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= Acts ix.36,

1 yuvy év *novyig ! pavlavire ¢ gAtsis¥

3 Cor. ix. 8.
ch. v. 10al.
Thess. iii.

[ xa; c;’hl‘l. i.%0
reff.

, 1 Luke viil. 32 Mt. ix. 50,
hereonlyt. (-vije, Wisd. xiL. 6.) 1 Rom. ix.

18. rec yvvaw: 3¢ 3i8aoxew, with KL rel syr Thdr-mops Chr Thdrt Damasc Ambr,
and, omg 3¢, k Did: txt ADFR m 17 latt goth arm Cypr Ambrst Jer.

$poaivy is that habitual inner self-govern-
ment, with its constant rein on all the
passions and desires, which would hinder
the temptation to this from arising, or at
all events from arising in such strength as
should overbear the checks and hindrances
which ai3és opposed to it.” Ellic. gives
for it, ‘‘sober-mindedness,” and explai
it, “the well-balanced stats of mind, aris-
ing from Aabitual self-restraini.” See
his notes, here, and in his translation),
not in plaits (of hair: cf. 1 Pet. iii. 8, du-
wAox) Tpixew, and see Ellicott’s note) and
gold (xal wepibécews xpvoiwy, 1 Pet. 1. c.,
perhaps, from the xaf, the gold is su

to be twined among, or worn with, the
plaited hair. See Rev. xvii. 4), or pearls,
or costly raiment (= &H¥dvoews iuariuy,
1 Pet. . c.),—bat, w is becoming for
women professing (éxayyéAAeoba is or-
dinarily in N. T. ‘to promise,” see reff.
But the meaning ‘to profess,’ ‘pree se
ferre,’ is found in the classics, e. g. Xen.
Mem. i. 2. 7, d0aduale 3¢, eI Tis &perhy
dxayyeAdduevos bpybpior mpdrroire: cf.
Palm and Rost’s Lex., and the numerous
examples in Wetst.) godliness (8eocéBeia
is found in Xen. An. ii. 6. 26, and Plato,
Epinomis, 985 d, 989 e. The adjec-
tive OCW(H; is common enough), — by
means of good works (not ¢v again, be-
cause the adornment lies in a different
sphere and cannot be so expressed. The
adorning which results from good works is
brought about by [3:d] their practice, not
displayed by sﬁpeurmg to be invested with
them [J&l: uther’s construction, after
Thdrt., Gc., Luth., Calv., and Mack and
Matthies,— éwayyeAA. OcocréBear 30 {pyur
&yabiv,—is on all unds objectionable :
—1) the understanding & as é» Toére 8 or
xaf’ 8, which of itself might pass, intro-
duces great harshness into the sentence :
—2) the junction of éwayyeAroudraus 3¢
is worse that of xooucir 3, to which
he objects:—3) the ment of the
words is against it, which would thus
rather be ywaily 3 &ywr Aayalay
OeocéBeiar émayyerropdvais : —4) he does

not see that his objection, that the adorn-
ment of women has been already specified
by év xaragroAi x.r.A., and therefore
need not be again specified by 3¢ ¥pywr
&y., applies just, as much to his own ren-
dering, taking 8 for xaf’ § or év rolre J).
11.] Let & woman learn (in the
eouslr:g:‘tamx,mdev where : see below)
in in all (possible) subjection (the
thought of the public assemblies has evi-
dently given rise to this precept [see -1
Cor. xiv. 84]; but he carries it further
than can be applied to them in the next
verse) : but (the contrast is to a suppressed
hypothesis of a claim to do that which is
forbidden : cf. a similar 3¢, 1 Cor. xi. 16) to
s woman I permit not to teach (in the
church [primarily], or, as the context
shews, any where else), nor to lord it over
(av8érrns undéwore xphap éxl Tov Seawd.
Tou, &s ol wepl Td Bwcacrhpia propes,
@AA' dxl Tob abréxeipos ¢povéws, Phryn.
But Euripides thus uses it, Suppl. 442:
xal uhy Sxov ye Bfuos adbérrys xOovés,
dwobowy &orois §8eras veaviaus. The fact
is that the word itself is originally a
‘vox media,’ signifying merely ‘one who
with his own hand’ . ... and the context
fills up the rest, ad8éwrns ¢érvov, or the
like. And in course of time, the meaning
of ‘autocrat’ prevailing, the word itself
and its derivatives henceforth took this
course, and avderréw, -la, -yua, all of
later growth, bore this reference only.
Later still we have aberrucds, from first
authority [‘id enim alf¢rricds, nuntinba-
tur,” Cic. ad Att. x. 9]. It seems quite
a mistake to suppose that abdérrys arrived
at its meaning of a despot by passing
through that of a murderer) the man, but
gu?ly “ BobAouas, not xeAedw, which
t. Paul does not use.” Ellic.] ‘ I command
Aer ;> the construction in 1 Cor. xiv. 34 is
the same) to be in silence. 18.
Reason of this precept, in the origi.
order of creation. For Adam was first
(not of all men, which is not here under
consideration, and would stultify the sub-
sequent clause :—but first in comparison
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note.
Heb. xil. 14, v ver.9,

14. rec axarmPaca (on this reading, critical considerations are somewhat uncertain.

On the one Aand, dfax. may Aave come

Rom vii. 11. 2 Cor xi. 3: on the other,

&x. may be a corrn to suit dxwarhién above. Audtlmhttcr,ml ug:omluarer

the corrector’s eye, seems the more probd :
Hwdrnoéy pe), with DSKLN? rel 673 :
15. for 3¢, yap D! : om al.

with Eve) made (see ref. Gen., from which
the word éxAdofn seems to be taken : cf
1 Cor. xi. 8, 9, and indeed that whole
sage, which throws light on this),
Eve. 14.] Second reason—as the
womean was last in being, 80 she was first
m sin—indeed fhe only victim of the
empter’s deceit. And Adam was not
ved (not to be weukened, as Thdrt.:
70 odx Hwarfbn, &rrl rod, ol wparos,
elpnxey : mOT, a8 Matthies, must we supply
oxd 7ot S¢pews: nor, with De W. Wie-
singer, al., must we press the fact that the
woman only was misled by the senses.
Bengel and Huther seem to me [but cf.
Ellicott] to have apprehended the right

reference : ¢ serpens mulierem decepit,
mulier viram non decepit, sed ei persuasit.’
As Huther observea, the dwdrnoey, in the

original narrative, is used of the woman
only. We read of no communication be-
tween the serpent and the mam. The
¢ gubtlest beast of all the field” knew his
course better: she listened to the lower
solicitation of sense and expediency: he to
the higher one of conjugal love) : but the
woman (not now Eve, but generic, as the
next clause shews: for Eve could not boe
the subject to cwbfreras) having been se-
duced BY DECEIT (stronger than éwary-
Oeica, as exoro than oro : implying the
full snccess of the dxdrn) has become in-
volved (the thought is—the present state
of transgression in which the woman [and
the man too: but that is not treated here)
by sin is constituted, arose [which was
not eo in the munl from her ori y
having been by deceit) in trans-
gression (here as always, breach of a posi-
tive command : cf. Rom. iv. 15).

15.] But (contrast to this her great and
original defect) she (general) shall be
saved through (brought safely through,
but in the higher, which is with St. Paul
the only sense of od(w, see below) her
ohild-bearing (in order to understand the
fulness of the meaning of gwéfoera: here,

:{;acm as in Gen iil. 18 ¢ stands & B¢us
txt AD

FN! ¢ 17 Bas Chr,.
we must bear in mind the history itself, to
which is the constant allusion. e curse
on the woman for her 15 was, &y

Abwas Télp Técva [Gen. iii. 16]. Her
Texvoyovia is that in which the curse
finds its (z;r;h(il& What then is here
promised ot only exemption from
that curse in its worst and heaviest effects :
not merely that she shall safely bear chil-
dren : but the Apostle uses the word ow-
purpoeely for its higher meani
and the construction of the sentence is
precisely as ref. 1 Cor.—adrds 3¢ cudf-
gerai, obrws 3¢ bs 3id wvpds. Just as
that man should be saved through, as
Kuumg through, fire which is his tnal his
ndrance in his way, in spite of which he
escapeo,—colheuhnll be saved, through, as
passing throu%h her child- becnng, which
18 her trial, her curse, her [not means
of salvation, but] hindrance in the wa;
of it. The other renderings whu-j
have been given seem to me both irrele-
vant and ungrammatical. Chrys.. 'l'hl
al., for instance, would
to mean the Christian neahon of chll-
dren : Heinrichs, strangely enough, holds
that her Texvoy. is the punishment of her
sin, and that being undergone, she shall be
saved 81d 7iis 7., i.e. by having paid it.
Conyb. gives it ‘women will de saved by
the baaﬂugqfckddren, i.e., as he ex-
plains it in his note, “are to be kept in
the path of safety (?) by the performance
of the peculiar functions which God has
assigned to their sex.” Bome, in their
anxiety to give 3id the instrumental mean-
ing, would understand 8.3 Ts Texvoy.
* by means of tAe Child-bearing,’ i.e. ¢ the
Incarnation :* a rendering which needs no
refutation. I see that Ellicott maintains
this latter interpretation: still I find no
reason to qualify what I have above
written. 1 Cor. iii. 16 seems to me so
complete a key of Pauline usage of od{ec-
6a: 3ud, that Gf cannot abandon the path
opened by it, till far stronger reason has
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Cuar. 111, 1. for wioros, avbpamives (probably
some of the latin vss : see Ellic here, and cf var readd, ch i. 15)

been shewn than he here alleges. In his

second edition he has not in any way
strengthened his a ent, nor has he
taken any notice of the Pauline usage

which I allege. Aﬂer all, it is mnmly a
question of exegetical tact: and I own I
am surprised that any scholar can believe
it possible that St. Paul can have expressed
the Incarnation by the bare word # Texro-
vovia. He himself in this same Epistle,
v. 14, uses the cognate verb, of the or-
dinary bearing of children: and these are
the only lnees where the compound occurs
in the i! thoy (genenc plural as
before ungu remained (shall be
found in that dny to bave remained—a
further proof of the higher meaning of

) in faith and love and holiness
(see reff., where the word is used in the
same reference, of holy chastity) with self-
restraint (sce above on ver. 9).

Cu. 1I1. 1—13.] Precepts respecting
overseers (presbyters) 1—-7 , and dea-
cons [8—13]. 1] Fai is the
saying (see on ch. i. 16, from the analogy
of which it appears that the words are to
be referred to what follows, not, as Chrys.,
Thl., Erasm., al., to what has preceded):
if any man secks (it does not seem that he
uses opéyeras with any reference to an am-
bitious seeking, as De W. thinks: in Heb.
xi. 16 the word is a ‘vox media,” and even
in ch. vi. 10, the blame rests, not on dpe-
yduevos, but on the thing sought: and in
Polyb. ix. 20. 6, the word is used as one
merely of passage, in giving directions
respecting the office sought : xeAevorres
&a1podoyeiv K. yewperpeiv Tobs Speyoud-
vous abriis [7iis orparyyfas]. So that
De W.’s inference respecting ambition for
the episcopate betraying the late age of
the Kpistle, falls to the ground) (the)
overseership (or, bishopric; office of an
d¢x{oxowos ; but the déwloxoxa: of the
N. T. have officially nothing in common
with our Biskops. See notes on Acts xx.
17, 28. The identity of the dwloxo-
wos aud wpegBirepos in apostolic times is
evident from Tit.i. 5—7: sce also note on
Phil. i. 1, the article Bifdof in Herzog’s
Real-Encyclopidie, and Ellic.’s noto here),
he desires a good work (not ‘a good

Vou. IIIL
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w ch. L. 16 reff,

"wroc 0 Adyog” ¢l ric eﬂoxotnc y opfyerm, yollsns
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tt. v, 16. xxvi. 10 | Mk.
n.ﬂ.mu‘hll L1. Tt L7, ll'etil.”only

b2 from Ps.
OUV fOI’ EI’ICKOI’OV cviii. 8.
(Luke xix

5& vi. 10. Heb. xi. 10 only ¢. zalct.,Jobvﬂl
ﬂ.ll. Ew,ch v. 10,
. Acts xx. 33 only APII&
4 Kings xi.

introdwuced from the humanus of
: G-lat has both.

thing * but a good mploynmlt: see 1
Thess. v. 13: 2 Tim. iv. 5: one of the
xaAd fpya so often spoken of [refl.]). It
behoves then (o¥v is best regarded as
taking up xaAdy {pyor, and substantiating
that assertion: “bonum negotium bonis
eommlttendum ** Bengel) an (7é» generic,
singular of robs dwigxdwous) overseer to
‘ﬁsmeleu (Thucyd. v. 17, mmrrodm{
..... (wy . . . k& alrds Tois
depm: dvex(AnxTos Jm ..... » where
the Schol. has, u¥ &» avTds wapéfwr xar-
nyoplas &popufy. Thdrt. draws an im-
portant distinction: undeular wpdpacw
péuyews l'aplxew Sicalar: 70 ydp dvewl-
Anwror, ob Td &ouxopdrryror Aéyer dwel
xal alrds &wéorohos warrodawds cuxo-
parrlas Iwéuewver), husband of one wife
(two great varieties of interpretation of
these words have prevailed, among those
who agree to take them as restrictive, not
snjunctive, which the spirit of the pas-
and the insertion of uds surely
alike forbid. They have been supposed
to prohibit either 1) simuliancous poly-
gamy, or 2) successive polygamy. 1) has
somewhat to be said for it. - The custom
of polygamy was then prevalent among the
Jews fnee Just. Mart. Tryph. 184, p. 226,
~—3iBaoxdAois Sudr ofrives xal uéxpt viv
xal Téooapas x. wérre xew Suas yvraixas
&xaoror ouyxwpoto:: and Jos. Antt. vii. 2
(so cited in Suicer and Huther, but the
reference is wrong), wdrpiov év Talrg
wheloocw fuiv cuvoeir], and might easily
find its way into the Christian commaunity.
And such, it is argued, was the Apostle’s
reference, not to second marriages, which
he himself commands ch. v. 14, and allows
in several other places, e.g. Rom. vii. 2, 3:
1 Cor. vii. 39. Bat the objection to takin,
this meaning is, that the Apostle woulg
hardly have specified that as a requisite for
the episcopate or presbyterate, which we
know to have been fultilled by all Chris-
tians whatever : no instance being adduced
of polygamy being practised in the Chris-
tian church, and no exhortations to ab-
stain from it. As to St. Paul’s command
and permissions, see below. Still, we must
not lose sight of the circumstance that the
carlier Commentators were unanimous for
Y
























































































































