face of former relationship or better knowledge = to deny, or without this
reference = to decline, to reject, give up. Which of these is meant in any case, the
connection must decide. In the last-named sense, only in Matt. x. 33, dpwjcopas,
xdy® abrév; 2 Tim. il 12, xdxeivos dpmjoeras fuds; 1 John ii 23, wds o dpvoluevos
Tov vidy, cf. with ver. 22 ; Luke ix. 23, dpvnodofw éavrov; 2 Tim. il 13, dpwijcacOas
éavrov ov dUvarar.—(See under 3.)— With the idea of falsehood included, of con-
tradiction not only with reference to the object, but on the part of the subject against
himself, Acts iii 13, 0 feds é8ofacey Tdv maida alrod 'Incodv, bv Vucis uév mwapedo-
xate xai fpricache atrov xard wpocwmov Ilihdrov. Ver. 14, Tov &ywov rai Slraiov
fpwmicacle. Perhaps also Acts vii. 35, Tobrov Tov Maichy 8y sjpvicavro elmdvres,
Tis ae xaréormoev x7A—Matt. x. 33, Sores &v dpwjonral pe; Luke xii. 9, 6 &
dpvnoduevis pe; xxii. 57, dpwicaro atrov, Myov odx olda airiv; John xiii. 38, dpwijay
pe Tpis; 2 Pet. ii. 1, Tov dyopdoavra adrods deamérny dpvolpevor; Jude 4, Tov povov
Seamorny xal xbpuov Huiv Incoiv Xpiotov dpvodpevos ; 1 John ii. 22, odrés éotew 6 avri-
XpioTos, 6 dpvoluevos Tov watépa xal Tov viov; cf. ebdos, Yeborps, vv. 21, 22.—Cf.
Rev. iii. 8, olx sjpwmjocw 76 Svoud pov. Grammatically akin to this mode of expression is
(3) the combination dpv. ¢ to reject anything, to retract, or to renounce, to deny, to dis-
own, just according to the connection; the former in Tit. ii. 12, dpynoduevor Ty dcré,Beuw;
2 Tim. iii. 5, &yovres udpdpociw eboelelas, Ty 8¢ Slvauw adriys fprnuévos. Cf. Tit. i 16.
The latter in 1 Tim. v. 8, ™ wloTw fjpynrac; Rev.ii. 13, olx jpvicw Ty wietw pov.
Cf. Josephus, ¢. Ap. i. 22, u? dpvoduevor 7d matpPa. Absolutely, 2 Tim. ii. 12, el dpvod-
pefa, overagainst Umouévew, which see. (4) dpv. with &r¢ following, 1 John ii. 22, 6
apvoipevos &t *Incods olx &rrww 6 Xpiards. As to the negative in the latter clause or
consequent, see Kriiger, § Ixvii. 11. 3. In classical Greek we often find the inf. with us,
where it occurs with the meaning 7o /4. On the contrary, not with the meaning ¢o refuse,
see above under 1. (5) Zo gainsay, without further specification of. the object, Luke
viii. 45; Acts iv. 16. Falsely to deny, to disown, Gen. xviii. 15 = vnd, Matt. xxvi. 70,72 ;
Mark xiv. 68, 70 ; John xviii. 25, 27. Opposed to éuoloyelv, John i. 20, duoNéynae xal
ovk fpwjcare. Cf. Matt. x. 33; Tit. i. 16 ; dmouévew, 2 Tim. ii. 12. Dem. Orest. 871.
15, oV ddvar’ apynbijvas 8id Tv wepspdveiav, GANE TpoowpoNGYNTEY. .

‘Amapvéopac, to remove from omeself, to refuse, to deny, to disown. The prep.
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indicates a putting away on the part of the speaker, a recoil on his part; cf. Eurip. El
796, &owpor xodx dmwapvovuectd. Plat. Rep. v. 468 C, undent éfcivar dmwapvnbijvac 8 &v
Bob\yras Ppirely, quemcunque voluerst osculars. Dem. 575. 27, obire pdyory’ &v ol amap-
vobuas Todvopa ; cf. Rev. il 8, odx fjpmjow 70 8voud pov. But it is not a mere strengthen-
ing of dpveioOas, as Suidas explains, dpvoduar xabohov. dmapvos: 6 dpvotpevos kal’ Ehov.
It must be added that where it signifies a denial, it always, in linguistic usage, expresses
a false denial, and thus it differs from the simple verb. Plat. Theaet. 165 A, pdvas Te kal
amapveicfas. In N.T. usage the back reference to the subject always gives a very strong
sense. It occurs here only with a personal object (like dpveiofas, 2); cf. Apollon. Rh.
i 867, tas ‘EM\pwidas qyuvaikas amwapvnoduevor; 932, v 'Adpodlirqy dmwapynOivar Tov
waida = “ to decline or withdraw from fellowship with any one” Still the N. T. mode of
expression is akin to the use of the simple verb dpv. 7{ or Twd (see dpv., 2 and 3).
It occurs, (1) dmapv. Xpiorov, Matt. xxvi. 34, 35, 76; Mark xiv. 30, 31, 72; Luke
xxii. 61 ; John xiii. 38 ;—Luke xxii. 34, followed by uy eidévac ue, see dpveicbas; in all
these places, of Peter’s denial. (2) dwapy. éavrov, Matt. xvi 24 ; Mark viii. 34; Luke
ix. 23 = to refuse oneself, to give up oneself ; cf. John xii. 25, ¢ miodv ™ Yy alrod.
Gal v. 24.—Isa xxxi. 7 =080 (3) The future dwapwmbioouas in a passive sense,
used in classical Greek side by side with a@mapwjoouas, occurs once in Luke xii 9, ¢ 8¢
apynodpevos pe . . . draprndijoerar, whereas in Soph. Phil. 527, x1i vads qdp dfes xovx
amapbiceras. Isa xxxi. 7, 7 %uépa éxelvy dmaprmiicovras of avlp. Ta xepomolnra
alrdw, actively. (Matth. Gramm. § 224, also renders the word in Soph. Le. as a passive.
In Isa. xxxi. 7, Tisch. reads dwapvicovrac.)

"Apviov, 16, dimin. of dpv, later dpvés, Lamb. John xxi. 15. In the Apocalypse
it is the designation of Christ, and, indeed, of the exalted Christ; first, in Rev. v. 6, eldov
. . . apvlov éarnros ds éopayuévov, where the term, especially in its dimin. form, appears
to have been selected primarily for the sake of the contrast with ver. 5, 80D éviknoev o
Mav 6 éx Tiis puijs "Tovda. The reason why the lion, which has overcome, presents Him-
self as a lamb (cf. Hofmann’s Weissagung und Erfallung, ii. 328) is, that He gained His
victory in that form ; cf. Isa. liii. 7; Acts viii 82. The words ds éodayuévor point to
His death; both in classical Greek and in the LXX. o¢pdlerv is the usual expression for
slaughtering for sacrifice; vid. Lexicons and K. F. Hermann's Zehrbuch der gottesdienst-
lichen Alterthamer der Griechen, xxviii. 14, although it is also used in both in the simple
sense of o kill. But that it here denotes sacrificial death, is clear from vii. 14, émrAvvar
7ds oToNds avTdv év T alpaTi Tob dpviov; xii 11, xiv. 4; cf. 1 Johni 7, 1 Pet. i 19,
vid. sv. alua, Rev. xiii. 8, 70 éodpayuévov dmd xaraBorsjs xoopov, with Heb. ix. 26, 1 Pet.
i. 20, so that accordingly this expression of the Revelation, which here alone, where it occurs
for the first time, is used without article, must be taken as = ¢ duvos 7od feod. It is
plainly, indeed, not connected with the paschal lamb, as this latter is, but with Isa. liii. 7 ff. ;
hence the lack of the article when the term is first introduced, cf. xiii. 11, and the words
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as éodaryuévoy are not yet to be taken in that special sense; but in the course of the
further employment of the word, the two ideas pass over into each other, and the latter
becomes allied with the former. Cf. also xix. 7, 9, xxi. 9, with Eph. v, 25-27. Else-
where, v. 8, 12, 13, vi. 1,16, viL 9, 10, 17, xiii. 8, xiv. 1, 4, 10, xv. 3, xvii. 14, xxi,
14, 22, 23, 27, xxii. 1, 3.

A ppaBdy, dvos, o, earnest money, earnest, pledge, a word seemingly transferred
by the Greeks, Romans, Egyptians, from the Phoenicians; Hebrew {13, Gen. xxxviii.
17, 20, from 27, to interlace, to exchange, to pledge. Suidas says, % Tals dvals mwepl TEV
avoupévov 8idouéym wpoxarafBols), mrép dopaelas. Figuratively used in Menand. et Philem.
Jragm., ed. Cleric., p. 274, 8rav éx wovnpod wpdypatos xépdos NdBys, Tob SvoTuyeiv vouile
a’ appapdv’ Exew; Stob. flordl. Ixi. 2. 6; Aristot. Polit. i. 11. The explanation of Chry-
sostom, uépas Tob wavtés, is better than that of Hesych. dppaBdr mpiédoua, though the
element of time, which dppaSwv essentially includes, remains unnoted. In the LXX.
Gen. xxxviii, 17, 18, 20. 1Inthe N. T. 2 Cor. i. 22, ¢ ral oppayioduevos Huds xal Sods
T0v dppaBdve Tod mvedpatos &y Tals xapdlais Gudv; v. 5, o Sods AHulv Tov dfpaBdva Tobd
mvedpatos ; Eph. i 14, 8 éorw dppaBav Tijs xhnpovopias fuav; likewise of the Holy
Spirit, who in the same sense is called d7apys in Rom. viii. 23; accordingly, Basil. M.,
70 wvebua Tis aloviov K\povoplas dppaBav xal Tév peMNdvrav dyabav drapyr. Cf. Suic.
Thes., synon. évéyvpov, Prov, xx. 19 ; Deut. xxiv. 10-12.

YA px o, to be first, to begin, to reign. According to Curtius, coincident with the
Sanscrit arkdms, “ to be worth,” “to be able,” “to have ability ;” arhas, « worthy,” ete.
“ The idea foyming the common basis of both is worth, perhaps brightness, dpxew Napmew ”
(Hes.)). J. Grimm compares the German ragen.

A px 1, % (L) Beginning; dpyn @divwy, Matt. xxiv. 8 ; Mark i. 1, & Tod edayy.; cf.
Phil iv. 15; John ii. 11, % dpxh) 7dv onuelwv.—Heb. iii. 14, v. 12, vi. 1, vii. 3.—Matt.
xxiv. 21, &' dpyiis xoopov &ws Tod viv. Mark xiii. 19, a7’ dpydis xrloews; 2 Pet. iii. 4.
"An’ dpxiis, éE apxs is either relative, referring to the beginning of that which is spoken
of, as in Luke i 2, oi a7’ dpyfs alromwras; John xv. 27, aw’ dpyiis per’ éuod doré;
xvi. 4, radra 88 Juiv & dpyfis oix elmov; Acts xi. 15, éwémecev 70 mvedpa 7o &yiov én’
alrods, domep xal ¢’ Huds v dpxhi; xxvi. 4, Ty pév odw Blwow ék vedrnTos T A’
dpxfis cyevouévny v v &vec pov; 1 John ii 7, cf with ver. 24, iii 11; 2 John v. 6;
1 John iii. 8, ¢ moudv T duapriav éc Tob SiaBilov éariv, §s am dpxiis ¢ didBolos
duaprdve. (Where the position of dn” dpyijs confirms what the connection shows, that the
reference is to the relation (in time and as cause) of devilish to human sin); or absolule,
denoting the beginning of the world and of its history,—the beginning of creation,—akin
to the analogous usage of classical Greek, where é¢ apyiis (in Hom., Herod, the Attic
writers, as also in the Apocryphs), én’ dpyis (Herod., Tragg., Plut., LXX, and N. T.)=
Jrom of old, at all times, from the beginning, hitherto; except that in biblL usage the
starting-point is fixed as the beginning of creation, the beginning of the world; cf. d=”’

P
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apxis, Matt. xix. 4, 8, with its parallels, Mark x. 6, dmo 8¢ dpyijs xTigeas ; John viii. 44.
More rarely (e.g. in Plato) watr’ dpxds, as in Heb. i 10. It has been supposed that in
1 John i 1,ii. 13, 14, = dpxfis must be explained in the sense of mpo Tod aidwvos, to
strengthen which it is used in Ecclus. xxiv. 9 ; and dpx: has accordingly been designated
“ o makeshift name for eternity ” (E. Haupt on John i. 1), and &=’ dpyijs, 2 Thess. ii. 13,
as synonymous with wpé xataBolijs xéauov, Eph. i. 4 (Huther). In this case, the signifi-
cation of dw’ dpyiis in classical Greek (as also in the LXX., eg. Josh. xxiv. 2; Isa.
Ixiii. 16, 19, ii. 6, xxiii. 7, and often), from of old, must have been generalized into the
meaning always, eternally, from eternity; and this is not in itself inconceivable. Still,
apart from the fact that such a use of the word is unknown elsewhere in the N. T, it
cannot be proved even in the LXX.; and in explanation of the texts cited, it is enough
to refer to Isa xliii. 13 as a decisive parallel, éyd xdpios o Oeds &rv dn’ dpyijs = DD,
taken by the LXX. manifestly as = 0¥ ni"; and it would betray no little dogmatic
microscopicness, not acuteness, to argue from this expression in 1 John i 1,ii. 13, 14,
against, instead of for, the pre-existence of Christ. Side by side with éf dpyijs, an’
apxs, kat’ dpxds, which imply a progressive movement from the beginning onwards, the
expression év dpy7, peculiar to biblical Greek, Gen. i. 1, Prov. viii. 23, John i 1, fixes
the beginning-point absolutely, without reference to its relation to the time following.
There is difficulty in the much disputed v épyv in John viii. 25, Eeyov odw adre, 3V
7is €l; elmev adrois ¢ 'Incois, T dpxnv 8 T¢ xal hakd Vuiv, or THv dpxw, &t kal Aald
Oply. morAa Exyw wepi Uudv Makeiv k.7 Hengstenberg’s explanation seems quite inad-
missible; he sees in Ty dpysjv the self- witnessing of Christ to His pre - existence,
“ originally, the beginning am I;” for this we should rather have expected, according to
John’s usage, % dpy’. For an answer intended to signify this, the expression would be
too vague and unintelligible. Certainly dpyiv, ™9 dpxjv, signifies not merely earlier,
before, in contrast with now,—cf. Gen. xliii. 20 ; Thuc. il 74, o¥rre Ty apxiy ddlkes émi
iy ™ivde H\ouev, obre viv adiericouey, not merely “in the beginning,” “originally,” in
contrast simply with after time; cf. Herod. viii. 142. 1, wepl Tijs Suerépns dpyiy ¢ dywv
- éyévero; ii. 28. 1, Tabra uév viv &oTe ds ot Te Kal ds dpxw éyévero,—but also “from
the beginning onwards, hitherto,” apart from any intended antithesis; cf. Herod. i. 9. 1,
apxw ydp &yd pmyavioopar obre Gate pndé palbely uw dpdeicay Imd eeb; and we must
in this case, though it be not wholly without difficulty, transfer the full distinctively
biblical conception of dpy7 into the adverbial expression. But then the relative clause
(John viii. 25) would rather rum, 8 7¢ xai AeAdAyxa Vuiy, if indeed Aaetw could be used
here at all, Aa)eiv, as distinct from Aéyew, giving prominence mnot to the contents,—the
thing said,—but to the act of discoursing; cf. ver. 26, xvii. 13, xii. 48, xvi. 25. Here,
at least, no reason could be seen why just Aaleiv should be employed. Considering that
in ver. 26 Christ answers the question concerning Himself by a statement as to His
relation to His questioners, weight must be attached to the fact that the mepi dudv of
ver. 26 should stand over against the eV 7is el of ver. 25, and thus T dpxrv should
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introduce a putting off of the question. If, now, we join ™ dpxsjv with moAAd &yw mepl
Ypdv k.7, and regard 87¢ xal NaAd Uuiv as a parenthesis (so Hofmann), no relation of
former time to subsequent or present time will be denoted by Ty dpysjv, but it is either
equivalent to “from the beginning hitherto,” “first of all,” “before all things” as in
Herod. i. 9. 1, or it includes a contrast between the present and the future which finds
its close in the 7éte of ver. 28 (Hofmann, Schriftbewess, ii. 1. 178). The first rendering
cannot, in view of the passage quoted from Herod,, be rejected on the ground that épyfv,
v apyny, with the signification “generally,” occurs only in negative sentences; for this
is true only in those cases where the primary idea of #ime in the word quite disappears,
and it is equivalent to generally, entirely, Of Christ, as used in Rev. iii. 14, 4% dpx) Tijs
xtloews Tob Oeod, it signifies the cansal relation of Christ to the creation of God; cf. %
dpx «ai 7o Téhos, xxi. 6, xxii. 13, under d\pa, and Diisterdieck on iii. 14. For Col
i. 18, & darw dpy, mpwroTokos éx TEY vexpdv, la yévyras &y wiow adTds mpwTedoy, see
wpwréroros. COf Gen. xlix. 3, dpy?) Téxvaw wov; Deut. xxi. 17, 6 mpwréroxos vids . . .
éorly dpyn Tékvew alrod.

(IL) @overnment, specially the highest dignitaries of the State; eg. Tiuai xal apyal,
honours (dignities) and offices ; also the authorities; vid, Lex. So in Luke xii 11, érav
8¢ Pépovow Dpds éml Tds cuvaryaryds, kai Tds dpyds xal Tds éfovalas; Luke xx. 20, BaTe
wapadoivac atrov Tj dpxi xai i éfovala Toi syeudvos, where dpyrj relates to his position
and authority; éfovala, to the executive power connected therewith ; Tit. iii. 1. Herewith
is connected the peculiar Pauline usage in Rom., 1 Cor., Eph., Col., where dpyaf, conjoined
with éfovolas, Suvdpess, kupibnTes, Opdvor, denotes supramundane powers—Angels; so in
Eph. iii. 10, lva yvwpiodfj viv Tals dpxais kal Tais éfovalas év Tols émovpavios &id Tis
éxxMyaias % movmoleihos oodia Tob feotr; Col. i 16. Of evil supramundane powers in
Eph. vi. 12, otk &orew fuiv % wd\y wpos alua xal cdpra, dANE wpds Tds dpxds, wpos Tds
ékovalas, wpds Tods KoopoxpdTapas Tob axéTovs TovTov, TPOs TA wWwvevuaTied Tis wovnplas
év 7ois émovpavioss. In Col. ii. 10 also, 8s éorew 4 xedaly wdons dpyiis xal éfovalas, as
in contrast with ver. 18, according to the context it refers to supramundane, and indeed
(cf. ver. 15, dwexBuoduevos Tds dpxds xal Tds éfovalas ddevyudTicey x.T\.) to evil powers;
5o also, probably, in Rom. viii. 38; 1 Cor. xv. 24; and the analogy of other passages
warrants the supposition that the. apostle gemerally refers to evil powers (cf 1 Cor.
xv. 26, &oxaros éxlpds, with ver. 24), where the context does not, as in Col. i. 15, Eph.
iil 10, as compared with 1 Pet. i 12, demand the opposite. The several synonymous
designations by no means indicate a relationship of the angels one to another, nor a
difference of rank, though this may have to be recognised elsewhere (see dpydyyehos, and
cf. 2 Pet. ii. 11), for the synonymousness of the designations forbids such a distinguishing.
They rather bear upon the relation and conduct of angels toward mankind; cf. Tit. i 3;
see under dUvauss, éfovala, xvpibTns. We have here therefore no indication of, or con-
nection whatever with, the Rabbinical or Neo-Platonic angelology, which in itself, upon
closer comparison, is found to be altogether inappropriate, See Harless on Eph. i. 21.
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Cf. 1 Pet. iii. 22; Jude 6; 2 Pet. iL 20. “Cur autem non simpliciter nominavit
angelos?  Respondeo, amplificandae Christs gloriae causa Paulum exaggerasse hos titulos, acsi
diceret : mihil est tam sublime aut excellens, quocungue nomine censeatur, quod mon subjectum
81t Christi magestate,” Calvin,

A pxaios, a, ov, (1) what is and endures from the beginning, from of old hitherto. 01d;
Xen. Hell, v. 2. 23, apxaiov elvas véuipov, écivar 18 Toaira ; Anab. vil. 3. 28, dpyaios
vépos, iii. 1. 4, Eévos; Ecclus. ix. 10; 2 Mace. vi. 22, dpxala ¢iia. So Rev. xii 9,
xX. 2, 6 8¢s 6 dpyalos. In the sense of originality, not with the kindred idea of age,
Acts xv. 7, 49’ Huepdv apyalwy, from the first days onward; xxi. 6, dpyalos pabnris,
perhaps = one of the first disciples, who had been so from the beginning of the gospel pro-
clamation. (2) What was before of old; Xen. Hell. ii. 4. 30, rols vbuois Tois dpyaloss;
“jam meglectis, abrogatis, antiquitatis” Sturz—Dion. Halic. 4Ans. R. iv, 18, 7ds xakéoess
dpyaiov éedhovw Khdocers; Pa. 1xxix. 8, uy) pvnobijs Judv dvopdy dpyelev; 2 Pet. ii. 5,
dpxaios éopos; Acts xv. 21, éx yevedw dpxalwv. Especially in later Greek, yet already
also in the Attic writers, oi dpyaios signifies predecessors or ancestors, as a certain dignity
and authority clothe these for descendants; syn. with of walasoé, which, without any side
reference, simply denotes those who have lived in earlier times. Dem. Phal in Walz,
Rhett. ix. 79. 11, olov 76 dpyalor dvri Tob malacwi évryustepov: oi qap dpyaior &vdpes
évripdrepor.—Aristoph. Eg. 507, el pév Tis avip Tdv dpxalov xopwdiddoralos Huds qvdy-
xatev. Plato, Theaet. 180 C, 16 ye 8) mwpoSAnua &A\ho Tt wapehidaper mapd pév Tdv
dpxalwy dvéorn. Akin to this, we might take the dpyafoc named in the Sermon on the
Mount, Matt. v. 21 (27, Rec. text), 33, épé0n rois apyaloss, to signify the old teachers,
explaining the dative in the sense of the ablative; but the connection of the discourse
forbids this,—therein Christ aims at something more than setting up His authority in
opposition to an earlier authority,—apart from the fact that, with égpé@n, the dative never
elsewhere occurs in this sense, and that the old anthorities used to be designated by the term
wpeaBirepor, Matt. xv. 2; Mark vii. 3, 5; Heb. xi. 2. The predecessors who received the
law and handed it down to those who came after, possess for this very reason a dignity, cf. o
warépes, Rom. ix. 5; and by the choice of this expression, what is said to them of old is
intended to be both recognised in its significance and. estimated in its temporary limita-
tion, Christ intending His words to be regarded not as an abrogation, but a deepening and
fulfilling, v. 17 sq. It is true that o dpyaloe, in classical Greek, is specially used when
reference is made to some prominent representatives of antiquity, yet not so as xar’ é§. to
denote these, or to warrant the statement that o dpy. signifies the great ones of antiquity,
whether writers or teachers. Such a narrowing of the thought expressed by the word
cannot be proved. If, moreover, according to the context, single individuals from among
the ancients were meant, even this limitation does not lie in the word, but in the context
only, which indicates the special circumstances upon which this comprehensive conception
rests. Cf. Aristoph. lc, Thue, il 16 sq. below. Often in Aristotle, (3) dpyaios signifies
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the original, hitherto, earlier, in contrast with the present—the old in relation to the new,
without reference to duration. Cf. Plato, Symp. 192 E, % dpyala ¢ibois sjudv v adry.
So 2 Cor. v. 17, el 7is év Xpior, kawy xrlows 78 dpyaia mapij\ev, idod yéyover xawd Td
wdyra. Synon. with mahals. Apoll. Rh. i. 1, Sadépec 70 wakawv Tod dpyalov 10 pv
yép wakawy rxal dpyxaiov, T8 8¢ dpyailov odrére walawby To wap dpyaiov dvadéper els To
dpxi évéxeoOar. Both words are in by far the most instances used as perfectly synony-
mous ; where they cannot be interchanged, or must be distinguished, it must be remem-
bered that malaws demands as its antithesis the mew or younmg, while dpyalos involves
only an antithesis with the following, Cf. Acts xxi. 16; Thue. ii. 16, of dpyaios signifies
the original inhabitants, in contrast with ol forepos, the later settlers. ’Apyalos is the
original, and therefore Aitherto, old, primeval, either what has been and still is, or what is
now no more; walacds is that which already has long been aged, old, ancient, whether
it still is oris no more. LXX. dpy. =i, Ps. Ixxix. 8, 48, and often; DIP, Wb, 1 Sam.
xxiv. 14 ; Isa. xliii. 18 ; walas, on the other hand, is = jt», P, and other words.

A pxnyds, adj. commencing; substantive, originator, founder, leader — chief, first,
prince. In the latter sense = ¢wh, Ex. vi. 14; Num. xiii. 4. ¥, Isa. iii. 5, 6, where, in
ver. 6, it is also = ¥3N, physician. So in Acts v. 31, Toior ¢ feds dpxnyov xal caripa
iNYwoev; cf Isa passim; Mic, i 13, dpymyds duaprias—Synonymous with alrios, Plat.
Crat. 401 D: 75 odv alriov xai 70 dpymyov alrdv (sc. Tdv Svrwy) elvas 76 body, from
which it differs, as beginning differs from cause; so that dpynyds denotes the founder as
the first participator, possessor, etc. This is always the case when it is connected with
the gen. of the thing—not of the person; eg. Aristot. Metaphys. i 983. 20, Galijs o Tis
TowadTys apymyos duhogodlas; Polyb. v. 10, kai pyy 6 wpdros avrédv adfjoas Ty Base
Nelay xal yevopevos dpxmryds Tob mpooyripatos Tis oiklas Pilwrmos; 8o Tis TéxYns dpxMYos,
Tol wpdrypatos, Téy TowvTwy Epyov; cf. dpxnyds dpaprias, Mic. i. 13. In this sense
especially, Heb. xii. 2, apopdrres eis Tov Tijs mioTews épxnyov . . . 'Incotv, who Himself
has set us an example in moredew, and is therefore the apxnyds of the mworevovres. Cf.
Luke xxii. 28, where Jesus says to His disciples, Juels éore of Siauepernrores &v Tois
weipagpois pov, in which it was faith that was in question. It must be taken, therefore,
in the same sense in Acts iii. 15, 7ov dapymydv s lwils dmexreivare; cf. 1 Cor. xv. 20,
amapyn) ToV xexoyunuévaw; Acts xxvi. 23, el wpdros éf dvacrdoews vexpdv Pis péAhes
xarayyé\ew «.1\., and other places. Heb. ii. 10, 7w dpxnyov Tijs cwrnplas Teedoas ;
of. v. 9, TeNeiwdels éyévero . . . alrws owryplas. Christ, accordingly, considered in relation
to Tois Umaxobovow abr@, Heb. v. 9, is the dpynyds, the Forerunner (Captain), so far as
He, being the first possessor of the {wi, of gwTnpia, is at the same time its founder. In
Luke and Heb. only in the places cited.

A ma px1j, originally the presentation of the firstlings, then the first-fruits. Hesych.
dmapyd, mpoodopd, ddalpepa. Demosth. p. 164. 21, rdv aiyuarwroy Midwv amapyiw
avdplavra ypvooiy dvéonaev els Adedovs. Finally, in general, firstling, in relation to the
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whole; thus, however, very rarely in classical Greek, eg. amapy?) yévous ; Isocr. p. 36 E,
dmapyds Tod olrov. Used almost exclusively where offerings are meant. LXX. ==§D,
Num, xviii. 12, 29, 30, 32; N}, Deut. xviii. 4, xxvi. 2. Mostly cum gen. part., cf. the
passages quoted, and Ps. Ixxviii. 51, cv. 36; Ex. xxii. 29. If the remark made by
Schleusner were correct, “ videntur LXX. cum voce amapyn conjunzisse notionem unmiversam
¢fus, quod est Deo sacrum,” this would correspond to the general usage of classical writers;
but eg. in Ps. lxxviii 51, ¢v. 36, Num. xviii. 12, comp. ver. 13, 1@ wpwroyevvijuara
wdvra k.1.\., this seems not to be the case. Rather might one say, as Schol Eurip. ¢
Orest. ver. 96, dmapyn é\éyeto ob pdvov 16 mpdrov T Tdker, dAAL kai TO wpdTOV TH Tepd,
80ev xal dmapyds xapmwdv wpoaiiyov oi malaiol dvépalov, Td Kpelrrova écheybuevor.  Still
even this is not an essential, but merely an accidental, secondary reference. This meaning
seems to occur in the N, T. conjointly with the other, Deo sacrum, in Jas. i. 18, els 70 elvac
Nuds drapyiy Twa TOV adrod xticudtav; Rev. xiv. 4, dyopdaOnoay damd Tév dvbpdmev
amapx) T¢ Ocd xal T dpvip ; of. Ex. xxv. 2, ai dwapyal pov. But we find the former
signification alone, Deo sacrum, in Rom. xvi. 5, dwapyy s "Aaias els Xpiordv, where eis
occurs, as in Rev. xiv. 4 we have the dative; cf. Xen. de vect. iv. 42, Ti qap &) els morepov
xThpa xpnoyrepov avlpomey ; Phil ii. 22 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 15, dwapys Tijs 'Axalas. On the
other hand, generally the word means tke firstling in relation to whole. 1 Cor. xv. 20, émapx?
T&V xexoyunpévaw ; ver, 23, Ekacros 8¢ &v 1 (dlp Tdypar, dwapyy Xpioros, Emerta of Tod
Xpurrod. In this way also it is to be explained in Rom. viii. 23, T dmwapyiv Tod mvedpatos
éyovres, whether ot 7. be the partitive genitive or the genitive of apposition. For the latter
view there are no parallels, although it is specially favoured by a comparison of vv. 11,17;
2Cor.v. 5,1. 22; Eph.i. 4; Tit. iii. 6. In this case the Spirit is represented as the first-
fruits of redemption. Cf, however, for the former view, 1 Cor. xv. 44, omelperat ocdpa
Yuxwov, éyelperas cdpa wvevpaTueov, with Rom. viii, 23, Ty dmohbrpwaw Tod oduaros fudv.

A {9, brightness, only in later writers = dawn, as in Acts xx. 11; cf. Isa. lix. 9;
2 Mace. xii. 9. Theophan. Chronogr.a.1. Leonis Chazari, dpa alyijs éferbwv 6 Bacilevs.

4 Yy d§w, transitive, to illuminate; intrans. to shine, to appear, eg. Orph. Zith. 178,
rnellowo katavriov atryadovros ; Theodor. Stud. Ixi. 16. 1, é€ f\lov 15 adrydoas dpip uéyas.
So in 2 Cor. iv. 4, els 70 u) adrydoar Tov PwTicudy Tob ebayy. Tis Sofns Tob XpuoTob.
Cf. Lev. xiii. 24, 25, 26, 28, xiv. §6. Only in the poets = to see.

'Amaiqyacpa, 79, from dravydlw = to radiate, or also to reflect, only in later Greek
(and indeed in both senses, cf. Plut. Mor. 934 D, ywpla 8ud riis avaxhdoes dmodldovra
woMols Kxai Siadpdpovs dmavyacuols, where dvaxhdois as well as dmoddéva: demand for
dmayy. the meaning reflex). Heliodor. Aeth. iii. 4. 13, w\éov amd 76y dpfarudy oéhas
7 Tdv 3adwy dmniyacev; Philostr. vit. Ap. iii. 8, Movs wdvra dmwavyaloboas ypduarta.
Hence amairyacpa =what is radiated, or = brightness, reflection. Heb. i. 3, 8s &v dmad-
yaoua Tis Sofns kal xapaxTip Tis dmoordoews adrod. Taken by patristic exegesis in the
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first sense, e.g. Theodoret, 70 dmwavyacpa kal ék Tob mupds éore kai ot T¢ mupl éore, Kal
alrwov pdv Exer 10 wip, dywpiorov 8 éaTi Tob mupds, éE o0 wap 7O wip, &£ éxelvov Kal To
dmatryacua; Greg. Nyss. c. Apollinar. ii. 47 sq., damwep ovyyeviss &yer mwpds Tov FfAsov
detis Kkal wpds Tov Noxwov 70 dmavyalouevov ¢ass . . . obtw xal To mapd Tis Sofns Tod
mwatpds amavyaclév pas. So also Chrysostom = pds éx Ppards. This explanation, how-
ever, having been developed in the course of the christological controversies, cannot decide ;
the usage of Philo is the only one that can help us to an understanding of the word,
less because of its theological import than because in classical Greek there are no earlier
parallels. The meaning reflex is recommended by de plant. No. 1,837.19, 70 8¢ dylacua,
olov dylwv dmabyacua, plumua dpxerimov, értel d alobicer xald xal vénaes kakdy elxbves ;
cf 2 Cor. iv. 4, & éorw elkww Tob Oeod; Ex. xxxiil 23, W2 b WEY MR DY (vid.
amavyaguos in Plut. Jc.), and from the analogy of Scripture, perhaps, no objection_ can
be brought against it. Other passages, however, from Philo oblige us to adopt the
meaning radiation, — ¢ds éx poros, according to Chrysostom. So in de Cherubd. i. 156,
ed. M, adrds (sc. 6 Oeds) & dv dpxérumos adwyi), pvpias drrivas éxBd\hes, dv oddepla éotlv
alabyri, vonral 8¢ ai dmwdcar; De mund. opif. i 35, was dvbpwmos xatd pév ™y dudvoav
wreloras Oclpy Noyp, Tiis paraplas Ppvoews écpayeiov 1) dwéomasua 9 awatryacua. Cf de
nom. mut. i. 579, wny) 8¢ viis kabapwrdrns adyiis es éotiw, do@ Srav émipaivnrar Yuxd,
1ds dorlovs xal wepupaveordras avioxe.. Hence dmadyaspa Tis défns albrod = radiation
of his 8oka; cf. Matt. xxiv. 31; Acts vii 655; Rom. iii. 23; John i. 14, xvii. 5. —
Wisd. vii. 25, 26. — So in the Targum of Jonathan on Isa. vi. 1, A2\ ™, R3¥ P ; see
Schlottman, Hiob, p. 129 f.

B

B a {v o, to step out, to walk, to go; not in the N. T. Hence wapaBalvw, wapdPacts,
mapaBdrs.

HapaBalve, aor. 2 wapéByy, to step on one side; trans. to transgress, to violate;
in the connections vouov, Siknw, Slkaia wapaB., oftener in classical Greek. Also absolutely,
Hesych. mwapaBalvovras, dpynricots: 1 uy ebbéws Balvovras, for which Pape sw. cites
Aesch. 4g. 59, méumer wapaBaow ’Epuiv. In the N. T. always in a moral sense, Matt.
xv. 2, ™ mapddoaw Ty mpeaBurépwy ; ver. 3, Tiw évrohiw Tod feod. LXX. =13y, Num.
xiv. 41, xxii. 18, 70 pfjua Tob Kvplov; Josh. vii. 11, T Swabijemy pov; Isa. xxiv. 5;
Esth. iii. 3 = wapaxoder. Also=D; Ex. xxxii. 8, & mijs 6805 Fs évéreia adrois; Deut.
ix. 12, 16, xvii. 20, xxviii. 14. It must be taken also in this moral sense in Acts i. 25,
&g’ s (sc. dwoaTorils) mapéBn "Iobdas mopevbijvas eis Tov Tomov Tov (Siov. — Absolutely (as
in Ecclus. xL 14) only in 2 John 9, Received text, wds o wapaBalvov xal py) pévov év H
dudaxf Tob Xpiorad, where Lachm. and Tisch. read mrpodywr, which, according to Diister-
dieck, in the present connection denotes “ an advance in refinement of doctrine, which is
incompatible with remaining in the truth, — that false progress which Paul designates
‘perverse disputings’ and ‘school janglings, 1 Tim. i 4, vi. 5.” Cf. 2 Tim. iii. 14, i.
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13, iv. 2ff; Tit. i. 9; so that mapaBaivey may be regarded as an explanatory reading. —
Opposed to Tov vouoy Teeiw, Rom. ii. 27,

IIapdpBaaus, ews, 1), trespass, transgression ; in a moral sense — 7dv véuwy and the
like; also absolutely, but rarely in classical Greek =mapavoula. — Wisd. xiv. 81, 3 7dv
duapravovrov dixn émefépyeras dei v Tdv ddlkwy mapdBasw. In this case it designates
sin as deviation from the prescription of the law ; cf. Rom. iv. 15, oS ydp odx &rri véuos,
o0d¢ mwapdfaais, so that it denotes (comp. Rom. v. 13, duapria 8¢ ook é\hoyetras, py) vros
vopov) sin, 8o far as it is imputed as a violation of the law. Hence v. 14, ém Tods w2
dpapmjoavras émi T¢ opowwpate Tis mwapaBdocws 'Addu. Cf Gal iii. 19, 6 vopos Téy
wapafdoewy xdpw mpooerédy, with Rom. vii. 18, lva yévnrar xal tmepSolyy duaprarss
9 dpapria 8d Tis évroris. The mapdBagis Tob wopov, in contrast with 8¢ é& wougp
xavydcas, Rom. ii. 23, thus acquires special emphasis. 1 Tim. ii. 14 ; Heb. ii. 2; syn.
wapaxor). On Heb. ix. 15, els amohirpwow Téy éml 1§ wpwry Siabisp mapaBdoeav, cf.
Josh. vii. 11; Plat. Legg. iv. 714 D, 7& 7efévra mapaBalvew. Aelian, V. H. x. 2, mapa-
Bivas Tas ovwbixas ; Ep. Barnab. ¢. 12.

IIapaBdrns, ov, o, transgressor of the laws; thus only rarely in classical Greek,
for which Aesch. Eum. 533, Tov dvrlrohuov wapaBdrav, is adduced, as also the designation
of a perjurer a8 mapaf. fedv, Polem. in Macrob. Saturn. v. 19. (Usually it denotes the
combatant who stood in the war-chariot alongside the charioteer.) Symmach. =1"8, Ps.
xvii 5, dyd épvhaEduny 0dods mapaBdrov. So also Ezek. xviii. 10 ; in Ps. cxxxix. 19 yeh.
Patriotic writers designate Julian the Apostate (dmwoardms) also mwapaBdrns. Cf. Jas.
ii. 11, yéyovas mwapaBdrns vopov, where Cod. A has dmwoordrns.—Like wapdBaacs, mapa-
Bdrns is used with reference to the imputation of sin, so far as it is transgression of the
known law, deviation from recognised truth. Bee Jas. il 9, é\eyydpevor Umo Tod wépov
ds mapafSdras; Gal. ii. 18, wapaBdrny épavrdy cumerdve, where ver. 17, duapralol.
Cf. Rom. vii. 13, s.v. wapdBacss; Rom.ii 25, 27, kpevei 9 dxpoPuoria oe Tov did ypdppaTos
xal wepitopils wapaBarny, vid. ypduua. .

B é A\ o, to throw, to lay, to set; frequently in the N. T. Hence:

. AdcaBdN\w, to throw over; fig.=to accuss, to malign; usually explained = reeve or
hatchel with words (censure). On the contrary, Steph. thes. a.v., “ proprie signific., ut opinor,
calummior trajiciendo culpam in alium.” It would be perhaps still more correct to derive
this sense from the meaning, o stir up a qguarrel (between friends), fo sow discord, opposed
to cupBd\hew. So Plat. Comv. 222 C D, éué xal ’AyalOdva SiaBda\\ew ; Rep. vi. 498 C,
etc. In the sense of o accuse in Luke xvi. 1, oiros 8ieBNijfn adrd és Suaokopmifor Td
Umdpyovra abrod. So with the dative, Plat. rep. viii. 566 B, and followed by ds, the usual
construction. Instead of the dative, also mpds 7eva, Herod. v. 96 ; Plat. Ep. xiii. 362 D;
Xen. Anab. i 1. 3, els Tiva ; Plat. Buthyd, iii. B; Xen. Hell. iii. 5. 2. In LXX. Dan. iii. 8,
vi, 24 =N¥P 9%, vid. First, hebr. Worterh, sv. 1; in Num. xxii 22=1¢; in Ps.
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Izxi. 13, Y = évdiaBarrew, as in Ps. cix. 4, 20, 29, xxxviii. 20. Only in Zech. iii. 1
= qovrineicbar  From which:

dvdBolos, o, 4, slanderous, calummious; also as a substantive, calumniator; not
frequent in classical Greek; Polluc. v. 18, 76 MAoiSopos eirreNés, xal 6 Brdodmuos xal
8udBonos. Thus in 1 Tim. iii. 11; 2 Tim. iii. 3; Tit. ii. 3. LXX.="%, "%, Esth. vii. 4,
viii. 1. Then =¥, which 1 Kings v. 18 éniBovhos, parallel with dmdvrnua mompdy.
So also 1 Sam. xxix. 4; 2 Sam. xix. 23. Cf. Xen. Anabd. i. 1. 3, Twaapéprns SiaBdrrec
Tov Kipov mpds tov adehdov, ds émiBovhevor adrg—1 Kings xi. 14, 23, 25 = Jardy.
Then also 1 Chron. xxi. 1; Job i 6, 7, 9, 12, ii. 1-6; Zech. iii. 1, 2 =06 8:dBoos,
who appears among the dyryéhoss Tob Oeod before God, opponent of the mm qnby. It is to
be rendered, not calumniator, but antagonist, acouser; cf. Zech. iii. 1, 0 SudBoros eloTrines
éx Befidv avrob Tob avriceicfac adrd. See 1 Pet. v. 8, 6 dvridikos Dudv SudBolos ; Rev.
xii. 10, 6 kariywp Tdv adehdadv fjudv. The chief of the daemons (who are his angels) is
thus designated, Matt. xxv. 41, as it would seem, in view of his relation to men over
against God; whilst in his name sardy, caravas, he appears merely as the antagonist of
men, without respect to the relation which he thus assumes as against God; cf. the
passages where 1BV is used of men, 1 Kings v. 18, xi. 14, 23, 25; 1 Sam. xxix. 4;
2 Sam. xix. 23. It looks, however, as though at an early period in the use of this
expression, the reference to the relationship of men over against God was withdrawn, for
we read in Num. xxii. 32, é&jAfov eis SiaBoijv aov, i?l?'i’ MY 2 ; 80 that in ScdBoAos,
as in évdiaBdMNew in other places, the meaning accuser, maligner, has acquired the more
general gignification of antagonist, enemy (“ the evil enemy ”). Cf. John vi. 70, é¢ Judv
els 8idBoNds éorew; comp. Matt. xvi. 23 ; Mark viii. 33. (The pass. 8wBeBAfjolai Tuve,
mpos Twa, to be indignant at any one, cannot be referred to here because of the derivation
from the active.) In no case is there in the expression what is suggested by Chrysost.
Hom. lxvii. 6 (in Suic. Thes.), dudBoros &md Tob SiaBdAhew elpyras, diéBake qdp Tov
&vBpwmov mpos Tov Oedv, SiéBake wdhw Tov Beov mpods dvBpwmov. A distinction between
SiudBoros and catavdas cannot be pointed out in the N. T. Only in Rev. xii. 9 and
xx. 2 does 8:dB. appear to be used appellatively along with 6 garavds=0¢ xkamiywp Tév
a8ehddy, xii 10. This much, however, seems to be clear, that 8:dBolos denotes the
enemy of men, because he is the disturber of their union with God. Cf. Suid., SidBoros
Sid Tobro ds Suvduevos BdAheww xal éxbpols moieiv Tods pidovs. Hence the contraposition
in John viii, 44, dueis éc Tod waTpds Tov SwaPorov éaré (cf. Matt. xiii. 38), as compared
with ver. 47, 6 &v éx 70D Geov; 1 John iii. 10, 7d 7éxva ToD Oeod xal 7& Téxva Tod dia-
Bérov. Cf. ver. 8, 6 woudv v duaptiav, ék Tob SiaSoNov doriv' &1 &’ dpyxiis ¢ SudBolos
duaprdves. els Toiro épavepdldn ¢ vids Tob Oeod, va Aoy Td E&pya Tod SiaBdNov. The devil
appears here in possession of a power to influence man, and that, too, in opposition to
God and His influences; cf Eph. ii. 3. The result of the devil's activity is sin, which,
in its collective manifestations, is described as 74 &pya 70D SiaBohov. Cf. Acts xiii 10,

Q
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vie SiaPorov, éxlpé whons dweawooivns. It is this aspect which is made everywhere
specially prominent in the N. T.; so Rev. xx. 10, ¢ 8waf. 6 whavwy adrols; xii. 9, 6
mhavdy Tiw olrovuévny \qv. James, in iv. 7, contrasts the imordynre 7 Oedp withe duri-
arqre 7 SiaBoNp, where there must likewise be a reference to an influence exerted by
the devil on human conduct, described in the Revelation as #\avdy, its design being to
exchange the truth (righteousness) for a lie (sin), 2 Cor. vi. 8; Rom. i 27; Jas. v. 19;
cf. John viii. 44. In the same sense does Eph. vi. 11 speak of the uefoSelas ot SiaBoAov,
which must probably be assumed also in reference to iv. 27, us 8(ore Témov 7@ SiaBorg;
cf 2 Cor. ii. 11. Arts of seduction are meant, as in w7 wws ... ¢p0aph 7 vorjuara
Sudv amd Tis dmhéryros els Xpiworév, 2 Cor. xi. 8; cf 2 Tim. ii. 25, 26, wijwore 8¢
abrols 6 Oeds perdvowav els émbyywow drnbelas, xal avaviNywow éx Tis Tob Siafohov
warylBos, élarypmpévor Un’ alrod els 10 éxelvov Oénnua, vid. Huther in loc., 1 Tim. iii. 7 (in
vi 9, Lachm. and Tisch. omit 7od 8:afB.).—Accordingly, the devil appears as mwepdiwy,
whose aim is m\avayv, Matt. iv. 1-11, Luke iv. 2-13, and John xiii. 2, as the one who
suggested to Judas the betrayal of Christ ;—an extremely humane view on the part of
Scripture (be it observed by the way), according to which this betrayal does not flow forth
from the man’s own nature.—The devil is the adversary of mankind, inasmuch as he puts
himself in the way of God’s saving designs regarding them, Luke viii. 12, elra épyerac ¢
SedBolos xal alper Tov ANdyov amd Tiis rapdlas alrdv, va wy moreloavres cwldaw, cf.
2 Cor. iv. 4; Matt. xiii. 19. Only once, and in relation to the saving purposes of God,
is he directly represented as the adversary of God, Matt. xiii 39.—Cf. 6 7od xdouov
@pxwv, John xiv. 30, xii. 31, xvi. 11 ; ¢ feds Tod aldvos Todrov, 2 Cor. iv. 4—The devil
further works also physical misery, Acts x. 38; Rev. ii. 10; cf ver. 13. To him is
ascribed 70 xpdros Tob Oavdrov, Heb. il 14, cf. Wisd. ii. 24, and “an authority to award
condemnation ” (Hahn, neutest. Theol. p. 361); 1 Tim. iil. 6, va py) Tudwbels els xplpa
éuméay Tob SiaBohov—it would be better perhaps to say, ewecute a judgmend, cf. 1 Cor.
v. 5; 1 Tim. i. 20.—Other designations are: caravds, ¢ movnpds, 6 dvTikeluevos, 6 Spis 6
épxaios, 6 Spdxwv 6 péyas.

KataBdAM\w, aor. 1 pass. kateSMjfny, Rev. xii. 10, to throw down, to hurl down,
Rev. xii. 10, where Tisch. reads é8\j0n; to strike down; cf. Herod. ix. 63, xatéBarov
woM\ods Ty Aaredatpoviwy. So in 2 Cor. iv. 9, xataBaAAuevos dAN' odx dmoNAdpevor.
Middle, to throw oneself down; middle of interest, to lay down for oneself, e.g. T& aewéppara,
Oeuérson, the latter in Heb. vi. 1; cf. 1 Cor. iii. 10, For the image employed in Heb.
vi. 1, cf. Plat. Zegg. vii. 803 A. KaraSd\\eoba: is also frequently used by itself as=
to make a beginning ; Pind. Nem. ii. 1, yduov xataBdA\hoyu’ deldewv. Further = to establish,
Plut. Mor. 329 A, rob ™y Stawciy alpeaw xatafatouévov Zijvwyos ; Diod. xii. 20, xata-
Ba)duevos éE apxils kawyy vopofealav. Hence:

Ka7aBo\d, #, the founding, the establishing, eg. Polyb. xiii. 6. 2, xaraSoNy
émoteiro xal Oepéhov UmeBdANero molvypoviov xal Bapelas Tupawwlos; 2 Mace. ii. 29.
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"Ex xatafSolis, from the very bottom, eg. vavmyyew, katyyopetv. In this sense it is only
used in later Greek. (Otherwise = attack of fever, deposition of definite sums of money.)
We also find it =jactus seminis, generation, cf. Lucian. Amor. xix., 9 ¢dows . . . 7Tols
dppeaw idlas xaraBords omepudrav xapioauévy, 70 Oiv & domep qyovis Tu Soxelov dmo-
¢vaca ; Galen. de Sem. i.; Aphorism. iv.; Philo, Opif. Mund. p. 31; Mang, ai xata-
Boral 74w aweppdrav, but only of the male ; hence Heb. xi. 11, wlorer . . . Sdppa Stvauw
els kataBolyy omépparos E\afe, kal Tapd xaipdy f\ixias érexev, can scarcely be interpreted
in accordance with this meaning, unless, with Baumgarten, we resort to the periphrase els
70 déyealas amépua rataBeSAnuévor—which is inconsistent both with the active xata-
Bohij and with Sdwapuss, followed by the final eis, cf. Luke v. 17, dtvauss wvplov v els 7o
8o0as wavras. We must therefore understand either “ establishment of progeny,” omwéppua,
as in xi, 18, ii. 16 ; Gen. iv. 25, éfavéomoe qdp pos 6 Oeds cmépua &repov~ dvri "ARe\.
Against the interpretation that the dYvaues on Sarah’s part answers to the xataBo\s) amép-
patos on Abraham’s, els being = with reference to, it is decisive (apart from the unnecessary,
and therefore to be rejected, nakedness of the expression) that the plural only, xaraB.
ameppdaTov, occurs with the signification jactus seminis. The Greek Fathers, indeed, take
it exclusively in the sense just rejected ; but evidently feel that the expression is unusual
in such a connection, and accordingly try to justify its occurrence; cf. Theophyl in
Bleek’'s Commentary on the Hebrews, in loc.; and Chrysost., who, without hesitation,
explains it els drodoyiv.

In the remaining passages, always xataSo\s) xéopov, and indeed awd «., Matt. xiii. 35
(Tisch. omits xdouov), xxv. 34 ; Luke xi. 50 ; Heb. iv. 3,ix. 26 ; Rev. xiii. 8, xvii. 8 ; mpd
., John xvii. 24; Eph. i 4; 1 Pet. i 20. Not in the LXX. The expression denotes
the beginning of history in view of the future and the end. Cf. 1 Pet. i 20, wpoeyyvwo-
© pévov pév wpd raraBofis xéopov, pavepwlévros 8¢ én’ daxdrov TdY ypovew, for in kaTa-
BoXsj there always lies the relation to an intended continuation. Eph. i. 4, 1 Pet. i. 20,
treat of the plan of the salvation formed by God before history commenced; as also
Rev. xiii. 8, xvii. 8, whose realization was designed in the xa7aB. Tob xoopov, cf. Matt.
xxv. 34, x\npovourjcare T Hrospacuévyy Vuiv Bacelay &wd xartaBoldls xdouov, and
Cremer's treatise upon Matt. xxiv. 25, p. 198. The synonym &=’ dpyfis xéapov, Matt.
xxiv. 31, is only a simple definition of time, as also én’ &pyijs xrloews, Mark x. 6, xiii. 19,
2 Pet. iii. 4.

IIapaBdAro, to throw heside, to incline; e.g. Prov. v. 1, Néyoss mapdBarie odv
ods; xxii, 17; Plat. Rep. vii. 631 A, mapaBd\hovres 7d d7a; Prov. ii. 2, xapdlav els
oveow = vy, Hiphil—Intrans. = to approach, eg. els ™ mwonw, Polyb. xii. 5. 1; els
Xopav ebdaipova, xxi. 8. 14, So in Acts xx. 15, wapeSdlouev els 3 duov.—Metaph. =to
place beside one another, te. to compare; Herod. iv.d98, ris 4 4i8Vn omovdaly dore #)
"Acly ) Edpdmy mapaBinbivas; Xen. Mem. ii. 4. 6, mpds molov xrijpa mwapaSBal\iuevos
Piros dryalos otk &v moAND kpelrrav paveln; iv. 8. 11, mapaBdAhwy 10 ENNwv #0os pds
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Tadra. So in Mark iv. 30, Received text, & mwolg wapaBorf) wapaBdiwper adrijv ; (Lachm.
and Tisch. read év Tl alryy wapaBols Oduev;). Hence:

IIapaBoXdj, #, placing beside, comparison, e.g. Plat. Philed., év 15 mapaB. rav Blwv,
in the comparison of different kinds of life and work; Plut. de Bat. Aud. 40 E—Then an
utterance which involves a comparison, Matt. xv. 15, in reference to ver. 14, Tuprol elow
odnyol Tuprdv. Mark iii. 23 ; Luke v. 36, vi. 39, xiv. 7, cf. ver. 11; a proverb, so far
as it is applied to any particular case, or gives opportunity for a comparison, eg. Luke
. iv. 28, wdvrws épeiTé por v mapaBoryy Tabryy 'latpd, Oepdmevaoy ceavrév; 1 Sam.
xxiv. 14, xabos Aéyetar % wapaBol\y) 7 dpxale é§ dvopwv éfeheloerar mApuuélea ;
Ezek. xii. 22, 28, xviii. 2, 3. Similar is 1 Chron. vii. 20, 8dow aiTdv els mapaSBoryy xal
els Sujynua év wao Tols Efveow ; Deut. xxviii. 37 ; Ps. xliv. 15, &fov fuds eis wapaSoriy
& 7ols &veawv ; Ps. 1xix. 12, éyevouny abrois eis mapafBorijv. He at whom men (as we
say) point with the finger, becomes a wapaBoldj, cf. Ps. xliv. 15, xivnow kedpalis év Tols
Aaots. The Heb. 5?'?, to which 7apaBolij corresponds in these as in all the other passages,
also denotes originally comparison,—both a complete parable and “a single figurative
saying, a proverh, old German Beispiel, example ; the last-mentioned word expresses the
essence of a proverd, which sets up a single case as the type of an entire genus,” Hupfeld
on Ps. xliv. 15. Cf. Fiirst, Concord. s.v.; Delitzsch, Zur Qeschichie der jud. Poesie, p. 196.
It then denotes also e song, @ poem, in which an example is set up for instruction or
mockery, Mic. ii. 4; Hab. il 6 ; Jer. xxiv. 9; Wisd. v. 3, év &ryouéy more els yérwra
Xal els mwapaBo\yy oveldiopod ; Tobit iii. 4. A word or discourse of deeper meaning,
which becomes intelligible through application or comparison, conjoined with alvuyua,
mpdBua, ete., cf. Ps. xlix. 5. %, A, Ps. Ixxviii. 23 Prov. i 6, N¥o0 S0, mapaBory
xal axorewds Noyos. So Ezek. xxiv. 8, xvii. 2; cf. Ecclus. iii. 29, xapdla qvverod Siavon-
Ojoeras wapaBoliy, kal ods dxpoatod émibuula codod. Hence also eg. of the sayings of
Balaam, Num. xxiii. 7, 18, xxiv. 3, 15. Of ambiguous sayings, Ecclus. xiii. 26,
xxxviii. 33. (Elsewhere 5?’? is also rendered by wapoiuia, Opivos, mpooluiov, Job xxvil 1,
xxix. 1, xiii. 12, etc.) ITapaBolsj serves, therefore, in the usage of the LXX., to denote
either a dictum whose significance arises either from application to or derivation from a
concrete case, or one whose proper meaning is not that expressed by the words, but becomes
clear only through the intended application. For examples of the latter use, see Matt.
xiii. 85, 3, 10, 13, 34, xxii. 1; Mark iv. 2, 11, 33, 34, xii. 1; Luke viii. 4, 10. Christ
used this mode of speech as the appropriate form for the uvormipia Tijs Baci\eias Tdv
ovpavéy (Matt. xiii. 11),—a form which conceals from the one class what it reveals to the
other, Matt. xiii. 11-17. The pvomipia tis Bacielas Tdv odp. concern the kingdom of
God in its relations to man, and vice versa; accordingly, relations and incidents of the
earthly life are used for the figurative, comparative setting forth of those mysteries. The
next lower sphere serves to illustrate the higher. Here lies at once the affinity and the
difference between the parables of Christ and the parable as it occurs in the sphere of
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classical Greek, where it is akin to the fable and the example. Aristot. Rhet. ii. 20, eloi
& ai xowai wloreis (means of conviction) So 7§ yéves, mapddevypa xal &biunua. 79 ydp
qyvoun pépos ébupiparis éotw. . . . mapadevyudrov & €ldy Slo & wév ydp T wapadely-
patos eldos 10 MNéyew wpdypata mpoyeyevnuéva, & 8¢ T alTov mowelv. TovTov & & pév
wapaBoli}, & 8¢ Niyoe, olov oi Aiodmeos kal diBuxol. The parable differs from the fable
and from the example, in that it adduces for illustration what s wont to happen,—the
example, what has happened; but the fable transfers the case in point to another and
lower sphere ; and as it could not happen within that sphere, the design and meaning are
more easily discerned. Cf. Aristot. l.c., pdw uév odv woploacfas 7d Sid Tév Mywy, xpnot-
parrepa 8¢ mwpos 10 Povheloaclar T Sid Ty wpayudrev; Minucian. de Argum. 731,
Sadpépovoy ai wapaBolal Tdv wapadevyudrov, dtv Td pév wapadeiypara éf ioroplas ANap-
Bdveras, ai wapafBoral 8¢ dvev igTopias xal doplorws éx TdY yuyvouévewv.—In point of
form the parables of Christ are more like fables than what were termed parables ; for in
the fable the circumstances of one sphere are transferred to another, whose own circum-
stances are indeed different; whereas in the parable, some particular set of circumstances
or position of things, some possible event, is employed to illustrate what the speaker
wishes to explain or communicate. Cf. the example of a parable quoted by Aristotle. To
this idea of parable would answer the sayings which involve a comparison adduced above,
Matt. xiii. 18, xv. 15, xxiv. 32, etc. The parables of Christ, so styled xar éfoy., are
only detailed comparisons; cf. Luke xii. 41, xxi. 29; but form as such an independent
group. Matt. xiii. 18, 24, 31, 33, 36, 63, xxi. 33, 45 ; Mark iv. 10, 13, vii. 17, xii. 12;
Luke viii. 9, 11, xiii. 6, xv. 3, xviii. 1, 9, xix. 11, xx. 9, 19.

In Heb. ix. 9, % mpwry oxijvy is termed a wapaBorj, because it is referred to not on
its own account,—in which case either wapddesypa or Imédevypa would have been used,—
but for the sake of its significance, seeing it has no independent worth, but only serves
(as a oxid TdY peNAGvTOY dyaldy, olx adry) 1) elxdw T@v mpaypudtov) in the way of com-
parison to illustrate the truth, as indeed its cultus likewise corresponded to this its
character (kaf’ #v . . . mpoopépovrar). On the difference between mapaB. and type, vid.
Témos, AAMyyopeiw.

In Heb. xi. 19, 80ev adrov xal év wapafolij éxoplsaro, some explain év mapaSolj =
mapafows (as v d\belg = GAnbass, év Tdyer = Tayéws), which cannot be shown to denote
anything but bold, venturesome, temerario ausu; eg. wapaBorws 8dods airrdv els Tods xiwdi-
vovs, Polyb. iii. 17. 8 ; wapaBirws Swexdpicav Tods dvbpas, i. 20. 14, etc.; vid. Raphel ;
Bleek on Heb. xi. 19. But even if the subst. 7apaBols in the passage cited for this—
Plut. Arat. 22, 81d woMNGY ENvyudy xal mapaBoldv mepalvovros wpds TO Teiyos—denotes
bold enterprise (Pape, Worterbuch ; Tholuck), and not synon. é\vyuds, deviations from the
straight course, analogously to the use of the word of the ellipse (Delitzsch), the pro-
minence given to év wapaBolj as a special feature, by means of xaf, would still remain
unexplained. On the contrary, this prominence becomes intelligible if we take mapafSos)
here in the sense of similitude, as in ix. 9 ; for then we are not merely told that Abraham
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received Isaac back, but, as a special and chief feature of the reward of faith, that he, év
wapaBolj, received him again. The receiving of Isaac back again is to be regarded as a
similitude, and has a special significance, to wit, a3 expositors maintain, so far as itis a
confirmation of the faith of Abraham, 7. éx vexpdv éyelpeww Svvards 6 Oeds; cf. v. 85
with 1 Kings xvii. 23 ; 2 Kings iv. 36. Still, that this deliverance of Isaac was a kind
of return from the dead, or as a pledge to Abraham that there will be a resurrection of
the dead, would be too feeble a thought side by side with the preceding description of
Abraham’s faith, cf. Rom. iv. 17 ; and it is better to explain é mapaBorj with reference
to the expression of Abraham’s faith and Messianic hope occasioned by his reception of
Isaac back, "¢ MM, Gen. xxii. 14, and to the renewed confirmation of the Messianic
promise that was thereupon received, vv. 16-18. Herein lies the significance of the event;
and just this, its peculiar significance, is referred to in the words, xal év mapaSors éxop.
(This may perhaps throw light also on John viii. §6.)

Bdénwro, to immerse; John xiii. 26; cf. Ruth ii. 14; Luke xvi. 24, Bdmrew 70
drxpov Tod daxtihov Udatos; cf. Iliad, v. 6, Nehovuévos dxeavoio; and in Arat. 658,
858, 951, Bdmrew wréavoio, worauoto ; elsewhere with els.  Vid. Bernhardy, Synt. 168 ;
Winer, xxx. 8. The gen. may be explained from the more complete expression Bdmrew
7t &md Twos, Ex. xii. 22 ; Lev. xiv. 16; Dan, iv. 30 ; cf. Josh. iii. 16 =fo make wet by
smmersion. LXX. =50, — Then = to dye by dipping, Rev. xix. 13, {udriov BeBauuévov
aluare; cf. Herod. vil 67, eluara BeBaupéva; Mosch. i. 29, rd ydp mupl wdvra BéBamras ;
cf. Gen. xxxvii, 31, éuohway Tdv xiTéva 7 alpaTi = baw. — EuBdmrew, Matt, xxvi. 23 ;
Mark xiv. 20 (John xiii, 26, Lachm.). Hence:

Bawt({w, aor. 1 pass. éBamriclny, aor. 1 mid. éBamricduny, only in Acts xxii. 16,
1 Cor. x. 2; to immerse, to submerge; often in later Greek, Plut. de Superst. 166 A,
'Bdwriwoov geavrdy els Odhacoav. LXX. once =53, 2 Kings v. 14, éBawrlsaro & 7¢
*Topddvy. Metaphorically, eg. Plut. Galb. 21, é¢pNijuace BeBamriouévos; cf. Isa. xxi 4,
1) dvoula pe Bamrites = NY3,

The peculiar N. T. and Christian use of the word to denote tmmersion, submersion for
a religious purpose = to baptize, John i. 25, 7{ oy Bamrileis ; may be pretty clearly
traced back to the Levitical washings, Hebrew ym, Lev. xiv. 8, 9, xv. 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11,
16, 18, 21, 22, 27, xvii 15, xv. 13, xvi. 4, 24, 28, Num. xix. 7, 19, Ex. xix. 10,
xxix. 4, x1. 12, for which LXX. =Moded0as; cf. Acts xxii. 16, Bdmricas xal dmélovoar
7ds dpaprias ogov. For, according to Mark vii 4, Luke xi. 38, Heb. ix. 10, Ecclus.
xxxiv. 10, Bawri{opevos dmwd vexpod, Bamrifew, appears to have been at that time the
technical term for these washings; cf Matt. xv. 2, vimrrecfas, for which Mark vii. 4 has
Bamrileabas. (Out of these washings certainly arose also the baptism of proselytes,
which, according to the testimonies as to its age, cannot have suggested the New
Testament Bawrilew. Vid. Schneckenburger, Ueber das Alter der judischen Proselytentaufe,
1828; Winer, Realwprt. sv. Proselyten: “ Josephus, Philo, and the older Targumists
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never allude to the baptism of proselytes, properly so termed,—a baptism which was
deemed as essential as circumcision,—although they had frequent opportunities of doing
so.”—Leyrer in Herzog's Real-Encyclopaedie, xii. 242 ff.) As the terms bav, n?‘:}?, were
used in post-biblical Hebrew, rather than the biblical word ym, to denote these washings,
and the former had already been rendered Bdmrev by the LXX. (vid. supra), it is
intelligible enough how this use arose. Cf 2 Kings v. 10, where ver. 14 Bamrilew.
Expressions like Isa. i 16, and prophecies like Ezek. xxxvi. 25, xxxvii. 23 ff,, Zech. xiii. 1,
are connected with the Levitical washings. These washings again, and the prophecies in
question, are connected with the purification which followed on and completed the act of
expiation or cleansing from sin ; cf. 8.v. xafaplw, cabapicpss; cf. Num. viii. 5-22; Lev.
xiii. 14 ; Ex. xix. 14 ; also 1 John v. 6, od7ds éorw 6 é\faw 8¢’ ¥8aTos xal aluatos KT\
Heb. x. 22, 23, pepavriouévos Tds kapdlas &mwo ocvveldicews wovnpas xal Aéhovuévos 70 ohpa
#dats xabapp. This is the reason also why Bamrifew in itself was not a thing unknown
to the Jews, and why they did not consider it right for every one to come forward as
John the Baptist did, John i. 25. For what was unusual in John was, that he performed
the Bamrllesv on others, hence his title 6 Bamwrioris, whereas the law required such
lustrations to be accomplished by every one for himself. His was an act which only had
a parallel in Lev. viii. 6, and could not but call to mind the prophecies in question;
and indeed the Rabbis testify (vid. Lightfoot, Horae Hebr. on John i. 25) that corresponding
expectations were entertained, e.g., concerning the advent of Elias, Kimchi on Zech. ix. 6
says, “ tradunt Rabbini: Elias purificabit nothos eosque restituet congregationi.”

By Bamr{few, therefore; we must understand a washing whoee design, like that of the
theocratic washings and purifications, was to purge away sin from him on whom it was
performed. For this, cf. John iii. 25 ff,, where both the baptism of Jesus and that of
John are included under the idea of xafapisués. Hence Matt. iii. 6, éBamriforro . . .
éfoporoyolpevor Tds duaptias atrdy; Mark i. 4, éyévero "Iwdvims 6 Bamrifav év T éprjuep
xmpbcowy PBdmwricpa peravolas els dpecw dpapridy. Cf Luke iii 3; Acts il 38,
Bamriabire EcaaTos Dudv. . . els dpeocw duapridy ; Acts xxii. 16, Bawrlcas xai dwéovaas
Tas duaptlas cov; 1 Pet. iil. 21, vid. sv. Bdwriopa. So far, therefore, there is no
difference between the baptism of John and Christian baptism, as both aim at the ddeais
ap  The expression, Bawrllw vpds év U8are eis perdvoiav, Matt. iii. 11, means nothing
more than Mark i. 4, Bdwrioua peravolas eis dpeciv duapridv, and Acts ii. 38, Mera-
vojcare xal Bamwriabirew AT\, vid. supr. Not as though uerdvoia were to be worked by
this baptism in the place of dpeas, but ddeoes cannot be without werdvowa, without which
also no one can enter the kingdom of heaven ; and as uerdvowa is required too of all who
come to baptism, Matt. iii. 2, 8, Acts ii. 38, it remains accordingly the distinctive charac-
teristic of those who are baptized for the remission of sins. To bring about such uerdvos
John appeared Bawrilwv év #dat:; and the expression in Matt. iii. 11 is selected instead
of els dpeow dp. in view, vv. 7, 8. The expression implies, notwithstanding, that there
is a distinction between the baptism of John and that of the Messianic church, in which
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perdvowa is appropriated by mloris. The baptism of John is styled, xar’ é€, the Banricua
peravolas in Mark i. 4; Luke iii. 3; Acts xiii. 24, xix. 4,— we might accordingly
designate Christian baptism Bdwrioua mlorews; comp. Acts xix. 4, 5, 'Iwdvwns uév éBdw-
Tige Bamticua peravolas, T Mad Méyww, els Tov épyduevov per' alrov iva mioTeboway,
T0i7 &aTiw eis Tov 'Inooly. drolaavres 8¢ éBamrialnoav els T5 Svoua Tob xvplov 'Incob ;
Acts viii. 12, 13. The difference lies, however, not in the Bamr{few, which was in all
cases a washing unto purification from sin, but in the temporal relation thereof to Jesus
Christ. For all depends on what is had in view at the immersion or washing, Acts xix. 3,
eis ¢ odw éBamrlobnre ; oi 8¢ elwav eis 10 'Iwdvvoy Bawricua; ver. 5, éBamrrialnoay éis To
Svopa Tob xvplov "Ingob; 1 Cor. i. 13, % els 75 Svopa Iladihov éBamticlyre; ver. 15, va
Wi Tes elry 31 els 10 éudv dvopa éBamriclnTe; x. 2, mavres eis Tov Mwiciy éBantigavto, -
on which cf. Ex. xiv. 31, {72 Mo nima woXM.  What is in question is a relation into
which the candidates for baptism are to be brought; as also in the case of els uerdvoiay,
els dpeaw apapridw, els & cdua éBamriocOnuev, 1 Cor. xii. 13,—expressions which differ
from those previously mentioned only as the relation to a person differs from that to a
thing. Eis is invariably used in an ideal sense. That the local force of the preposition
must not be pressed, as though it were to be explained in analogy with Mark i. 9,
éBamtiabn Imd 'lwdvvov els Tov 'Topddrnw, is plain from the expressions last adduced,
especially from 1 Cor. x. 2, wdvres els Tov Mwioiy éBamricavro &v 75 vepély kal & T4
6ardooi); Matt.iii. 11, év date els peravoav. A complete explanation is thus furnished
of Rom. vi. 3, 4, 8ooc éBamricOnuev eis Xpiarov "Inooiv, eis Tov Oavarov adrod éBamrio-
Onuev' ovveradmuev odv adrd Sid Tod Bawrisuaros els Tov Odvatoy. Further conjoined .
with els in Matt. xxviii. 19, els 70 Svopa Tod warpds kal Tob viod xal Tob drylov Tvedparos ;
Gal iii. 27, dooc els Xpiorov éBamricOnre, XpioTov dvedigacte; Acts viii. 16, els 5
8vopa Tot wvplov 'Ingod. The other connections also, émi 7@ dvopar. "Inood, Acts ii. 38,
év 7 ov. To xuplov, Acts x. 48, in which the word occurs, are favourable to this explana-
tion, so far as they show that what the word was designed to indicate was, so far as els
was used, the relation into which the baptized were placed; so far as éw( and év were
used, the basis. or ground on which baptism was administered. The Bawri{ecOar Umép Tdv
vexpav in 1 Cor. xv. 29 is an allowing oneself to be baptized on account of the dead ; Imép
assigns the motive, as often in classical and N. T. Greek, ¢f. Rom. xv. 8. Plat. Conwviv.
208 D, dmép dperiis dfavdrov ral Towatrns Sofns edxheods wavres wavra mwowobow. It is
not said that the baptism was for the advantage of the dead, but that the dead, inas-
much, namely, as they will rise again (for only in this sense can mention be made of them),
give the living occasion to be baptized ; cf. Acts xvii. 32, that those who have undergone
baptism for such a reason have no hope (7 moujoovaw), and have therefore been baptized
in vain (v{ xai Bamwrifovrai) if the dead do not rise at all. Bawrilecbar Umép Tiw
vexpdv is parallel therefore with ¢ xal fjuels xivduvedoper (ver. 30); el vexpol odx éyelpovras,
vv. 29, 32,

Metaphorically used, Bamrileww occurs in Matt. iii. 11, Bawr. év mvelpate dyip xal
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wupl, opposed to év Hdat els perdvowav ; cf. Lukeiii. 16 ; John i. 33, That the meaning
“to wash in order to purification from sin,” is metaphorical, and not that of * immerse,”
is clear from the contraposition of év #8. and év 7w, by which the two baptisms are
distinguished from each other. Both in the case of John and of the Messiah the question
was one of washing for purification from sin, which the former effected by means of water,
the latter by means of the Holy Spirit and fire; cf Ezek. xxxvi. 25-27; Mal. iii. 2, 3;
Isa. vi. 6, 7. (It makes no material difference whether év be taken locally or instru-
mentally ; it is the former, if in Bamwrilew, with the meaning fo dip, we maintain the idea
of ¢mmersion ; it is the latter, if we maintain the idea of a washing or pouring over.) No
distinction is drawn between the baptism which Christ adopted from John and trans-
mitted to His disciples, and John’s own baptism ; it is only said what Messiah’s work is
in relation to John's; cf. Acts i 5. It follows, however (comp. Acts ii. 38), that the
baptism enjoined by Christ, not pointing to something future, but to something present
(Acts xix. 4, 5), must have conjoined with the use of water the factor of which John
had opened up the prospect; in other words, that it was a baptism év ¥8are xal
wvedpate, or wupl, cf. John iii. 5.

The use of the word in Luke xii. 50, Bawrriopa 8¢ &y Bamrwbiva:; Mark x. 38, 39,
70 Bamrricpa b éye Bamrifopar BamrtiocOfaeale, was probably suggested by O. T. expressions
like Ps. Ixix. 2, 3, 15, 16, xlii. 7, cxxiv. 4, 5, cxliv. 7, Isa. xliii. 2, ¢f. Rev. xii. 15, not
by its employment in the sense “ to baptize for purification from sin,” in opposition to
Mark x. 39, as Theophyl on Matt. xx. 22, Bdwriopa dvoudler Tov Odvaror adrod, ds
xabapticoy dvra wdvrov Hudv, assumes. — The active and passive occur in Matt. iii. 11,
13, 14, 16, xxviii. 19; Mark i. 4, 8, vi. 14, x. 38, 39, xvi. 16; Luke iii 16; John i
25, 26, 28, 31, 33, iii. 22, 23, 26, iv. 1, 2, x. 40; Acts i. 5, viii. 16, 36, 38, x. 47, 48,
xi. 16, xix. 8, 4; Rom. vi. 3; 1 Cor. i. 13-17, xii. 13; Gal iii. 27. The middle =to
let oneself be baptized, with the aor. 1 both pass. and middle (cf. Kriiger, § 52, 6. 1, 4, cf.
Matt. iii. 18, 14; Mark x. 38, 39, xvi 16 ; Luke xi. 38, for the notion that in this case
the middle is properly a medial passive, and that the verbs in question, owing to the
affinity between this meaning and that of the pass., hover between the passive and middle
aorist, Acts xxii, 16; 1 Cor. x. 2); Matt. iii. 6; Mark i. 5, 9; Luke iii 7, 12, 21,
vii. 29, 30, xii. 50; John iii. 23; Acts ii. 38, 41, viil. 12, 13, xvi. 15, 33, xviii. 8,
xxii. 16; 1 Cor. x. 2 (where Lachm. reads éBamrlocOnoav instead of éBamrisavro,— the
middle to be explained with a regard to Ex. xiv. 31); 1 Cor. xv. 29.

Bamriopuds, o, the washing, Mark vii, 4, 8, morypiwy x.T\ (ver. 8 omitted by
Tisch. and the cod. Sin.), vide supra, Bamwr{{