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Henry Alford (7 October 1810 - 12 January 1871) was an English churchman, theologian, textual critic, scholar, poet, hymnodist, and writer.

Alford was born in London, of a Somerset family, which had given five consecutive generations of clergymen to the Anglican church. Alford's early years were passed with his widowed father, who was curate of Steeple Ashton in Wiltshire. He was a precocious boy, and before he was ten had written several Latin odes, a history of the Jews and a series of homiletic outlines. After a peripatetic school course he went up to Trinity College, Cambridge, in 1827 as a scholar. In 1832 he was 34th wrangler and 8th classic, and in 1834 was made fellow of Trinity.

He had already taken orders, and in 1835 began his eighteen-year tenure of the vicarage of Wymeswold in Leicestershire, from which seclusion the twice-repeated offer of a colonial bishopric failed to draw him. He was Hulsean lecturer at Cambridge in 1841-1842, and steadily built up a reputation as scholar and preacher, which might have been greater if not for his excursions into minor poetry and magazine editing.

In 1844, he joined the Cambridge Camden Society (CCS) which published a list of do's and don'ts for church layout which they promoted as a science. He commissioned A.W.N. Pugin to restore St Mary's church. He also was a member of the Metaphysical Society, founded in 1869 by James Knowles.

In September 1853 Alford moved to Quebec Chapel, Marylebone, London, where he had a large congregation. In March 1857 Lord Palmerston advanced him to the deanery of Canterbury, where, till his death, he lived the same energetic and diverse lifestyle as ever. He had been the friend of most of his eminent contemporaries, and was much beloved for his amiable character. The inscription on his tomb, chosen by himself, is Diversorium Viatoris Hierosolymam Proficiscentis ("the inn of a traveler on his way to Jerusalem").

Alford was a talented artist, as his picture-book, The Riviera (1870), shows, and he had abundant musical and mechanical talent. Besides editing the works of John Donne, he published several volumes of his own verse, The School of the Heart (1835), The Abbot of Muchelnaye (1841), The Greek Testament. The Four Gospels (1849), and a number of hymns, the best-known of which are "Forward! be our watchword," "Come, ye thankful people, come", and "Ten thousand times ten thousand." He translated the Odyssey, wrote a well-known manual of idiom, A Plea for the Queen's English (1863), and was the first editor of the Contemporary Review (1866 - 1870).

His chief fame rests on his monumental edition of the New Testament in Greek (4 vols.), which occupied him from 1841 to 1861. In this work he first produced a careful collation of the readings of the chief manuscripts and the researches of the ripest continental scholarship of his day. Philological rather than theological in character, it marked an epochal change from the old homiletic commentary, and though more recent research, patristic and papyral, has largely changed the method of New Testament exegesis, Alford's work is still a quarry where the student can dig with a good deal of profit.

His Life, written by his widow, appeared in 1873 (Rivington).

Introduction

CHAPTER VII

ON THE PASTORAL EPISTLES

SECTION I

THEIR AUTHORSHIP

1. THERE never was the slightest doubt in the ancient Church, that the Epistles to Timothy and Titus were canonical, and written by St. Paul.

( α) They are contained in the Peschito Syriac version, which was made in the second century.

( β) In the fragment on the Canon of Scripture first edited by Muratori and thence known by his name, generally ascribed to the end of the second century or the beginning of the third (see Routh, Reliq. Sacr. i. pp. 397 ff.), we read, among the Epistles of St. Paul “verum ad Philemonem una, et ad Timotheum duas (duæ?) pro affectu et dilectione, in honore tamen Ecclesiæ catholicæ, in ordinatione ecclesiasticæ disciplinæ, sanctificatæ sunt.”

( γ) Irenæus begins his preface, p. 1, with a citation of 1 Timothy 1:4, adding καθὼς ὁ ἀπόστολός φησιν: in iv. 16. 3, p. 246, cites 1 Timothy 1:9; in ii. 14. 7, p. 135, 1 Timothy 6:20; in iii. 14. 1, p. 201, quotes 2 Timothy 4:9-11 :

“Lucas … quoniam non solum prosecutor, sed et co-operarius fuerit apostolorum, maxime autem Pauli, et ipse autem Paulus manifestavit in epistolis, dicens: Demas me dereliquit et abiit Thessalonicam, Crescens in Galatiam, Titus in Dalmatiam: Lucas est mecum solus:”

In i. 16. 3, p. 83, quotes Titus 3:10 :

οὓς ὁ παῦλος ἐγκελεύεται ἡμῖν μετὰ μίαν καὶ δευτέραν νουθεσίαν παραιτεῖσθαι.

And again, with ὡς καὶ παῦλος ἔφησεν, iii. 3. 4, p. 177. In iii. 2. 3, p. 176, he says, τούτου τοῦ λίνου παῡλος ἐν ταῖς πρὸς τιμόθεον ἐπιστολαῖς μέμνηται.

( δ) Clement of Alexandria, Strom, ii. 11 (52), p. 457 P.:

περὶ ἧς ὁ ἀπόστολος γράφων, ὦ τιμόθεέ, φησιν, τὴν παρακαταθήκην φύλαξον ἐκτρεπόμενος τὰς βεβήλους κενοφωνίας κ. τ. λ. 1 Timothy 6:20.

Strom. iii. 6 (51), p. 534 P.:

αὐτίκα περὶ τῶν βδελυσσομένων τὸν γάμον παῦλος ὁ μακάριος λέγει … 1 Timothy 4:1.

Ib. (53), p. 536 P.:

ἴσμεν γὰρ καὶ ὅσα περὶ διακόνων γυναικῶν ἐν τῇ ἑτέρᾳ πρὸς τιμόθεον ἐπιστολῇ ὁ γενναῖος διατάσσεται παῦλος.

Strom. i. 14 (59), p. 350 P.:

τὸν δὲ ἕβδομον οἱ μὲν … οἱ δὲ ἐπιμενίδην τὸν κρῆτα … οὗ μέμνηται ὁ ἀπόστολος παῦλος ἐν τῇ πρὸς τίτον ἐπιστολῇ λέγων οὕτως κρῆτες ἀεὶ κ. τ. λ. (Titus 1:12).

These are only a few of the direct quotations in Clement.

( ε) TERTULLIAN:

De præscript. hæret. c. 25, vol. ii. p. 37: “Et hoc verbo usus est Paulus ad Timotheum: O Timothee, depositum custodi (1 Timothy 6:20). Et rursum: Bonum depositum serva” (2 Timothy 1:14). And he further proceeds to quote 1 Timothy 1:18; 1 Timothy 6:13 ff.; 2 Timothy 2:2 (twice).

Adv. Marcion.v. 21, p. 524, speaking of the Epistle to Philemon: “Soli huic epistolæ brevitas sua profuit, ut falsarias manus Marcionis evaderet. Miror tamen, cum ad unum hominem literas factas receperit, quod ad Timotheum duas et unam ad Titum de ecclesiastico statu compositas recusaverit.”

( ζ) Eusebius includes all three Epistles among the universally confessed canonical writings ( ὁμολογούμενα), H. E. iii. 25.

It is useless to cite further testimonies, for they are found every where, and in abundance.

2. But we must notice various allusions, more or less clear, to these Epistles, which occur in the earlier Fathers.

( θ) IGNATIUS (beginning of Cent. II.): Ep. to Polycarp, § 6, p. 724: ἀρέσκετε ᾧ στρατεύεσθε. See 2 Timothy 2:4.

( ι) POLYCARP (beginning of Cent. II.): Ep. ad Philipp. ch. 4, p. 1008: ἀρχὴ δὲ πάντων χαλεπῶν φιλαργυρία· εἰδότες οὖν ὅτι οὐδὲν εἰσηνέγκαμεν εἰς τὸν κόσμον, ἀλλʼ οὐδὲ ἐξενεγκεῖν τι ἔχομεν, ὁπλισώμεθα τοῖς ὅπλοις τῆς δικαιοσύνης: 1 Timothy 6:7; 1 Timothy 6:10.

( λ) ATHENAGORAS (end of Cent. II.): Legat. pro Christianis 16, p. 291: πάντα γὰρ ὁ θεός ἐστιν αὐτὸς αὑτῷ, φῶς ἀπεόσιτον: 1 Timothy 6:16.

ii. p. 95 (Lardner): διὰ ὕδατος καὶ λουτροῦ παλιγγενεσίας πάντας τοὺς προσιόντας τῇ ἀληθείᾳ.

( ν) To these may be added Justin Martyr (middle of Cent. II.), Dial. c. Tryph. c. 47, p. 143: ἡ χρηστότης καὶ ἡ φιλανθρωπία τοῦ θεοῦ. Titus 3:4.

3. Thus the Pastoral Epistles seem to have been from the earliest times known, and continuously quoted, in the Church. It is hardly possible to suppose that the above coincidences are all fortuitous. The only other hypothesis on which they can be accounted for, will be treated farther on.

4. Among the Gnostic heretics, however, they did not meet with such universal acceptance. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. ii. 11 (p. 457 P.), after having quoted 1 Timothy 6:20 ff., adds: ὑπὸ ταύτης ἐλεγχόμενοι τῆς φωνῆς, οἱ ἀπὸ τῶν αἱρέσεων τὰς πρὸς τιμόθεον ἀθετοῦσιν ἐπιστολάς. Tertullian (see above, under ε) states that Marcion rejected from his canon (recusaverit) the Epistles to Timothy and Titus. And Jerome, Prol. ad Titum, vol. vii. p. 685, says: “Licet non sint digni fide qui fidem primam irritam fecerunt, Marcionem loquor et Basilidem et omnes hæreticos qui vetus laniant testamentum: tamen eos aliqua ex parte ferremus, si saltem in novo continerent manus suas, et non auderent Christ: (ut ipsi jactitant) boni Dei Filii, vol Evangelistas violare, vel Apostolos … ut enim de cæteris Epistolis taceam, de quibus quicquid contrarium suo dogmati viderant, eraserunt, nonnullas integras repudiandas crediderunt, ad Timotheum videlicet utramque, ad Hebræos, et ad Titum, quam nunc conamur exponere.… Sed Tatianus, Encratitarum patriarches, qui et ipse nonnullas Pauli Epistolas repudiavit, hanc vel maxime, id est, ad Titum, Apostoli pronunciandam credidit, parvipendens Marcionis et aliorum, qui cum eo in hac parte consentiunt, assertionem.” This last fact, Tatian’s acceptance of the Epistle to Titus, Huther thinks may be accounted for by the false teachers in that Epistle being more expressly designated as Jews, ch. 1 Timothy 1:10; 1 Timothy 1:14; 1 Timothy 3:9.

5. From their time to the beginning of the present century, the authenticity of the Pastoral Epistles remained unquestioned. At that time, Schmidt (J. E. C.) first, and afterwards Schleiermacher (in his Letters to Gass, 1807) attacked the genuineness of the first Epistle to Timothy: which on the other hand, was defended by Planck, Wegscheider, and Beckhaus. It soon began however to be seen, that from the close relation of the three Epistles, the arguments which Schleiermacher had used against one, would apply to all: and accordingly first Eichhorn, and then not so decidedly De Wette, denied the genuineness of all three.

6. The latter Commentator, in his Introduction (1826), combined the view of Schleiermacher, that 1 Tim. was a compilation from the other two, with that of Eichhorn, that all three were not the genuine productions of St. Paul: but at the same time allowed to the consent of the Church in all ages so much weight, that his view influenced only the historical origin of the Epistles, not their credit and authority.

7. This mere negative ground was felt to be unsatisfactory: and Eichhorn soon put forth a positive hypothesis, that the Epistles were written by some disciple of St. Paul, with a view of collecting together his oral injunctions respecting the constitution of the Church. This was adopted by Schott, with the further conjecture that St. Luke was the author.

8. The defenders of the Epistles(86) found it not difficult to attack such a position as this, which was raised on mere conjecture after all: and Baur, on the other hand, remarked(87), “We have no sufficient resting-place for our critical judgment, as long as we only lay down that the Epistles are not Pauline: we must have established some positive data which transfer them from the Apostle’s time into another age.” Accordingly, he himself has laboured to prove them to have been written in the time of the Marcionite heresy; and their author to have been one who, not having the ability himself to attack the Gnostic positions, thought to uphold the Pauline party by putting his denunciations of it into the mouth of the Apostle.

9. This view of Baur’s has been, however, very far from meeting with general adoption, even among the impugners of the genuineness of our Epistles. The new school of Tübingen have alone accepted it with favour. De Wette himself, in the later editions of his Handbuch (I quote from that of 1847), though he is stronger than ever against the three Epistles, does not feel satisfied with the supposed settling of the question by Baur. He remarks, “According to Baur, the Epistles were written after the middle of the second century, subsequently to the appearance of Marcion and other Gnostics. But, inasmuch as the allusions to Marcion, on which he builds this hypothesis, are by no means certain, and the testimonies of the existence of the Pastoral Epistles stand in the way (for it is hardly probable that the passage in Polycarp, c. 4 (see above, par. 2), can have been the original of 1 Timothy 6:7; 1 Timothy 6:10): it seems that we must assume an earlier date for the Epistles,—somewhere about the end of the first century(88).”

10. With this last dictum of De Wette’s, adverse criticism has resumed its former uncertain footing, and is reduced to the mere negative complexion which distinguished it before the appearance of Baur’s first work. We have then merely to consider it as a negation of the Pauline origin of the Epistles, and to examine the grounds on which that negation rests. These may be generally stated under the three following heads:

I. The historical difficulty of finding a place for the writing of the three Epistles during the lifetime of St. Paul:

II. The apparent contact with various matters and persons who belong to a later age than that of the Apostles: and

III. The peculiarity of expressions and modes of thought, both of which diverge from those in St. Paul’s recognized Epistles.

11. Of the first of these I shall treat below, in the section “On the times and places of writing.” It may suffice here to anticipate merely the general conclusion to which I have there come, viz. that they belong to the latest period of our Apostle’s life, after his liberation from the imprisonment of Acts 28. Thus much was necessary in order to our discussion of the two remaining grounds of objection.

12. As regards objection II., three subordinate points require notice:

(a) The heretics, whose views and conduct are opposed in all three Epistles.

It is urged that these belonged to later times, and their tenets to systems undeveloped in the apostolic age. In treating of the various places where they are mentioned, I have endeavoured to shew that the tenets and practices predicated of them will best find their explanation by regarding them as the marks of a state of transition between Judaism, through its ascetic form, and Gnosticism proper, as we afterwards find it developed(89).

13. The traces of Judaism in the heretics of the Pastoral Epistles are numerous and unmistakable. They professed to be νομοδιδάσκαλοι (1 Timothy 1:7): commanded ἀπέχεσθαι βρωμάτων (1 Timothy 4:3): are expressly stated to consist of οἱ ἐκ περιτομῆς (Titus 1:10): caused men προσέχειν ἰουδαϊκοῖς μύθοις (1 Timothy 4:14): brought in μάχας νομικάς (1 Timothy 3:9).

14. At the same time, the traces of incipient Gnosticism are equally apparent. It has been thought best, in the notes on 1 Timothy 1:4, to take that acceptation of γενεαλογίαι, which makes it point to those lists of Gnostic emanations, so familiar to us in their riper forms in after history: in ch. 1 Timothy 4:3 ff., we find the seeds of Gnostic dualism; and though that passage is prophetic, we may fairly conceive that it points to the future development of symptoms already present. In 1 Timothy 6:20, we read of ψευδώνυμος γνῶσις, an expression which has furnished Baur with one of his strongest objections, as betraying a post-apostolic origin(90). But, granted the reference to gnosis, Gnostically so called, neither Baur nor any one else has presumed to say, when the term began to be so used. For our present purpose, the reference is clear. Again in 2 Timothy 2:17-18, we read of some of them explaining away the resurrection of the body, saying that it has passed already,—a well-known error of the Gnostics (see note in loc.).

15. It remains that we should shew two important facts, which may influence the reader’s mind concerning both the nature of these heretics, and date of our Epistles. First, they are not the Judaizers of the Apostle’s earlier Epistles. These his former opponents were strong upholders of the law and its requirements: identify themselves plainly with the ‘certain men from Judæa’ of Acts 15:1, in spirit and tenets: uphold circumcision, and would join it with the faith in Christ. Then as we proceed, we find them retaining indeed some of their former features, but having passed into a new phase, in the Epistle to the Colossians. There, they have added to their Judaizing tenets, various, excrescences of will-worship and superstition: are described no longer as persons who would be under the law and Christ together, but as vain, puffed up in their carnal mind, not holding the Head (see Prolegg. to Col., § ii. 10 ff.).

16. The same character, or even a further step in their course, seems pointed out in the Epistle to the Philippians. There, they are not only Judaizers, not only that which we have already seen them, but κύνες, κακοὶ ἐργάται, ἡ κατατομή: and those who serve God in the power of His Spirit are contrasted with them. And here (Philippians 3:13), we seem to find the first traces becoming perceptible of the heresy respecting the resurrection in 2 Timothy 2:18, just as the preliminary symptoms of unsoundness on this vital point were evident in 1 Corinthians 15.

17. If now we pass on to our Epistles, we shall find the same progress from legality to superstition, from superstition to godlessness, in a further and riper stage. Here we have more decided prominence given to the abandonment of the foundations of life and manners displayed by these false teachers. They had lost all true understanding of the law itself (1 Timothy 1:7): had repudiated a good conscience (1 Timothy 1:19): are hypocrites and liars (1 Timothy 4:2), branded with the foul marks of moral crime (ib.): are of corrupt minds, using religion as a means of bettering themselves in this world (1 Timothy 6:5; Titus 1:11): insidious and deadly in their advances, and overturning the faith (2 Timothy 2:17): proselytizing and victimizing foolish persons to their ruin (ib. 1 Timothy 3:6 ff.): polluted and unbelieving, with their very mind and conscience defiled (Titus 1:15): confessing God with their mouths, but denying Him in their works, abominable and disobedient, and for every good work worthless (Titus 1:16).

18. I may point out to the reader, how well such advanced description of these persons suits the character which we find drawn of those who are so held up to abhorrence in the later of the Catholic Epistles, and in the Epistle to the Hebrews: how we become convinced, as we pass down the apostolic age, that all its heresies and false teachings must be thought of as gradually converging to one point,—and that point, godlessness of life and morals. Into this, Judaism, once so rigid, legality, once so apparently conscientious, broke and crumbled down. I may state my own conviction, from this phænomenon in our Pastoral Epistles, corroborated indeed by all their other phænomena, that we are, in reading them, necessarily placed at a point of later and further development than in reading any other of the works of St. Paul.

19. The second important point as regards these heretics is this: as they are not the Judaizers of former days, so neither are they the Gnostics of later days. Many minor points of difference might be insisted on, which will be easily traced out by any student of church history: I will only lay stress on one, which is in my mind fundamental and decisive.

20. The Gnosticism of later days was eminently anti-judaistic. The Jewish Creator, the Jewish law and system, were studiously held in contempt and abhorrence. The whole system had migrated, so to speak, from its Jewish standing-point, and stood now entirely over against it. And there can be little doubt, whatever other causes may have cooperated to bring about this change, that the great cause of it was the break-up of the Jewish hierarchy and national system with the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple. The heretical speculations had, so to speak, no longer any mooring-place in the permanence of the old law, and thus, rapidly drifting away from it, soon lost sight of it altogether, and learned to despise it as a thing gone by. Then the oriental and Grecian elements, which had before been in a state of forced and unnatural fusion with Judaism, cast it out altogether, retaining only those traces of it which involved no recognition of its peculiar tenets.

21. The false teachers then of our Epistles seem to hold a position intermediate to the Apostle’s former Judaizing adversaries and the subsequent Gnostic heretics, distinct from both, and just at that point in the progress from the one form of error to the other, which would suit the period subsequent to the Epistle to the Philippians, and prior to the destruction of Jerusalem. There is therefore nothing in them and their characteristics, which can cast a doubt upon the genuineness of the Epistles.

22 (b) (See above, par. 12), the ecclesiastical order subsisting when they were written. Baur and De Wette charge the author of these Epistles with hierarchical tendencies. They hold that the strengthening and developing of the hierarchy, as we find it aimed at in the directions here given, could not have been an object with St. Paul. De Wette confines himself to this general remark: Baur goes farther into detail. In his earlier work, on the Pastoral Epistles, he asserts, that in the genuine Pauline Epistles there is found no trace of any official leaders of the Churches (it must be remembered that with Baur, the genuine Epistles are only those to the Galatians, Corinthians, and Romans): whereas here those Churches are found in such a state of organization, that ἐπίσκοποι, πρεσβύτεροι, and διάκονοι are significantly put forward: πρεσβύτεροι according to him being the name for the collective body of church-rulers, and ἐπίσκοπος for that one of them who was singly entrusted with the government. In his later work (‘Paulus’ u.s.w.), he maintains that the Gnostics, as the first heretics proper, gave the first occasion for the foundation of the episcopal government of the Churches. But even granting this, the very assumption would prove the earlier origin of our Epistles: for in them there is not the slightest trace of episcopal government, in the later sense. Baur’s own explanation of ἐπίσκοπος differs entirely from that later sense.

23. The fact is, that the form of Church government disclosed in our Epistles is of the simplest kind possible. The diaconate was certainly, in some shape or other, coæval with the very infancy of the Church: and the presbyterate was almost a necessity for every congregation. No Church could subsist without a government of some kind: and it would be natural that such an one as that implied in the presbyterate should arise out of the circumstances in every case.

24. The directions also which are here given, are altogether of an ethical, not of an hierarchical kind. They refer to the selection of men, whose previous lives and relations in society afford good promise that they will discharge faithfully the trust committed to them, and work faithfully and successfully in their office. The fact that no such directions are found in the other Epistles, is easily accounted for: partly from the nature of the case, seeing that he is here addressing persons who were entrusted with this selection, whereas in those others no such matter is in question: partly also from the late date of these letters, the Apostle being now at the end of his own course,—seeing dangerous heresies growing up around the Church, and therefore anxious to give those who were to succeed him in its management, direction how to consolidate and secure it.

25. Besides which, it is a pure assumption that St. Paul could not, from his known character, have been anxious in this matter. In the Acts, we find him ever most careful respecting the consolidation and security of the churches which he had founded: witness his journeys to inspect and confirm his converts (Acts 15:36; Acts 18:23), and that speech uttered from the very depth of his personal feeling and desire, to the presbytery of the Ephesian Church (Acts 20:18-38).

26. We must infer then, that there is nothing in the hints respecting Church-government which these Epistles contain, to make it improbable that they were written by St. Paul towards the close of his life.

27 (c) (See above, par. 12.) The institution of widows, referred to 1 Timothy 5:9 ff., is supposed to be an indication of a later date. I have discussed, in the note there, the description and standing of these widows: holding them to be not, as Schleiermacher and Baur, deaconesses, among whom in later times were virgins also, known by the name of χῆραι ( τὰς παρθένους τὰς λεγομένας χήρας, Ign. ad Smyrn. c. 13, p. 717), but as De W., al., an especial band of real widows, set apart, but not yet formally and finally, for the service of God and the Church. In conceiving such a class to have existed thus early, there is no difficulty: indeed nothing could be more natural: we already find traces of such a class in Acts 9:41; and it would grow up and require regulating in every portion of the Church. On the ἑνὸς ἀνδρὸς γυνή, which is supposed to make another difficulty, see note, 1 Timothy 3:2.

28. Other details belonging to this objection II. are noticed and replied to in treating of the passages to which they refer. They are founded for the most part in unwarranted assumptions regarding the apostolic age and that which followed it: in forgetting that there must have been a blending of the one age into the other during that later section of the former and earlier section of the latter, of both of which we know so little from primitive history: that the forms of error which we find prevalent in the second century, must have had their origin and their infancy in an age previous: and that here as elsewhere, ‘the child is father of the man:’ the same characteristics, which we meet full-grown both in the heretics and in the Church of the second century, must be expected to occur in their initiative and less consolidated form in the latter days of the Apostles and their Church(91).

29. We come now to treat of objection III.,—the peculiarity of expressions and modes of thought, both of which diverge from those in St. Paul’s recognized Epistles. There is no denying that the Pastoral Epistles do contain very many peculiar words and phrases, and that the process of thought is not that which the earlier Epistles present. Still, our experience of men in general, and of St. Paul himself, should make us cautious how we pronounce hastily on a phænomenon of this kind. Men’s method of expression changes with the circumstances among which they are writing, and the persons whom they are addressing. Assuming the late date for our Epistles which we have already mentioned, the circumstances both of believers and false teachers had materially changed since most of those other Epistles were written. And if it be said that on any hypothesis it cannot have been many years since the Epistles of the imprisonment, we may allege on the other hand the very great difference in subject, the fact that these three are addressed to his companions in the ministry, and contain directions for Church management, whereas none of the others contain any passages so addressed or of such character.

30. Another circumstance here comes to our notice, which may have modified the diction and style at least of these Epistles. Most of those others were written by the hand of an amanuensis; and not only so, but probably with the co-operation, as to form of expression and putting out of the material, of either that amanuensis or some other of his fellow-helpers. The peculiar character of these Pastoral Epistles forbids us from imagining that they were so written. Addressed to dear friends and valued colleagues in the ministry, it was not probable that he should have written them by the agency of others. Have we then, assuming that he wrote them with his own hand, any points of comparison in the other Epistles? Can we trace any resemblance to their peculiar diction in portions of those other Epistles which were undoubtedly or probably also autographic?

31. The first unquestionably autographic Epistle which occurs to us is that to Philemon: which has also this advantage for comparison, that it is written to an individual, and in the later portion of St. Paul’s life. And it must be confessed, that we do not find here the resemblance of which we are in search. The single word εὔχρηστος is the only point of contact between the unusual expressions of the two. It is true that the occasion and subject of the Epistle to Philemon were totally distinct from those of any of the Pastoral Epistles: almost all their ἅπαξ λεγόμενα are from the very nature of things excluded from it. Still I must admit that the dissimilarity is striking and not easily accounted for. I would not disguise the difficulty which besets this portion of our subject: I would only endeavour to point out in what direction it ought to guide our inference from the phænomena.

32. We have found reason to believe (see note on Galatians 6:11) that the Epistle to the Galatians was of this same autographic character. Allowing for the difference of date and circumstances, we may expect to find here some points of peculiarity in common. In both, false teachers are impugned: in both, the Apostle is eager and fervent, abrupt in expression, and giving vent to his own individual feelings. And here we do not seek in vain(92). We find several unusual words and phrases common only to the two or principally occurring in them. Here again, however, the total difference of subject throughout a great portion of the Epistle to the Galatians prevents any very great community of expression.

1. τοῦ δόντος ἑαυτὸν περὶ κ. τ. λ., Galatians 1:4; compare ὁ δοὺς ἑαυτὸν ἀντίλυτρον ὑπὲρ κ. τ. λ., 1 Timothy 2:6; ὃς ἔδωκεν ἑαυτὸν ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, Titus 2:14. These are the only places where this expression is used for our Lord.

2. εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν αἰώνων, Galatians 1:5; compare the same expression in 1 Timothy 1:17, 2 Timothy 4:18. The only other place where it occurs is in the last Epistle of the imprisonment Philippians 4:20.

3. προέκοπτον, Galatians 1:14, found in 2 Timothy 2:16; 2 Timothy 3:9; 2 Timothy 3:13, and Romans 13:12 only in St. Paul.

4. ἰδοὺ ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ, Galatians 1:20; the expression ἐν. τ. θ. occurs elsewhere frequently in St. Paul, but in this asseverative sense is found only in the Past. Epp.: 1 Timothy 5:21; 1 Timothy 6:13, 2 Timothy 2:14 ( κυρίου), 1 Timothy 4:1.

5. στύλος, Galatians 2:9; in St. Paul, 1 Timothy 3:15 only.

6. ἀνόητοι, Galatians 3:1; in St. Paul (Romans 1:14), 1 Timothy 6:9, Titus 3:3 only.

7. μεσίτης, Galatians 3:20; in St. Paul (three times in Hebrews), 1 Timothy 2:5 only.

8. ἐλπίς, objective, Galatians 5:5; compare Titus 2:13.

9. πνεύματι ἄγεσθε, Galatians 5:18; construction, with ἄγομαι (Romans 8:14), 2 Timothy 3:6 only.

10. καιρῷ ἰδίῳ, Galatians 6:9; found 1 Timothy 2:6; 1 Timothy 6:15, Titus 1:3 only.

33. We have a very remarkable addition to the Epistle to the Romans in the doxology, ch. Romans 16:25-26; appended to it, as we have there inferred, in later times by the Apostle himself, as a thankful effusion of his fervent mind. That addition is in singular accordance with the general style of these Epistles. We may almost conceive him to have taken his pen off from writing one of them, and to have written it under the same impulse(93).

Romans 16:25. εὐαγγέλιόν μου: (Romans 2:16) 2 Timothy 2:8 only.

κήρυγμα (1 Corinthians 1:21; 1 Corinthians 2:4; 1 Corinthians 15:14): 2 Timothy 4:17, Titus 1:3 only.

χρόνοις αἰωνίοις, 2 Timothy 1:9, Titus 1:2 only.

Titus 1:26. φανερωθέντος in this sense, St. Paul elsewhere, but also 1 Timothy 3:16, 2 Timothy 1:10, Titus 1:3.

κατʼ ἐπιταγὴν … θεοῦ, (1 Corinthians 7:6, 2 Corinthians 8:8,) 1 Timothy 1:1, Titus 1:3 only.

μόνῳ σοφῷ θεῷ: 1 Timothy 1:17, var. readd.

I may add to these instances, those of accordance between the Pastoral Epistles and the speech of St. Paul in Acts 20; viz.

δρόμος, found only Acts 13:25; Acts 20:24, 2 Timothy 4:7.

περιποιεῖσθαι, Paul, only Acts 20:28, 1 Timothy 3:13.

ἱματισμός, Paul, only Acts 20:33, 1 Timothy 2:9.

ἐπιθυμέω, with a gen., only Acts 20:33, 1 Timothy 3:1.

λόγοι τοῦ κυρίου, Acts 20:35, 1 Timothy 6:3.

ἀντιλαμβάνεσθαι, Paul, only Acts 20:35, 1 Timothy 6:2.

for προσέχειν, with a dative, see next paragraph.

34. There remain, however, many expressions and ideas not elsewhere found. Such are πιστὸς ὁ λόγος, 1 Timothy 1:15; 1 Timothy 3:1; 1 Timothy 4:9; 2 Timothy 2:11; Titus 3:8,—a phrase dwelling much at this time on the mind of the writer, but finding its parallel at other times in his favourite πιστὸς ὁ θεός, and the like: cf. 1 Corinthians 1:9; 1 Corinthians 10:13; 2 Corinthians 1:18; 1 Thessalonians 5:24; 2 Thessalonians 3:3 :— εὐσέβεια, εὐσεβῶς, 1 Timothy 2:2; 1 Timothy 3:16; 1 Timothy 4:7; 1 Timothy 6:11; 2 Timothy 3:5; 2 Timothy 3:12; Titus 1:1; Titus 2:12,—of which we can only say that occurring as it does in this peculiar sense only here and in 2 Peter, we should be disposed to ascribe its use to the fact of the word having at the time become prevalent in the Church as a compendious term for the religion of Christians:— σώφρων and its derivatives, 1 Timothy 2:9; 1 Timothy 2:15; 1 Timothy 3:2; 2 Timothy 1:7; Titus 1:8; Titus 2:2; Titus 2:4 ff., Titus 1:12,—a term by no means strange to the Apostle’s other writings, cf. Romans 12:3; 2 Corinthians 5:13, but probably coming into more frequent use as the necessity for the quality itself became more and more apparent in the settlement of the Church (cf. also 1 Peter 4:7):— ὑγιής, ὑγιαίνειν, of right doctrine, 1 Timothy 1:10; 1 Timothy 6:3; 2 Timothy 1:13; 2 Timothy 4:3; Titus 1:9; Titus 1:13; Titus 2:1 f., 8,—one of the most curious peculiarities of our Epistles, and only to be ascribed to the prevalence of the image in the writer’s mind at the time, arising probably from the now apparent tendency of the growing heresies to corrupt the springs of moral action:— μῦθοι, 1 Timothy 1:4; 1 Timothy 4:7; 2 Timothy 4:4; Titus 1:14,—to be accounted for by the fact of the heretical legends having now assumed such definite shape as to deserve this name, cf. also 2 Peter 1:16 :— ζητήσεις, 1 Timothy 1:4; 1 Timothy 6:4; 2 Timothy 2:23; Titus 3:9,—which expression, if not exactly applied to erroneous speculations, is yet used elsewhere of disputes about theological questions; cf. Acts 15:2; Acts 25:20 (John 3:25); the difference of usage is easily accounted for by the circumstances:— ἐπιφάνεια, instead of παρουσία, 1 Timothy 6:14; 2 Timothy 4:1; 2 Timothy 4:8; Titus 2:13,—which has a link uniting it to 2 Thessalonians 2:8, and may have been, as indeed many others in this list, a word in familiar use among the Apostle and his companions, and so used in writing to them:— δεσπότης, for κύριος, in the secular sense of master, 1 Timothy 6:1-2; 2 Timothy 2:21; Titus 2:9,—which is certainly remarkable, St. Paul’s word being κύριος, Ephesians 6:5; Ephesians 6:9; Colossians 3:22; Colossians 4:1,—and of which I know no explanation but this possible one, that the Eph. and Col. being written simultaneously, and these three also near together, there would be no reason why he might not use one expression at one time and the other at another, seeing that the idea never occurs again in his writings:— ἀρνεῖσθαι, 1 Timothy 5:8; 2 Timothy 2:12 f.; 1 Timothy 3:5; Titus 1:16; Titus 2:12,—common to our Epistles with 2 Pet., 1 John, and Jude, but never found in the other Pauline writings; and of which the only account that can be given is, that it must have been a word which came into use late as expressing apostasy, when the fact itself became usual, being taken from our Lord’s own declarations, Matthew 10:33, &c.:— παραιτεῖσθαι, 1 Timothy 4:7; 1 Timothy 5:11; 2 Timothy 2:23; Titus 3:10,—a word the links of whose usage are curious. It is confined to St. Luke and St. Paul and the Epistle to the Hebrews. We have it thrice in the parable of the great supper, Luke 14:18-19; then in the answer of Paul to Festus, in all probability made by himself in Greek, Acts 25:11; and Hebrews 12:19; Hebrews 12:25 bis. We may well say of it, that the thing introduced the word: had the Apostle had occasion for it in other Epistles, he would have used it: but he has not (the same may be said of γενεαλογίαι, 1 Timothy 1:4; Titus 3:9;— ματαιόλογος, - γία, 1 Timothy 1:6; Titus 1:10;— κενοφωνίαι, 1 Timothy 6:20; 2 Timothy 2:16;— λογομαχίαι, - εῖν, 1 Timothy 6:4; 2 Timothy 2:14;— παραθήκη, 1 Timothy 6:20; 2 Timothy 1:12; 2 Timothy 1:14):— σώτηρ, spoken of God,—1 Timothy 1:1; 1 Timothy 2:3; 1 Timothy 4:10; Titus 1:3; Titus 2:10; Titus 3:4, common also to Luke (Luke 1:47) and Jude 1:25; the account of which seems to be, that it was a purely Jewish devotional expression, as we have it in the Magnificat,—and not thus absolutely used by the Apostles, in their special proclamation of the Son of God in this character;—we may observe that St. Jude introduces it with the limitation διὰ ἰησοῦ χρ. τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν;—but in familiar writing one to another, when there was no danger of the mediatorship of Jesus being forgotten, this true and noble expression seems still to have been usual:— βέβηλος, 1 Timothy 1:9; 1 Timothy 4:7; 1 Timothy 6:20; 2 Timothy 2:16,—common only to Heb. (Hebrews 12:16),—an epithet interesting, as bringing with it the fact of the progress of heresy from doctrine to practice, as also does ἀνόσιος, 1 Timothy 1:9; 2 Timothy 3:2 :— διαβεβαιοῦσθαι, 1 Timothy 1:7; Titus 3:8, a word but slightly differing in meaning, and in its composition with διὰ (a natural addition in later times), from βεβαιοῦν, which is a common expression with our Apostle, Romans 15:8; 1 Corinthians 1:6; 1 Corinthians 1:8; 2 Corinthians 1:21; Colossians 2:7 (Hebrews 2:3; Hebrews 13:9):— προσέχειν, with a dat., 1 Timothy 1:4; 1 Timothy 3:8; 1 Timothy 4:1; 1 Timothy 4:13; Titus 1:14,—found also frequently in St. Luke, Luke 12:1; Luke 17:3; Luke 21:34; Acts 5:35; Acts 8:6; Acts 8:10-11; Acts 16:14; Acts 20:28 (Paul), and Hebrews 2:1; Hebrews 7:13; 2 Peter 1:19; a word testifying perhaps to the influence on the Apostle’s style of the expressions of one who was so constantly and faithfully his companion:— ὑπομιμνήσκειν, 2 Timothy 2:14; Titus 3:1 (2 Peter 1:12; 3 John 1:10; Jude 1:5):—a word naturally coming into use rather as time drew on, than “in the beginning of the Gospel:”— ἀποτρέπεσθαι, ἐκτρ., 2 Timothy 3:5; 1 Timothy 1:6; 1 Timothy 5:15; 1 Timothy 6:20; 2 Timothy 4:4 (Hebrews 12:13),—words owing their use to the progress of heresy; which may be said also of ἀστοχεῖν, 1 Timothy 1:6; 1 Timothy 6:21; 2 Timothy 2:18,—and of τυφοῦσθαι, 1 Timothy 3:6; 1 Timothy 6:4; 2 Timothy 3:4 :—&c. &c.

35. There seems no reason why any of the above peculiarities of diction should be considered as imperilling the authenticity of our Epistles. The preceding paragraph will have shewn, that of many of them, some account at least may be given: and when we reflect how very little we know of the circumstances under which they were used, it appears far more the part of sound criticism to let such difficulties stand unsolved, under a sense that we have not the clue to them, than at once and rashly to pronounce on them, as indicative of a spurious origin.

36. Another objection brought by De Wette against our Epistles seems to me to make so strikingly and decisively for them, that I cannot forbear giving it in his own words before commenting upon it: “In the composition of all three Epistles we have this common peculiarity,—that from that which belongs to the object of the Epistle, and is besides for the most part of general import, the writer is ever given to digress to general truths, or so-called common-places (1 Timothy 1:15; 1 Timothy 2:4-6; 1 Timothy 3:16; 1 Timothy 4:8-10; 2 Timothy 1:9 f.; 2 Timothy 2:11-13; 2 Timothy 2:19-21; 2 Timothy 3:12-16; Titus 2:11-14; Titus 3:3-7), and that even that which is said by way of contradiction or enforcing attention, appears in this form (1 Timothy 1:8-10; 1 Timothy 4:4 f.; 1 Timothy 6:6-10; 2 Timothy 2:4-6; Titus 1:15). With this is combined another peculiarity common to them, that after such digressions or general instructions, the writer’s practice is to recur, or finally to appeal to and fall back on previous exhortations or instructions given to his correspondent (1 Timothy 3:14 f.; 1 Timothy 4:6; 1 Timothy 4:11; 1 Timothy 6:2; 1 Timothy 6:5 (rec.): 2 Timothy 2:7; 2 Timothy 2:14; 2 Timothy 3:5; Titus 2:15; Titus 3:8).” In commenting on this, I would ask, what could be more natural than both these phænomena, under the circumstances, supposing St. Paul their author? Is it not the tendency of an instructor writing to his pupil to make these compendious references to truths well known and established between them? Would not this especially be the case, as age drew on, and affectionate remembrance took the place of present and watchful instruction? We have hardly a stronger evidence for the authenticity of our Epistles, than our finding them so exactly corresponding with what we might expect from Paul the aged towards his own sons in the faith. His restless energies are still at work: we see that the ἐνδυνάμωσις will keep him toiling to the end in his οἰκονομία: but those energies have changed their complexion: they have passed from the dialectic character of his former Epistles, from the wonderful capacity of intricate combined ratiocination of his subsequent Epistles, to the urging, and repeating, and dilating upon truths which have been the food of his life: there is a resting on former conclusions, a stating of great truths in concentrated and almost rhythmical antithesis, a constant citation of the ‘temporis acti,’ which lets us into a most interesting phase of the character of the great Apostle. We see here rather the succession of brilliant sparks, than the steady flame: burning words indeed and deep pathos, but not the flower of his firmness, as in his discipline of the Galatians, not the noon of his bright warm eloquence, as in the inimitable Psalm of Love (1 Corinthians 13).

37. We may also notice, as I have pointed out in the notes on 1 Timothy 1:11 ff., a habit of going off, not only at a word, or into some collateral subject, as we find him doing in all his writings, but on the mention of any thing which reminds him of God’s mercies to himself, or of his own sufferings on behalf of the Gospel, into a digression on his own history, or feelings, or hopes. See 1 Timothy 1:11 ff; 1 Timothy 2:7; 2 Timothy 1:11 ff., 2 Timothy 1:15 ff.; 2 Timothy 2:9-10; 2 Timothy 3:10 f.; 2 Timothy 4:6 ff. These digressions do not occur in the Epistle to Titus, perhaps on account of the less intimate relation which subsisted between him and the Apostle. I cannot help considering them also as deeply interesting, betokening, as I have there expressed it in the note, advancing age, and that faster hold of individual habits of thought, and mannerisms, which characterizes the decline of life.

38. De Wette brings another objection against our Epistles, which seems to me just as easily to bear urging on the other side as the last. It is, the constant moral reference of all that is here said respecting the faith: the idea that error is ever combined with evil conscience, the true faith with good conscience. From what has been already said, it will be seen how naturally such a treatment of the subject sprung out of the progress of heresy into ethical corruption which we have traced through the later part of the apostolic age: how true all this was, and how necessary it was thus to mark broadly the line between that faith, which was the only guarantee for purity of life, and those perversions of it, which led downwards to destruction of the moral sense and of practical virtue.

39. When however in his same paragraph (Allgem. Bemerkungen üb. die Pastoralbriefe, p. 117 c) he assumes that the writer gives a validity to moral desert, which stands almost in contradiction to the Pauline doctrines of grace, and cites 1 Timothy 2:15; 1 Timothy 3:13; 1 Timothy 4:8; 1 Timothy 6:18 ff.: 2 Timothy 4:8, to confirm this,—I own I am quite unable to see any inconsistency in these passages with the doctrine of grace as laid down, or assumed, in the other Epistles. See Romans 2:6-10; 1 Corinthians 3:14; 1 Corinthians 9:17; 1 Corinthians 9:25; 1 Corinthians 15:58; Philippians 1:19, and many other places, in which the foundation being already laid of union with Christ by faith, and salvation by His grace, the carrying on and building up of the man of God in good works, and reward according to the measure of the fruits of the Spirit, are quite as plainly insisted on as any where in these Epistles.

40. De Wette also finds what he calls, ‘an apology for the law, and an admission of its possessing an ethical use,’ in 1 Timothy 1:8. In my notes on that passage, I have seen reason to give it altogether a different bearing: but even admitting the fact, I do not see how it should be any more inconsistent with St. Paul’s measure of the law, than that which he says of it in Romans 7. And when he objects that the universalism of these Epistles (1 Timothy 2:4; 1 Timothy 4:10; Titus 2:11), although in itself Pauline, does not appear in the same polemical contrast, as e.g. in Romans 3:29,—this seems very trifling in fault-finding: nothing on the contrary can be more finely and delicately in accordance with his former maintenance against all impugners of God’s universal purpose of salvation to all mankind, than that he should, even while writing to one who did not doubt of that great truth, be constant to his own habit of asserting it.

41. There are many considerations pressed by the opponents of the Pauline authorship, which we can only mention and pass by. Some of them will be found incidentally dealt with in the notes: with others the student who has hitherto followed the course of these remarks will know how himself to deal. As usual, the similarities to, as well as discrepancies from, the other Epistles, are adduced as signs of spuriousness(94). The three Epistles, and especially the first to Timothy, are charged with poverty of sentiment, with want of connexion, with unworthiness of the Apostle as author. On this point no champion of the Epistles could so effectually defeat the opponents, as they have defeated themselves. Schleiermacher, holding 1 Tim. to be compiled out of the other two, finds it in all these respects objectionable and below the mark: Baur will not concede this latter estimate, and De Wette charges Schleiermacher with having failed to penetrate the sense of the writer, and found faults, where a more thorough exposition must pronounce a more favourable judgment. These differences may well serve to strike out the argument, and indeed all such purely subjective estimates, from the realms of biblical criticism.

42. A word should be said on the smaller, but not less striking indications of genuineness, which we here find. Such small, and even trifling individual notices, as we here meet with, can hardly have proceeded from a forger. Of course a careful falsarius may have taken care to insert such, as would fall in with the known or supposed state of the Apostle himself and his companions at the time: a shrewd and skilful one would invent such as might further any views of his own, or of the Churches with which he was connected: but I must say I do not covet the judgment of that critic, who can ascribe such a notice as that of 2 Timothy 4:13, τὸν φελόνην ὃν ἀπέλιπον ἐν τρωάδι παρὰ κάρπῳ ἐρχόμενος φέρε, καὶ τὰ βιβλία, μάλιστα τὰς μεμβράνας, to either the caution or the skill of a forger. What possible motive there could be for inserting such minute particulars, unexampled in the Apostle’s other letters, founded on no incident in history, tending to no result,—might well baffle the acutest observer of the phænomena of falsification to declare.

43. A concession by Baur himself should not be altogether passed over. St. Paul in his farewell discourse, Acts 20:29-30, speaks thus: ἐγὼ οἶδα ὅτι εἰσελεύσονται μετὰ τὴν ἄφιξίν μου λύκοι βαρεῖς εἰς ὑμᾶς μὴ φειδόμενοι τοῦ ποιμνίου, καὶ ἐξ ὑμῶν αὐτῶν ἀναστήσονται ἄνδρες λαλοῦντες διεστραμμένα τοῦ ἀποσπᾷν τοὺς μαθητὰς ὀπίσω ἑαυτῶν. Baur confesses that here the defenders of the Epistles have firm ground to stand on. “Here we see,” he continues, “the Apostle anticipating just what we find more in detail in the Pastoral Epistles.” But then he proceeds to set aside the validity of the inference, by quietly disposing of the farewell discourse, as written “post eventum.” For those who look on that discourse very differently, his concession has considerable value.

44. I would state then the general result to which I have come from all these considerations:

1. External testimony in favour of the genuineness of our Epistles is so satisfactory, as to suggest no doubt on the point of their universal reception in the earliest times.

2. The objections brought against the genuineness by its opponents, on internal grounds, are not adequate to set it aside, or even to raise a doubt on the subject in a fair-judging mind.

45. I therefore rest in the profession of the Epistles themselves, and the universal belief of Christians, that they were VERITABLY WRITTEN BY ST. PAUL(95).

SECTION II

TIME AND PLACE OF WRITING

1. A difficult problem yet remains: to assign, during the life of the Apostle, a time for the writing, which will suit the phænomena of these Epistles.

2. It will have been abundantly seen by what has preceded, that I cannot consent to place them in any portion of St. Paul’s apostolic labours recorded in the Acts. All the data with which they themselves furnish us, are against such a supposition. And most of all is the state of heresy and false teaching, as indicated by their common evidence. No amount of ingenuity will suffice to persuade us, that there could have been during the long sojourn of the Apostle at Ephesus in Acts 19, such false teachers as those whose characters have been examined in the last section. No amount of ingenuity again will enable us to conceive a state of the Church like that which these Epistles disclose to us, at any time of that period, extending from the year 54 to 63, during which the other Epistles were written. Those who have attempted to place the Pastoral Epistles, or any of them, in that period, have been obliged to overlook all internal evidence, and satisfy themselves with fulfilling the requirements of external circumstances.

3. It will also be seen, that I cannot consent to separate these Epistles widely from one another, so as to set one in the earlier, and the others in the later years of the Apostle’s ministry. On every account, they must stand together. Their style and diction, the motives which they furnish, the state of the Church and of heresy which they describe, are the same in all three: and to one and the same period must we assign them.

4. This being so, they necessarily belong to the latest period of the Apostle’s life. The concluding notices of the Second Epistle to Timotheus forbid us from giving an earlier date to that, and consequently to the rest. And no writer, as far as I know, has attempted to place that Epistle, supposing it St. Paul’s, at any date except the end of his life(96).

5. The question then for us is, What was that latest period of his life? Is it to be placed at the end of the first Roman imprisonment, or are we to conceive of him as liberated from that, and resuming his apostolic labours?

6. Let us first try the former of these hypotheses. It has been adopted by chronologers of considerable note: lately, by Wieseler and Dr. Davidson. We approach it, laden as it is with the weight of (to us) the insuperable objection on internal grounds, stated above. We feel that no amount of chronological suitableness will induce us complacently to put these Epistles in the same age of the Church with those to the Ephesians, Colossians, and Philippians. But we would judge the hypothesis here on its own merely external grounds.

7. In order for it to stand, we must find some occasion, previous to the imprisonment, when St. Paul may have left Timotheus at Ephesus, himself proceeding to Macedonia. And this time must of course be subsequent to St. Paul’s first visit to Ephesus, Acts 18:20-21, when the Church there was founded, if indeed it can be said to have been then founded. On his departure then, he did not go into Macedonia, but to Jerusalem; which alone, independently of all other considerations, excludes that occasion(97).

8. His second visit to Ephesus was that long one related in Acts 19., the τριετία of Acts 20:31, the ἔτη δύο of Acts 19:10, which latter, however, need not include the whole time. When he left Ephesus at the end of this time, after the tumult, ἐξῆλθε πορευθῆναι εἰς τὴν ΄ακεδονίαν, which seems at first sight to have a certain relation to πορευόμενος εἰς ΄ακεδονίαν of 1 Timothy 1:3. But on examination, this relation vanishes: for in Acts 19:22, we read that, intending to go to Jerusalem by way of Macedonia and Achaia, he sent off from Ephesus, before his own departure, Timotheus and Erastus: so that he could not have left Timotheus behind in Ephesus. Again, in 1 Timothy 3:14, he hopes to return to Ephesus shortly. But we find no trace of such an intention, and no attempt to put it in force, in the history. And besides, even if Timotheus, as has sometimes been thought from 1 Corinthians 16:11, did return to Ephesus before the Apostle left it, and in this sense might have been left there on his departure, we must then suppose him to have almost immediately deserted the charge entrusted to him; for he is again, in the autumn of 57, with St. Paul in Macedonia in 2 Corinthians 1:1, and in Corinth in the winter (Romans 16:21), and returned to Asia thence with him, Acts 20:4; and thus, as Wieseler remarks, the whole scope of our Epistle, the ruling and ordering of the Ephesian Church during the Apostle’s absence, would be defeated. Grotius suggested, and Bertholdt adopted, a theory that the Epistle might have been sent on St. Paul’s return from Achaia to Asia, Acts 20:4, and that Timotheus may, instead of remaining in Troas on that occasion, as related Acts 20:5, have gone direct to Ephesus, and there received the Epistle. But, apart from all other difficulties(98), how exceedingly improbable, that such an Epistle should have preceded only by a few weeks the farewell discourse of Acts 20:18-35, and that he should have sent for the elders to Miletus, though he himself had expressed, and continually alluded to in the Epistle, an intention of visiting Ephesus shortly!

9. These difficulties have led to a hypothesis that the journey from Ephesus is one unrecorded in the Acts, occurring during the long visit of Acts 19. That during that time a journey to Corinth did take place, we have inferred from the data furnished in the Epistles to the Corinthians: see Prolegg. to Vol. II. ch. 3 § v. During that journey, Timotheus may have been left there. This conjecture is at least worthy of full discussion: for it seems to fulfil most of the external requirements of the first Epistle.

10. Mosheim, who was its originator, held the journey to Greece to have taken place very early in the three years’ visit to Ephesus, and to have lasted nine months,—thus accounting for the difference between the two years and three months of Acts 19:8; Acts 19:10, and the three years of Acts 20:31. Wieseler(99), however, has so far regarded the phænomena of the Epistle itself, as to shew that it would be very unlikely that the false teachers had early in that visit assumed such consistency and acquired such influence: and besides, we must assume, from the intimation in 1 Timothy 1:3 ff., that the false teachers had already gained some notoriety, and were busy in mischief, before the Apostle’s departure.

11. Schrader(100), the next upholder of the hypothesis, makes the Apostle remain in Ephesus up to Acts 19:21, and then undertake the journey there hinted at, through Macedonia to Corinth, thence to Crete (where he founded the Cretan Churches and left Titus), to Nicopolis in Cilicia (see below, in the Prolegg. to Titus: sending from thence the first Epistle to Timotheus and that to Titus), Antioch, and so through Galatia back to Ephesus. The great and fatal objection to this hypothesis is, the insertion in Acts 19:21-23 of so long a journey, lasting, according to Schrader himself(101), two years (from Easter 54 to Easter 56), not only without any intimation from St. Luke, but certainly against any reasonable view of his text, in which it is implied, that the intention of Acts 19:21 was not then carried out, but afterwards, as related in ch. Acts 20:1 ff.

12. Wieseler himself has adopted, and supported with considerable ingenuity, a modified form of Schrader’s hypothesis. After two years’ teaching at Ephesus, the Apostle, he thinks, went, leaving Timotheus there, on a visitation tour to Macedonia, thence to Corinth, returning by Crete, where he left Titus, to Ephesus. During this journey, either in Macedonia or Achaia, he wrote 1 Tim.,—and after his return to Ephesus, the Epistle to Titus: 2 Tim. falling towards the end of his Roman imprisonment, with which, according to Wieseler, his life terminated. This same hypothesis Dr. Davidson adopts, rejecting however the unrecorded visit to Corinth, which Wieseler inweaves into it: and placing the voyage to Crete during the same Ephesian visit, but separate from this to Macedonia.

13. It may perhaps be thought that some form of this hypothesis would be unobjectionable, if we had only the first Epistle to Timotheus to deal with. But even thus, it will not bear the test of thorough examination. In the first place, as held by Davidson, in its simplest form, it inserts into the Apostle’s visit to Ephesus, a journey to Macedonia and back entirely for the sake of this Epistle(102). Wieseler’s form of the hypothesis avoids, it is true, this gratuitous supposition, by connecting the journey with the unrecorded visit to Corinth: but is itself liable to these serious objections (mentioned by Huther, p. 17), that 1) it makes St. Paul write the first Epistle to the Corinthians a very short time after the unrecorded visit to Corinth, which is on all accounts improbable. And this is necessary to his plan, in order to give time for the false teachers to have grown up at Ephesus:—2) that we find the Apostle, in his farewell discourse, prophetically anticipating the arising of evil men and seducers among the Ephesians: whereas by any placing of this Epistle during the three years’ visit, such must have already arisen, and drawn away many(103). 3) The whole character of the first Epistle shews that it belongs, not to a very brief and casual absence of this kind, but to one originally intended to last some time, and not unlikely to be prolonged beyond expectation. The hope of returning very soon (1 Timothy 3:14) is faint: the provision made, is for a longer absence. Had the Apostle intended to return in a few weeks to Ephesus and resume the government of the Church there, we may safely say that the Epistle would have presented very different features. The hope expressed in ch. 1 Timothy 3:14, quite parenthetically, must not be set against the whole character of the Epistle(104), which any unbiassed reader will see provides for a lengthened superintendence on the part of Timothy as the more probable contingency.

14. Thus we see that, independently of graver objections, independently also of the connexion of the three Epistles, the hypothesis of Wieseler and Davidson does not suit the requirements of this first Epistle to Timotheus. When those other considerations come to be brought again into view,—the necessarily later age of all three Epistles, from the heresies of which they treat, from the Church development implied by them, from the very diction and form of thought apparent in them,—the impossibility, on any probable psychological view of St. Paul’s character, of placing writings, so altogether diverse from the Epistles to the Corinthians, in the same period of his life with them,—I am persuaded that very few students of Scripture will be found, whose mature view will approve any form of the above hypothesis.

15. It will not be necessary to enter on the various other sub-hypotheses which have been made, such as that of Paulus, that the first Epistle was written from Cæsarea; &c. &c. They will be found dealt with in Wieseler and Davidson, and in other introductions.

16. Further details must be sought in the following Prolegomena to each individual Epistle. I will mention however two decisive notices in 2 Tim., which no advocate of the above theory, or of any of its modifications, has been able to reconcile with his view. According to that view, the Epistle was written at the end of the first (and only) Roman imprisonment. In ch. 2 Timothy 4:13, we have directions to Timotheus to bring a cloak and books which the Apostle left at Troas. In 2 Timothy 4:20 we read “Erastus remained in Corinth, but Trophimus left I in Miletus sick.” To what these notices point, I shall consider farther on: I would now only call the reader’s attention to the following facts. Assuming as above, and allowing only the two years for the Roman imprisonment,—the last time he was at Troas and Miletus was six years before (Acts 20:6; Acts 20:17); on that occasion Timotheus was with him: and he had repeatedly seen Timotheus since: and, what is insuperable, even supposing these difficulties overcome, Trophimus did not remain there, for he was at Jerusalem with St. Paul at the time of his apprehension, Acts 21:29. It will be easily seen by reference to any of the supporters of the one imprisonment, how this point presses them. Dr. Davidson tries to account for it by supposing Trophimus to have sailed with St. Paul from Cæsarea in Acts 27, and to have been left at Myra, with the understanding that he should go forward to Miletus, and that under this impression, the Apostle could say Trophimus I left at Miletus ( ἀπέλιπον ἐν ΄ιλήτῳ) sick. Any thing lamer, or more self-refuting, can hardly be conceived: not to mention, that thus also some years had since elapsed, and that the above insuperable objection, that Timotheus had been with him since, and that Trophimus the Ephesian must have been talked of by them, remains in full force.

17. The whole force then of the above considerations, as well of the internal character of the Epistles, as of their external notices and requirements, compels us to look, for the time of their writing, to a period subsequent to the conclusion of the history in the Acts, and consequently, since we find in them the Apostle at liberty, subsequent to his liberation from the imprisonment with which that history concludes. If there were no other reason for believing that he was thus liberated, and undertook further apostolic journeyings, the existence and phænomena of these Epistles would enforce such a conclusion upon us. I had myself, some years since, on a superficial view of the Pauline chronology, adopted and vindicated the one-imprisonment theory(105): but the further study of these Epistles has altogether broken down my former fabric. We have in them, as I feel satisfied any student who undertakes the comparison will not fail to discover, a link uniting St. Paul’s writings with the Second Epistle of Peter and with that of Jude, and the Epistles of St. John: in other words, with the later apostolic age. There are two ways only of solving the problem which they present: one of these is, by believing them to be spurious; the other, by ascribing them to a period of St. Paul’s apostolic agency subsequent to his liberation from the Roman imprisonment of Acts 28 ultt.

18. The whole discussion and literature of this view, of a liberation and second imprisonment of our Apostle, would exceed both the scope and the limits of these Prolegomena. It may suffice to remind the reader, that it is supported by an ancient tradition by no means to be lightly set aside: and to put before him the principal passages of early ecclesiastical writers in which that tradition is mentioned.

19. Eusebius, H. E. ii. 22, relates thus:

καὶ λουκᾶς δὲ ὁ τὰς πράξεις τῶν ἀποστόλων γραφῇ παραδούς, ἐν τούτοις κατέλυσε τὴν ἱστορίαν, διετίαν ὅλην ἐπὶ τῆς ῥώμης τὸν παῦλον ἄνετον διατρίψαι, καὶ τὸν τοῦ θεοῦ λόγον ἀκωλύτως κηρύξαι ἐπισημῃνάμενος. τότε μὲν οὖν ἀπολογησάμενον, αὖθις ἐπὶ τὴν τοῦ κηρύγματος διακονίαν λόγος ἔχει στείλασθαι τὸν ἀπόστολον, δεύτερον δʼ ἐπιβάντα τῇ αὐτῇ πόλει, τῷ κατʼ αὐτὸν τελειωθῆναι μαρτυρίῳ. ἐν ᾧ δεσμοῖς ἐχόμενος τὴν πρὸς τιμόθεον δευτέραν ἐπιστολὴν συντάττει κ. τ. λ.

20. Clement of Rome, Ep. i. ad Corinth. c. 5, p. 17 ff. (the lacunæ in the text are conjecturally filled in as in Hefele’s edition):

21. The fragment of Muratori on the canon contains the following passage(107):

“Lucas optime Theophile comprehendit quia sub præsentia ejus singula gerebantur, sicuti et semote passionem Petri evidenter declarat, sed profectionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis …”

This passage is enigmatical, and far from easy to interpret. But all that we need dwell on is, that the journey of St. Paul into Spain is taken as a fact; and in all probability, the word ‘omittit’ being supplied, the writer means to say, that St. Luke in the Acts does not relate that journey.

22. This liberation and second imprisonment being assumed, it will naturally follow that the First Epistle to Timotheus and that to Titus were written during the interval between the two imprisonments;—the second to Timotheus during the second imprisonment. We shall now proceed to enquire into the probable assignment and date of each of the three Epistles.

23. The last notice which we possess of the first Roman imprisonment, is the Epistle to the Philippians. There (Philippians 1:26) the Apostle evidently intends to come and see them, and (Philippians 2:24) is confident that it will be before long. The same anticipation occurred before in his Epistle to Philemon (Philemon 1:22). We may safely then ascribe to him the intention, in case he should be liberated, of visiting the Asiatic and the Macedonian Churches.

24. We suppose him then, on his hearing and liberation, which cannot have taken place before the spring of A.D. 63 (see chronological table in Prolegg. to Acts), to have journeyed Eastward: visiting perhaps Philippi, which lay on the great Egnatian road to the East, and passing into Asia. There, in accordance with his former desires and intentions, he would give Colossæ, and Laodicea, and Hierapolis, the benefit of his apostolic counsel, and confirm the brethren in the faith. And there perhaps, as before, he would fix his head-quarters at Ephesus. I would not however lay much stress on this, considering that there might well have been a reason for his not spending much time there, considering the cause which had driven him thence before (Acts 19). But that he did visit Ephesus, must on our present hypothesis be assumed as a certain fact, notwithstanding his confident anticipation expressed in Acts 20:25 that he should never see it again. It was not the first time that such anticipations had been modified by the event(108).

25. It would be unprofitable further to assign, except by the most distant indications, his course during this journey, or his employment between this time and that of the writing of our present Epistles. One important consideration, coming in aid of ancient testimony, may serve as our guide in the uncertainty. The contents of our Epistles absolutely require as late a date as possible to be assigned them. The same internal evidence forbids us from separating them by any considerable interval, either from one another, or from the event which furnished their occasion.

26. Now we have traditional evidence well worthy of note, that our Apostle suffered martyrdom in the last year, or the last but one, of Nero. Euseb., Chron. anno 2083 (commencing October A.D. 67) says, “Neronis 13°. Nero ad cætera scelera persecutionem Christianorum primus adjunxit: sub quo Petrus et Paulus apostoli martyrium Romæ consummaverunt.”

And Jerome, Catalog. Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum (c. 5, vol. ii. p. 838), under Paulus, “Hic ergo, decimo quarto Neronis anno, eodem die quo Petrus, Romæ pro Christo capite truncatus, sepultusque est in via Ostiensi, anno post passionem Domini tricesimo septimo.”

27. I should be disposed then to agree with Conybeare and Howson in postponing both the occasions and the writing of the Pastoral Epistles to very near this date. The interval may possibly have been filled up, agreeably to the promise of Romans 15:24; Romans 15:28, and the tradition of Clement of Rome (quoted above, par. 20), by a journey to Spain, the τέρμα τῆς δύσεως: or it may have been spent in Greece and Asia and the interjacent islands.

As we approach the confines of the known ground again furnished by our Epistles, we find our Apostle again at Ephesus. However the intervening years had been spent, much had happened which had wrought changes on the Church, and on himself, since his last visit. Those heresies which were then in the bud, had borne bitter fruit. He had, in his own weak and shattered frame, borne about, for four or five more years of declining age, the dying of the Lord Jesus. Alienation from himself had been spreading wider among the Churches, and was embittering his life. Supposing this to have been in A.D. 66 or 67, and the ‘young man Saul’ to have been 34 or 35 at his conversion, he would not now be more than 64 or 65: but a premature old age would be every way consistent with what we know of his physical and mental constitution. Four years before this he had affectionately pleaded his advancing years in urging a request on his friend Philemon (Philemon 1:9).

28. From Ephesus, leaving Timotheus there, he went into Macedonia (1 Timothy 1:3). It has been generally assumed, that the first Epistle was written from that country. It may have been so; but the words παρεκάλεσά σε προσμεῖναι ἐν ἐφέσῳ πορευόμενος εἰς ΄ακεδονίαν, rather convey to my mind the impression that he was not in Macedonia as he was writing. He seems to speak of the whole occurrence as one past by, and succeeded by other circumstances. If this impression be correct, it is quite impossible to assign with any certainty the place of its being written. Wherever it was, he seems to have been in some field of labour where he was likely to be detained beyond his expectations (1 Timothy 3:14-15): and this circumstance united with others to induce him to write a letter full of warning and exhortation and direction to his son in the faith, whom he had left to care for the Ephesian Church.

29. Agreeably with the necessity of bringing the three Epistles as near as may be together, we must here place a visit to Crete in company with Titus, whom he left there to complete the organization of the Cretan Churches. From the indications furnished by that Epistle, it is hardly probable that those Churches were now founded for the first time. We find in them the same development of heresy as at Ephesus, though not the same ecclesiastical organization (cf. Titus 1:10-11; Titus 1:15-16; Titus 3:9; Titus 3:11, with Titus 1:5). Nor is the former circumstance at all unaccountable, even as combined with the latter. The heresy, being a noxious excrescence on Judaism, was flourishing independently of Christianity,—or at least required not a Christian Church for its place of sustenance. When such Church began, it was at once infected by the error. So that the Cretan Churches need not have been long in existence. From Titus 1:5, they seem to have sprung up σποράδην, and to have been on this occasion included by the Apostle in his tour of visitation: who seeing how much needed supplying and arranging, left Titus there for that purpose (see further in Prolegg. to Titus, § ii.).

30. The Epistle to Titus, evidently written very soon after St. Paul left Crete, will most naturally be dated from Asia Minor. Its own notices agree with this, for we find that he was on his way to winter at Nicopolis (ch. 1 Timothy 3:12), by which it is most natural to understand the well-known city of that name in Epirus(109). And the notices of 2 Tim. equally well agree with such an hypothesis: for there we find that the Apostle had, since he last communicated with Timotheus, been at Miletus and at Troas, probably also at Corinth (2 Timothy 4:13; 2 Timothy 4:20). That he again visited Ephesus, is on every account likely: indeed, the natural inference from 2 Timothy 1:18 is, that he had spent some time (possibly of weakness or sickness—from the expression ὅσα διηκόνησεν: but this inference is not necessary, see note there) at that city in the companionship of Timotheus, to whom he appeals to confirm what he there says of Onesiphorus.

It is very improbable that any of the comparatively insignificant places elsewhere called by this name is here intended. An enumeration of them will be found in Smith’s Dict. of Geogr. as above. The only two which require mention are, 1) Nicopolis in Thrace, on the Nessus ( νικόπολις ἡ περὶ νέσσον, Ptol. iii. 11, 13), supposed by Chrysostom and Theodoret ( ἡ δὲ ν. τῆς θρᾴκης ἐστί, Chrys.: τῆς θρᾴκης ἐστὶν ἡ ν., τῇ δὲ ΄ακεδονίᾳ πελάζει, Thdrt.) to be here intended. This certainly may have been, for this Nicopolis is not, as some have objected, the one founded by Trajan, see Schrader, vol. i. p. 117: but it is hardly likely to have been indicated by the word thus absolutely put: 2) Nicopolis in Cilicia, which Schrader holds to be the place, to suit his theory of the Apostle having been (at a totally different time, see above, par. 11) on his way to Jerusalem.

I may mention that both Winer (RWB.) and Dr. Smith (Dict. of Geogr. as above: not in Bibl. Dict.) fall into the mistake of saying that St. Paul dates the Epistle from Nicopolis. No such inference can fairly be drawn from ch. 1 Timothy 3:12.

31. We may venture then to trace out this his last journey as having been from Crete by Miletus, Ephesus, Troas, to Corinth (?): and thence (or perhaps direct by Philippi without passing up through Greece: or he may have gone to Corinth from Crete, and thence to Asia) to Nicopolis, where he had determined to winter (Titus 3:12). Nicopolis was a Roman colony (Plin. iv. 1 or 2: Tacit. Ann. Titus 3:10), where he would be more sure against tumultuary violence, but at the same time more open to direct hostile action from parties plotting against him in the metropolis. The supposition of Mr. Conybeare (C. and H. ii. 573, edn. 2), that being known in Rome as the leader of the Christians, he would be likely, at any time after the fire in 64, to be arrested as implicated in causing it, is not at all improbable. In this case, as the crime was alleged to have been committed at Rome, he would be sent thither for trial (C. and H. ib. note) by the duumviri of Nicopolis.

32. Arrived at the metropolis, he is thrown into prison, and treated no longer as a person charged with matters of the Jewish law, but as a common criminal: κακοπαθῶ μέχρι δεσμῶν ὡς κακοῦργος, 2 Timothy 2:9. All his Asiatic friends avoided him, except Onesiphorus, who sought him out, and was not ashamed of his chain (2 Timothy 1:16). Demas, Crescens, and Titus had, for various reasons, left him. Tychicus he had sent to Ephesus. Of his usual companions, only the faithful Luke remained with him. Under these circumstances he writes to Timotheus a second Epistle, most likely to Ephesus (2 Timothy 2:17; 2 Timothy 4:13), and perhaps by Tychicus, earnestly begging him to come to him before winter (2 Timothy 4:21). If this be the winter of the same year as that current in Titus 3:12, he must have been arrested immediately on, or perhaps even before, his arrival at Nicopolis. And he writes from this his prison, expecting his execution ( ἐγὼ γὰρ ἤδη σπένδομαι, καὶ ὁ καιρὸς τῆς ἐμῆς ἀναλύσεως ἐφέστηκεν, 2 Timothy 4:6).

33. We hear, 2 Timothy 4:16-17, of his being brought up before the authorities, and making his defence. If in the last year of Nero, the Emperor was absent in Greece, and did not try him in person. To this may perhaps point the μαρτυρήσας ἐπὶ τῶν ἡγουμένων of Clement of Rome (see above, par. 20): but it would be manifestly unwise to press an expression in so rhetorical a passage. At this his hearing, none of his friends was bold enough to appear with or for him: but his Christian boldness was sustained by Him in whom he trusted.

34. The second Epistle to Timotheus dates after this his first apology. How long after, we cannot say: probably some little time, for the expression does not seem to allude to a very recent occurrence.

35. After this, all is obscurity. That he underwent execution by the sword, is the constant tradition of antiquity, and would agree with the fact of his Roman citizenship, which would exempt him from death by torture. We have seen reason (above, par. 26) to place his death in the last year of Nero, i.e. late in A.D. 67, or A.D. 68. And we may well place the Second Epistle to Timotheus a few months at most before his death(110).

CHAPTER VIII

ON THE FIRST EPISTLE TO TIMOTHEUS

THE AUTHORSHIP, and TIME AND PLACE OF WRITING, have been already discussed: and much has been said on the style and diction of this in common with the other Pastoral Epistles. It only remains to consider, 1. The person to whom the Epistle was written: 2. Its especial occasion and object.

SECTION I

TO WHOM WRITTEN

1. TIMOTHEUS is first mentioned Acts 16:1 ff. as dwelling either in Derbe or Lystra ( ἐκεῖ, after both places have been mentioned), but probably in the latter (see on Acts 20:4, where δερβαῖος cannot be applied to Timotheus): at St. Paul’s second visit to those parts (Acts ib. cf. Acts 14:6 ff.). He was of a Jewish mother (Euniké, 2 Timothy 1:5) and a Gentile father (Acts 16:1; Acts 16:3): and had probably been converted by the Apostle on his former visit, for he calls him his γνησίον τέκνον ἐν πίστει (1 Timothy 1:2). His mother, and his grandmother (Lois, 2 Timothy 1:5), were both Christians,—probably also converts, from having been pious Jewesses (2 Timothy 3:14-15), during that former visit.

2. Though as yet young, Timotheus was well reported of by the brethren in Lystra and Iconium (Acts 16:2), and hence, forming as he did by his birth a link between Jews and Greeks, and thus especially fitted for the exigencies of the time (Acts 16:4), St. Paul took him with him as a helper in the missionary work. He first circumcised him (Acts 16:3), to remove the obstacle to his access to the Jews.

3. The next time we hear of him is in Acts 17:14 ff., where he with Silas remained behind in Beræa on occasion of the Apostle being sent away to Athens by sea. From this we infer that he had accompanied him in the progress through Macedonia. His youth would furnish quite a sufficient reason why he should not be mentioned throughout the occurrences at Philippi and Thessalonica. That he had been at this latter place, is almost certain: for he was sent back by St. Paul (from Beroca, see Prolegg. to 1 Thess. § ii. 5 f.) to ascertain the state of the Thessalonian Church (1 Thessalonians 3:2), and we find him rejoining the Apostle, with Silas, at Corinth, having brought intelligence from Thessalonica (1 Thessalonians 3:6).

4. He remained with the Apostle at Corinth, and his name, together with that of Silas (Silvanus), appears in the addresses of both the Epistles to the Thessalonians, written (see Prolegg. to 1 Thess. § iii.) at Corinth. We have no express mention of him from this time till we find him “ministering” to St. Paul during the long stay at Ephesus (Acts 19:22): but we may fairly presume that he travelled with him from Corinth to Ephesus (Acts 18:18-19), either remaining there with Priscilla and Aquila, or (which is hardly so probable) going with the Apostle to Jerusalem, and by Antioch through Galatia and Phrygia. From Ephesus (Acts 19:22) we find him sent forward with Erastus to Macedonia and Corinth (1 Corinthians 4:17; 1 Corinthians 16:10; see on this whole visit, Vol. II. Prolegg. to 2 Cor. § ii. 4). He was again with St. Paul in Macedonia when he wrote the Second Epistle to the Corinthians (2 Corinthians 1:1; Vol. II. Prolegg. ibid.). Again, in the winter following we find him in his company in Corinth, where he wrote the Epistle to the Romans (Romans 16:21): and among the number of those who, on his return to Asia through Macedonia (Acts 20:3-4), went forward and waited for the Apostle and St. Luke at Troas.

5. The next notice of him occurs in three of the Epistles of the first Roman imprisonment. He was with St. Paul when he wrote to the Colossians (Colossians 1:1), to Philemon (Philemon 1:1), and to the Philippians (Philippians 1:1). How he came to Rome, whether with the Apostle or after him, we cannot say. If the former, we can only account for no mention of him being made in the narrative of the voyage (Acts 27, 28) by remembering similar omissions elsewhere when we know him to have been in company, and supposing that his companionship was almost a matter of course.

6. From this time we know no more, till we come to the Pastoral Epistles1(111). There we find him left by the Apostle at Ephesus to take care of the Church during his absence: and the last notice which we have in 2 Tim. makes it probable that he would set out (in the autumn of A.D. 67?), shortly after receiving the Epistle, to visit St. Paul at Rome.

7. Henceforward, we are dependent on tradition for further notices. In Eus. H. E. iii. 42, we read τιμόθεός γε μὴν τῆς ἐν ἐφέσῳ παροικίας ἱστορεῖται πρῶτος τὴν ἐπισκοπὴν εἰληχέναι: an idea which may well have originated with the Pastoral Epistles, and seems inconsistent with the very general tradition, hardly to be set aside (see Prolegg. Vol. I. ch. v. § i. 9 ff.), of the residence and death of St. John in that city. Nicephorus (H. E. iii. 11) and the ancient martyrologies make him die by martyrdom under Domitian. See Winer, sub voce: Butler’s Lives or the Saints, Jan. 24.

8. We learn that he was set apart for the ministry in a solemn manner by St. Paul, with laying on of his own hands and those of the presbytery (1 Timothy 4:14; 2 Timothy 1:6), in accordance with prophetic utterances of the Spirit (1 Tim. ib. and 1 Timothy 1:18): but at what time this took place, we are not informed: whether early in his course, or in Ephesus itself, as a consecration for his particular office there. This latter seems to me far the more probable view.

9. The character of Timotheus appears to have been earnest and self-denying. We may infer this from his leaving his home to accompany the Apostle, and submitting to the rite of circumcision at his hands (Acts 16:1 ff.),—and from the notice in 1 Timothy 5:23, that he usually drank only water. At the same time it is impossible not to perceive in the notices of him, signs of backwardness and timidity in dealing with the difficulties of his ministerial work. In 1 Corinthians 16:10 f., the Corinthians are charged, ἐὰν δὲ ἔλθῃ τιμόθεος, βλέπετε ἵνα ἀφόβως γένηται πρὸς ὑμᾶς· τὸ γὰρ ἔργον κυρίου ἐργάζεται ὡς κἀγώ· μήτις οὖν αὐτὸν ἐξουθενήσῃ, προπέμψατε δὲ αὐτὸν ἐν εἰρήνῃ. And in the notes to the two Epistles the student will find several cases, in which the same traits seem to be referred to(112). They appear to have increased, in the second Epistle(113), where the Apostle speaks earnestly, and even severely, on the necessity of Christian boldness in dealing with the difficulties and the errors of the day.

10. I subjoin a chronological table of the above notices in the course of Timotheus, arranging them according to that already given in the Prolegg. to Acts, and to the positions taken in the preceding chapter:

	
	

	
	A.D.
	

	
	45. 
	Converted by St. Paul, during the first missionary journey, at Lystra. 

	
	
	

	
	51. Autumn. 
	Taken to be St. Paul’s companion and circumcised (Acts 16:1 ff.). 

	
	
	

	
	52. 
	Sent from Berœa to Thessalonica (Acts 17:14; 1 Thessalonians 3:2). With Silas, joins St. Paul at Corinth (Acts 18:5; 1 Thessalonians 3:6). 

	
	
	

	
	Winter, see above, ch. v. § iii. 
	With St. Paul (1 Thessalonians 1:1; 2 Thessalonians 1:1). 

	
	
	

	
	57. Spring. 
	With St. Paul at Ephesus (Acts 19:22): sent thence into Macedonia and to Corinth (Acts ib.; 1 Corinthians 4:17; 1 Corinthians 16:10). 

	
	
	

	
	Winter. 
	With St. Paul (2 Corinthians 1:1). 

	
	
	

	
	58, beginning. 
	With St. Paul (Romans 16:21). 

	
	
	

	
	Spring. 
	Journeying with St. Paul from Corinth to Asia (Acts 20:4). 

	
	
	

	
	62 or 63. 
	With St. Paul in Rome (Colossians 1:1; Philemon 1:1; Philippians 1:1). 

	
	
	

	
	63–66. 
	Uncertain. 

	
	
	

	
	66 or 67. 
	Left by St. Paul in charge of the Church at Ephesus. (First Epistle.) 

	
	
	

	
	67 or 68. 
	(Second Epistle.) Sets out to join St. Paul at Rome. 

	
	
	

	
	Afterwards. 
	Uncertain. 

	
	
	


SECTION II

OCCASION AND OBJECT

1. The Epistle declares its own occasion. The Apostle had left the Ephesian Church in charge to Timotheus: and though he hoped soon to return, was apprehensive that he might be detained longer than he expected (1 Timothy 3:14-15). He therefore despatched to him these written instructions.

2. The main object must be described as personal: to encourage and inform Timotheus in his superintendence at Ephesus. But this information and precept regarded two very different branches of his ecclesiastical duty.

3. The first was, the making head against and keeping down the growing heresies of the day. These are continually referred to: again and again the Apostle recurs to their mention: they evidently dwelt much on his mind, and caused him, in reference to Timotheus, the most lively anxiety. On their nature and characteristics I have treated in the preceding chapter.

4. The other object was, the giving directions respecting the government of the Church itself: as regarded the appointing to sacred offices, the selection of widows to receive the charity of the Church, and do service for it,—and the punishment of offenders.

5. For a compendium of the Epistle, and other details connected with it, see Davidson, vol. iii.

01 Chapter 1 

Verse 1
1. κατʼ ἐπιτ] See reff., especially Tit.: a usual expression of St. Paul, and remarkably enough occurring in the doxology at the end of the Epistle to the Romans, which there is every reason to think was written long after the Epistle itself. It is a more direct predication of divine command than διὰ θελήματος θεοῦ in the earlier Epistles.

θεοῦ σωτῆρος ἡμ.] Apparently an expression belonging to the later apostolic period,—one characteristic of which seems to have been the gradual dropping of the article from certain well-known theological terms, and treating them almost as proper names (see, however, Ellicott’s note). Thus in Luke 1:47 it is ἐπὶ τῷ θεῷ τῷ σωτῆρί μου: and indeed in almost every place in the pastoral Epistles except this, σωτήρ has the article. In ref. Jude, the expression is the same as here.

καὶ χρ. ἰησ.] See a similar repetition after δοῦλος χρ. ἰησοῦ in Romans 1:4; Romans 1:6. The Apostle loves them in his more solemn and formal passages—and the whole style of these Epistles partakes more of this character, as was natural in the decline of life.

τῆς ἐλπίσος ἡμῶν] It is not easy to point out the exact reference of this word here, any further than we may say that it gives utterance to the fulness of an old man’s heart in the near prospect of that on which it naturally was ever dwelling. It is the ripening and familiarization of χριστὸς ἐν ὑμῖν ἡ ἐλπὶς τῆς δόξης of ref. Col. See also Titus 1:2. I am persuaded that in many such expressions in these Epistles, we are to seek rather a psychological than a pragmatical explanation. Theodoret notices the similar occurrence of words in Psalms 64(65):6, ἐπάκουσον ἡμῶν ὁ θεὸς ὁ σωτὴρ ἡμῶν, ἡ ἐλπὶς πάντων τῶν περάτων τῆς γῆς—which is interesting, as it might have suggested the expression here, familiar as the Apostle was with O. T. diction. Ellic. refers, for the same expression, to Ignat. Trall. § 2, p. 676.

Verse 1-2
προσ τι΄οθεον α
1 Timothy 1:1-2.] ADDRESS AND GREETING.

Verse 2
2. γνησίω τ.] Cf. Acts 16:1; 1 Corinthians 4:14-17; and Prolegg. to this Epistle, § i. 1 ff. γνησίῳ, true, genuine—cf. Plato, Politic. p. 293, οὐ γνησίας οὐδʼ ὄντως οὔσας … ἀλλὰ μεμιμημένας ταύτην.

ἐν πίστει] When Conyb. says, “ ‘in faith,’ not ‘in the faith,’ which would require τῇ” (so Ellic., without the protest),—he forgets (1) the constant usage by which the article is omitted after prepositions in cases where it is beyond doubt in the mind of the writer and must be expressed in translation: (2) the almost uniform anarthrousness of these Epistles. He himself translates the parallel expression in Titus 1:4, ‘mine own son according to our common faith,’ which is in fact supplying the article. Render therefore in the faith: joining it with γνησίῳ τέκνῳ: and compare reff.

ἔλεος and εἰρήνη are found joined in Galatians 6:16, in which Epistle are so many similarities to these (see Prolegg. to these Epistles, § i. 32, note).

The expression θεὸς πατήρ, absolute, is found in St. Paul, in Galatians 1:1; Galatians 1:3; Ephesians 6:23; Philippians 2:11; Colossians 3:17 ( τῷ θ. π.): 1 Thessalonians 1:1; 2 Thessalonians 1:1; 2 Timothy 1:2; Titus 1:4. So that it belongs to all periods of his writing, but chiefly to the later.

Verse 3
3.] The sentence begins As I exhorted thee, &c., but in his negligence of writing, the Apostle does not finish the construction: neither 1 Timothy 1:5, nor 12, nor 18, will form the apodosis without unnatural forcing.

παρεκάλεσα] Chr. lays stress on the word, as implying great mildness— ἄκουε τὸ προσηνές, πῶς οὐ διδασκάλου κέχρηται ῥωμῇ, ἀλλʼ οἰκέτου σχεδόν· οὐ γὰρ εἶπεν ἐπέταξα οὐδὲ ἐκέλευσα, οὐδὲ παρῄνεσα, ἀλλὰ τί; παρεκάλεσά σε. This has been met (Huther, al.), by remarking that he says διεταξάμην to Titus, Titus 1:5. The present word however was the usual one to his fellow-helpers, see reff.: and διεταξάμην there refers rather to a matter of detail—‘as I prescribed to thee.’

The sense of προσμεῖναι, to tarry, or stay at a place, is sufficiently clear from ref. Acts. The προς- implies a fixity when the word is absolutely used, which altogether forbids the joining προσμεῖναι with πορευόμενος understood of Timotheus, as some have attempted to do. The aorist προσμεῖναι refers to the act of remaining behind when the Apostle departed; the present would have marked an endurance of stay. Various endeavours have been made to escape from the difficulties of the fact implied. Schneckenburger would read προσμείνας: others would take προσμεῖναι as imperative, most unnaturally. No one can doubt, that the straightforward rendering is, As I besought thee to tarry in Ephesus, when I was going to Macedonia.… And on this straightforward rendering we must build our chronological considerations. See the whole subject discussed in the prolegomena, ch. vii. § ii.: and cf. Ellicott’s note here.

προευόμενος, present, when I was on my way.

ἵνα, &c. object of his tarrying.

παραγγείλῃς, see reff.

τισίν] so constantly (reff.) in these Epistles: sometimes οἱ ἀντιλέγοντες, Titus 1:9, or πολλοί ib. Titus 1:10. Huther infers from τισί, that the number at this time was not considerable: but this is hardly safe. “The indefinite pronoun is more probably slightly contemptuous: ‘le mot τινες a quelque chose de méprisant,’ see Arnaud, on Jude 1:4, compare Galatians 2:12.” Ellicott.

ἑτεροδιδασκαλεῖν] There seems to be in ἑτερο-, as in ἑτεροζυγοῦντες, 2 Corinthians 6:14, the idea of strange, or incongruous, not merely of different: cf. also ἑτερόγλωσσος, 1 Corinthians 14:21. And the compound - διδασκαλεῖν, not - διδάσκειν, brings in the sense of ‘acting as a teacher:’ not to be teachers of strange things. Eusebius has the substantive, H. E. iii. 32— διὰ τῆς τῶν ἑτεροδιδασκάλων ἀπάτης,—in the sense of heretical teachers—which however is too fixed and developed a meaning to give here. We have καλοδιδάσκαλος, Titus 2:3. The meanings of ‘other teaching’ and ‘false teaching,’ when we remember that the faith which St. Paul preached was incapable (Galatians 1:8-9) of any the least compromise with the errors subsequently described, lie very close to one another.

προσέχειν, to give attention to: see reff.: “as it were, a mean term between ἀκούειν and πιστεύειν, compare Polyb. iv. 84. 6, διακούσαντες οὐδὲν προσέσχον; Jos. B. J. vii. 5. 3, οὔτε προσεῖχον οὔτε ἐπίστευον.” Ellicott.

μύθοις] We can only judge from the other passages in these Epistles where the word occurs, what kind of fables are alluded to. In Titus 1:14, we have μὴ προσέχοντες ἰουδαϊκοῖς μύθοις. In our ch. 1 Timothy 4:7, they are designated as βέβηλοι καὶ γραώδεις. In 2 Timothy 4:4, they are spoken of absolutely, as here. If we are justified in identifying the ‘fables’ in Tit. with these, they had a Jewish origin: but merely to take them, as Thdrt., for the Jewish traditional comments on the law ( μύθους δὲ οὐ τὴν τοῦ νόμου διδασκαλίαν ἐκάλεσεν, ἀλλὰ τὴν ἰουδαϊκὴν ἑρμηνείαν τὴν ὑπʼ αὐτῶν καλουμένην δευτέρωσιν ( משְׁנֶה, mischna)), does not seem to satisfy the βέβηλοι καὶ γραώδεις . And consequently others have interpreted them of the gnostic mythology of the Æons. So Tert. adv. Valentinianos, ch. 3, vol. ii. p. 515: ‘qui ex alia conscientia venerit fidei, si statim inveniat tot nomina æonum, tot coniugia, tot genimina, tot exitus, tot eventus, felicitates, infelicitates dispersae atque concisae divinitatis, dubitabiturne ibidem pronuntiare, has esse fabulas et genealogias indeterminatas, quas apostoli spiritus his iam tunc pullulantibus seminibus haereticis damnare praevenit?’ And Iren., in his præf., p. 1, assumes these words in the very outset, almost as his motto— ἐπεὶ τὴν ἀλήθειαν παραπεμπόμενοί τινες ἐπεισάγουσι λόγους ψευδεῖς κ. γενεαλογίας ματαίας αἵτινες ζητήσεις μᾶλλον παρέχουσι, καθὼς ἱ ἀπόστολός φησιν, ἢ οἰκοδομὴν θεοῦ τὴν ἐν πίστει.… Others again (as Suidas’s definition, μῦθος, λόγος ψευδής, εἰκονίζων τὴν ἀλήθειαν) would give an entirely general meaning to the word,—‘false teaching’ of any kind. But this is manifestly too lax: for the descriptions here (1 Timothy 1:7, e.g.) point at a Jewish origin, and a development in the direction of γενεαλογίαι ἀπέραντοι. It does not seem easy to define any further these μῦθοι, but it is plain that any transitional state from Judaism to gnosticism will satisfy the conditions here propounded, without inferring that the full-blown gnosticism of the second century must be meant, and thus calling in question the genuineness of the Epistle. On the whole subject, see Prolegg. ch. vii. § i. 8 ff.

γενεαλ. ἀπερ.] De W. in his note on Titus 1:14, marks out well the references which have been assigned to this expression: “ γενεαλογίαι cannot be 1) properly genealogical registers,—either for a pure genealogico-historical end (Chr., Œc., Thl., Ambr., Est., Calov., Schöttg., Wolf), or for a dogmatico-historical one, to foster the religious national pride of Jews against Gentiles, cf. Philippians 3:4 f. (Storr, Flatt, Wegsch., Leo), or to ascertain the descent of the Messiah (Thdrt., Jer., Wegsch.: according to Nicol. Lyr., to shew that Jesus was not the Messiah), least of all genealogies of Timotheus himself (Wetst.),—for all this does not touch, or too little touches religious interests: nor are they 2) gentile theogonies (Chr. gives this as well as the former interpretation: also Œc., Thl., Elsn.); nor again 3) pedigrees of the cabalistic sephiroth (Vitring. Obss. 1, 1 Timothy 1:13; see Wolf), which will hardly suit γενεαλ.: nor 4) Essenian genealogies of angels (Mich., Heinr., al.), of the existence of which we have no proof; nor 5) allegorizing genealogies, applications of psychological and historical considerations to the genealogies contained in the books of Moses; as in Philo (Dähne, Stud. u. Krit. 1853, 1008),—a practice too peculiar to Philo and his view: but most probably 6) lists of gnostic emanations (Tert. contr. Val. 3,—præscr. 33, Iren, præf. (see above), Grot., Hamm., Chr., Mosh., Mack, Baur, al.), &c.”

But again, inasmuch as γενεαλογίαι are coupled in Titus 3:9 with μάχαι νομικαί, it seems as if we must hardly understand the ripened fruits of gnosticism, but rather the first beginnings of those genealogies in the abuse of Judaism. See Prolegg. “It is curious that Polybius uses both terms in similarly close connexion, Hist. ix. 2. 1.” Ellicott.

ἀπεράντοις may be used merely in popular hyperbole to signify the tedious length of such genealogies. The meaning ‘profitless’ (Chr., ἤτοι πέρας μηδὲν ἔχουσαι, ἢ οὐδὲν χρήσιμον, ἢ δυσκατάληπτον ἡμῖν, and so Thdrt.; see below) would be a natural deduction from the other, and is therefore hardly to be so summarily set aside as it has been by De W., al.

αἵτινες, of the kind which.

ζητήσεις] objective, questions: not subjective, ‘questionings:’ see reff. in these Epistles, in which ζητήσεις are not themselves, but lead to, ἔρεις, μάχαι, &c.

παρέχουσιν] minister, as E. V., is the best rendering: ‘afford,’ ‘give rise to,’ ‘furnish:’ see below.

μᾶλλον ἤ is a mild way of saying καὶ οὐ: see reff.

οἰκονομίαν θεοῦ …] This has been taken two ways: 1) objectively: the dispensation (reff.) of God (towards man) which is (consists) in (the) faith: in which case παρέχουσιν must bear something of a transferred meaning,—zeugmatic, as the grammarians call it,—as applied to οἰκονομίαν, implying, “rather than they set forth,” &c. And to this there can be no objection, as the instances of it are so common. This meaning also suits that of οἰκονομία in the reff., even 1 Corinthians 9:17, where the οἰκονομία is the objective matter wherewith the Apostle was entrusted, not his own subjective fulfilment of it. 2) subjectively:—‘the exercising of the stewardship of God in faith:’ so Conyb.: or as paraphrased by Storr (in Huther) ζητοῦντας αὐτοὺς ποιοῦσι, μᾶλλον ἢ οἰκονόμους θεοῦ πιστούς. But to this there is the serious objection, that οἰκονομία in this subjective sense, ‘the fulfilment of the duty of an οἰκονόμος,’ wants example: and even could this be substantiated, οἰκονομίαν παρέχειν, in the sense required, would seem again questionable. I would therefore agree with Huther and Wiesinger (and Ellicott) in the objective sense—the dispensation of God. Then τὴν ἐν πίστει has also been variously taken. Chrys. says, καλῶς εἶπεν, οἰκονομίαν θεοῦ· μεγάλα γὰρ ἡμῖν δοῦναι ἠθέλησεν ὁ θεός, ἀλλʼ οὐ δέχεται ὁ λογισμὸς τὸ μέγεθος αὐτοῦ τῶν οἰκονομιῶν. διὰ πίστεως οὖν τοῦτο γίνεσθαι δεῖ. And Thdrt.: αἱ μὲν περιτταὶ ζητήσεις ἀνόνητοι, ἡ δὲ πίστις φωτίζει τὸν νοῦν, καὶ ἐπιδείκνυσι τὰς θείας οἰκονομίας. But the words will hardly bear either of these. The only legitimate meaning seems to be—which is in faith, i.e. finds its sphere, and element, and development among men, in faith. Thus ἐν πίστει stands in contrast to ζητήσεις, in which the οἰκονομία θεοῦ does not consist; and the way for the next sentence is prepared, which speaks of πίστις ἀνυπόκριτος as one of the means to the great end of the Gospel.

Verses 3-20
3–20.] From specifying the object for which Timotheus was left at Ephesus (1 Timothy 1:3-4), and characterizing the false teachers (5–7), he digresses to the true use of the law which they pretended to teach (8–10), and its agreement with the gospel with which he was entrusted (11): thence to his own conversion, for the mercies of which he expresses his thankfulness in glowing terms (12–17). Thence he returns to his exhortations to Timotheus (18–20). On these repeated digressions, and the inferences from them, see Prolegg. ch. vii. § i. 36 f.

Verse 5
5.] But (contrast to the practice of these pretended teachers of the law) the end (purpose, aim: Chrys. quotes τέλος ἰατρικῆς ὑγιεία) of the commandment (viz. of the law of God in (1 Timothy 1:11) the gospel: not, although in the word there may be a slight allusion to it,—of that which Timothy was παραγγέλλειν, 1 Timothy 1:3. This commandment is understood from the οἰκονομία just mentioned, of which it forms a part) is Love (as Romans 13:10. We recognize, in the restating of former axiomatic positions, without immediate reference to the subject in hand, the characteristic of a later style of the Apostle) out of (arising, springing from, as its place of birth—the heart being the central point of life: see especially ref. 1 Pet.) a pure heart (pure from all selfish views and leanings: see Acts 15:9; on the psychology, see Ellicott’s note: and Delitzsch, Biblische Psychologie, iv. 12, p. 204) and good conscience (is this συνείδησις ἀγαθή, 1) a conscience good by being freed from guilt by the application of Christ’s blood,—or is it 2) a conscience pure in motive, antecedent to the act of love? This must be decided by the usage of this and similar expressions in these Epistles, where they occur several times (reff. and 1 Timothy 3:9. 2 Timothy 1:3. 1 Timothy 4:2. Titus 1:15). From those examples it would appear, as De W., that in the language of the pastoral Epistles a good conscience is joined with soundness in the faith, a bad, conscience with unsoundness. So that we can hardly help introducing the element of freedom from guilt by the effect of that faith on the conscience. And the earlier usage of St. Paul in Acts 23:1, compared with the very similar one in 2 Timothy 1:3, goes to substantiate this) and faith unfeigned (this connects with τὴν ἐν πίστει above; it is faith, not the pretence of faith, the mere ‘Scheinglaube’ of the hypocrite, which, as in Acts 15:9, καθαρίζει τὰς καρδίας, and as in Galatians 5:6, διʼ ἀγάπης ἐνεργεῖαι: Wiesinger well remarks that we see from this, that the general character of these false teachers, as of those against whom Titus is warned, was not so much error in doctrine, as leading men away from the earnestness of the loving Christian life, to useless and vain questionings, ministering only strife):

Verse 6
6.] (the connexion is—it was by declining from these qualities that these men entered on their paths of error) of which (the καθαρὰ καρδία,— συνείδησις ἀγαθή, and πίστις ἀνυπόκριτος—the sources of ἀγάπη, which last they have therefore missed by losing them) some having failed (reff.: ‘missed their mark:’ but this seems hardly precise enough: it is not so much to miss a thing at which a man is aiming, as to leave unregarded one at which he ought to be aiming: as Schweigh. Lex. Polyb., ‘rationem alicujus rei non habere, et respectu ejus sibi male consulere.’ Thus Polyb. i. 33. 10, τῆς μὲν πρὸς τὰ θηρία μάχης δεόντως ἦσαν ἐστοχασμένοι, τῆς δὲ πρὸς τοὺς ἱππεῖς, πολλαπλασίους ὄντας τῶν παρʼ αὐτοῖς, ὁλοσχερῶς ἠστόχησαν; v. 107. 2, πρὸς μὲν τὸ παρὸν ἐνδεχομένως ἐβουλεύσατο, τοῦ δὲ μέλλοντος ἠστόχησε: see also vii. 14. 3) turned aside to ( ἐξ-, away from the path leading to the τέλος, 1 Timothy 1:5, in which they should have been walking: the idiom is often found in the examples cited by Wetst.: e.g. Plato, Phædr., δεῦρʼ ἐκτραπόμενος κατὰ τὸν ἴλισσον ἴωμεν,—Thuc. v. 1:65, τὸ ὕδωρ ἐξέτρεπε κατὰ τὴν ΄αντινικήν,—and in Polyb., ἐκτρέπεσθαι εἰς ὀλιγαρχίαν, vi. 4. 9,— εἰς τὴν συμφυῆ κακίαν, ib. 10. 2 and 7: and in Hippocr. de temp. morbi, even nearer to our present phrase,— εἰς μακρολογίαν ἐξετράποντο) foolish speaking (of what kind, is explained 1 Timothy 1:7, and Titus 3:9, which place connects this expression with our 1 Timothy 1:4. It is the vain questions arising out of the law which he thus characterizes. Herod. (ii. 118) uses μάταιος λόγος of an idle tale, an empty fable:— εἰρομένου δέ μευ τοὺς ἱρέας, εἰ μάταιον λόγον λέγουσι οἱ ἕλληνες τὰ περὶ ἴλιον γενέσθαι), wishing to be (giving themselves out as, without really being: so Paus. i. 4. 6, αὐτοὶ δὲ ἄρκαδες ἐθέλουσιν εἶναι τῶν ὁμοῦ τηλέφῳ διαβάντων ἐς τὴν ἀσίαν. Cf. Palm and Rost’s Lex. sub voce) teachers of the law (of what law? and in what sense? To the former question, but one answer can be given. The law is that of Moses; the law, always so known. The usage of νομοδιδάσκαλος (reff.) forbids our giving the word, as coming from a Jew, any other meaning. That this is so, is also borne out by Titus 1:14. Then as to the sense in which these men professed themselves teachers of the law. (1) Clearly not, as Baur, by their very antinomianism,—teachers of the law by setting it aside: this would at best be an unnatural sense to extract from the word, and it is not in any way countenanced by 1 Timothy 1:8 ff. as Baur thinks: see below. (2) Hardly, in the usual position of those Judaizing antagonists of St. Paul against whom he directs his arguments in Rom., Gal., and Col. Of these he would hardly have predicated ματαιολογία, nor would he have said μὴ νοοῦντες κ. τ. λ. Their offence was not either of these things, promulgating of idle fables, or ignorance of their subject, but one not even touched on here—an offence against the liberty of the Gospel, and its very existence, by reintroducing the law and its requirements. (3) We may see clearly by the data furnished in these pastoral Epistles, that it was with a different class of adversaries that the Apostle had in them to deal: with men who corrupted the material enactments of the moral law, and founded on Judaism not assertions of its obligation, but idle fables and allegories, letting in latitude of morals, and unholiness of life. It is against this abuse of the law that his arguments are directed: no formal question arises of the obligation of the law: these men struck, by their interpretation, at the root of all divine law itself, and therefore at that root itself does he meet and grapple with them. (See more in Prolegg.) Hence the following description), understanding neither (notice μήτε … μήτε, making the two branches of the negation parallel, not progressively exclusive, as would be the case with μηδέ: they understand as little about the one as about the other) the things which they say (the actual diatribes which they themselves put forth, they do not understand: they are not honest men, speaking from conviction, and therefore lucidly: but men depraved in conscience (Titus 1:14-15), and putting forth things obscure to themselves, for other and selfish purposes), nor concerning what things they make their affirmations (nor those objective truths which properly belong to and underlie the matters with which they are thus tampering. This explanation of the sentence is called in question by De W., on the ground of the parallel expression in Titus 3:8, περὶ τούτων βούλομαί σε διαβεβαιοῦσθαι, in which he maintains that in διαβεβαιοῦσθαι περί τινος, περί τινος represents the mere thing asserted, not the objective matter concerning which the assertion is made,—and he therefore holds our sentence to be a mere tautology,— ἃ λέγουσιν answering exactly to περὶ τίνων διαβεβαιοῦνται. But in reply we may say, that there is not the slightest necessity for such a construction in the passage of Titus: see note there. And so Huth., Wies. Cf. Arrian. Epict. ii. 21, τί δʼ ἐροῦσι καὶ περὶ τίνων ἢ πρὸς τίνας, καὶ τί ἔσται αὐτοῖς ἐκ τῶν λόγων τούτων, οὐδὲ καταβραχὲς πεφροντίκασι).

Verse 8
8 ff.] On the other hand the law has its right use:—not that to which they put it, but to testify against sins in practice: the catalogue of which seems to be here introduced, on account of the lax moral practice of these very men who were, or were in danger of, falling into them: not, as Baur imagines, because they were antinomians and set aside the (moral) law. They did not set it aside, but perverted it, and practised the very sins against which it was directed. Now (slight contrast to last verse, taking up the matter on general grounds) we know (see ref.: especially Romans 7:14; a thoroughly pauline expression) that the law is good (Romans 7:16; not only, as Thdrt., ὠφέλιμον, but in a far higher sense, as in Romans 7:12; Romans 7:14; good abstractedly,—in accordance with the divine holiness and justice and truth; see 1 Timothy 1:18, ch. 1 Timothy 4:4) if a man (undoubtedly, in the first place, and mainly, a teacher: but not (as Bengel, De W., and Ellic.) to be confined to that meaning: all that is here said might apply just as well to a private Christian’s thoughts and use of the law, as to the use of it by teachers themselves) use it lawfully (i.e. not, as most expositors, according to its intention as law ( ἐάν τις ἀκολουθῇ αὐτοῦ τῷ σκόπῳ, Thdrt.), and as directed against the following sins in Christians: but clearly, from what follows, as De W. insists (see also Ellic.), and as Chrys. obscurely notices amongst other interpretations, νομίμως in the Gospel sense: i.e. as not binding on, nor relevant to Christian believers, but only a means of awakening repentance in the ungodly and profane. Chr.’s words are: τίς δὲ αὐτῷ νομίμως χρήσεται; ὁ εἰδὼς ὅτι οὐ δεῖται αὐτοῦ. His further references of νομίμως, ‘as leading us to Christ,’—as ‘inducing to piety not by its injunctions but by purer motives,’ &c., are not in place here), being aware of this (belongs to τις, the teacher, or former of a judgment on the matter. εἰδώς implies both the possession and the application of the knowledge: ‘heeding,’ or ‘being aware of’), that for a just man (in what sense? in the mere sense of ‘virtuous,’ ‘righteous,’ in the world’s acceptation of the term? in Chrys.’s third alternative, δίκαιον ἐνταῦθα καλεῖ τὸν κατωρθωκότα τὴν ἀρετήν? or as Thl., ὃς διʼ αὐτὸ τὸ καλὸν τήν τε πονηρίαν μισεῖ καὶ τὴν ἀρετὴν περιπτύσσεται? All such meanings are clearly excluded by 1 Timothy 1:11, which sets the whole sentence in the full light of Gospel doctrine, and necessitates a corresponding interpretation for every term used in it. δίκαιος therefore can only mean, righteous in the Christian sense, viz. by justifying faith and sanctification of the Spirit,—‘justitia per sanctificationem,’ as De Wette from Croc.,—one who is included in the actual righteousness of Christ by having put Him on, and so not forensically amenable to the law,—partaker of the inherent righteousness of Christ, inwrought by the Spirit, which unites him to Him, and so not morally needing it) the law (as before: not, ‘a law’ in general, as will be plain from the preceding remarks: nor does the omission of the article furnish any ground for such a rendering, in the presence of numerous instances where νόμος, anarthrous, is undeniably ‘the Law’ of Moses. Cf. Romans 2:25 bis; ib. Romans 2:27; Rom_3:28; Rom_3:31 bis; Romans 5:20; Romans 7:1; Romans 10:4; Galatians 2:19; Galatians 6:13,—to say nothing of the very many examples after prepositions. And of all parts of the N. T. anarthrousness need least surprise us in these Epistles, where many theological terms, having from constant use become technical words, have lost their articles. No such compromise as that of Bishop Middleton’s, that the Mosaic law is comprehended in νόμος, will answer the requirements of the passage, which strictly deals with the Mosaic law and with nothing else: cf. on the catalogue of sins below. As De Wette remarks, this assertion = that in Romans 6:14, οὐ γὰρ ἐστὲ ὑπὸ νόμον, ἀλλὰ ὑπὸ χάριν,—Galatians 5:18, εἰ πνεύματι ἄγεσθε, οὐκ ἐστὲ ὑπὸ νόμον) is not enacted (see very numerous instances of νόμος κεῖται in Wetst. The following are some: Eur. Ion 1046, 7, ὅταν δὲ πολεμίους δρᾶσαι κακῶς | θέλῃ τις, οὐδεὶς ἐμποδὼν κεῖται νόμος: Thueyd. ii. 37, νόμως … ὅσοι τε ἐπʼ ὠφελείᾳ τῶν ἀδικουμένων κεῖνται: Galen. a. Julian. (Wetst.), νόμος οὐδεὶς κεῖται κατὰ τῶν ψευδῶς ἐγκαλούντων), but for lawless (reff.: not as in 1 Corinthians 9:21) and insubordinate (reff. Tit.: it very nearly = ἀπειθής, see Titus 1:16; Titus 3:3,—this latter being more subjective, whereas ἀνυποτάκτ. points to the objective fact. This first pair of adjectives expresses opposition to the law, and so stands foremost as designating those for whom it is enacted), for impious and sinful (see especially ref. 1 Pet. This second pair expresses opposition to God, whose law it is— ἀσεβής being the man who does not reverence Him, ἁμαρτωλός the man who lives in defiance of Him), for unholy and profane (this last pair betokens separation and alienation from God and His law alike—those who have no share in His holiness, no relation to things sacred. “The ἀσεβής is unholy through his lack of reverence: the ἀνόσιος, through his lack of inner purity.” Ellic.), for father-slayers and mother-slayers (or it may be taken in the wider sense, as Ellic., ‘smiters of fathers:’ so Hesych.: ὁ τὸν πατέρα ἀτιμάζων, τύπτων ἢ κτείνων. In Demosth. κατὰ τιμοκράτους, p. 732. 14, the word is used of ἡ τῶν γονέων κάκωσις: cf. the law cited immediately after. And Plato, Phæd. 114 a, apparently uses it in the same wide sense, as he distinguishes πατράλοιαι and μητράλοιαι from ἀνδροφόνοι.

Hitherto the classes have been general, and (see above) arranged according to their opposition to the law, or to God, or to both: now he takes the second table of the decalogue and goes through its commandments, to the ninth inclusive, in order. πατρολῴαις καὶ μητρολῴαις are the transgressors of the fifth), for manslayers (the sixth), for fornicators, for sodomites (sins of abomination against both sexes: the seventh), for slave-dealers ( εἴρηται ἀνδραποδιστὴς παρὰ τὸ ἄνδρα ἀποδίδοσθαι, τουτέστι πωλεῖν, Schol. Aristoph. Plut. v. 521. The etymology is wrong, but the meaning as he states: cf. Xen. Mem. i. 2. 6, τοὺς λαμβάνοντας τῆς ὁμιλίας μισθὸν ἀνδραποδιστὰς ἑαυτῶν ἀπεκάλει: and Pollux. Onomast. iii. 78, ἀνδραποδιστής, ὁ τὸν ἐλεύθερον καταδουλούμενος ἢ τὸν ἀλλότριον οἰκέτην ὑπαγόμενος. (Ellic.) The Apostle puts the ἀνδραποδιστής as the most flagrant of all breakers of the eighth commandment. No theft of a man’s goods can be compared with that most atrocious act, which steals the man himself, and robs him of that free will which is the first gift of his Creator. And of this crime all are guilty, who, whether directly or indirectly, are engaged in, or uphold from whatever pretence, the making or keeping of slaves), for liars, for perjurers (breakers of the ninth commandment. It is remarkable that he does not refer to that very commandment by which the law wrought on himself when he was alive without the law and sin was dead in him, viz. the tenth. Possibly this may be on account of its more spiritual nature, as he here wishes to bring out the grosser kinds of sin against which the moral law is pointedly enacted. The subsequent clause however seems as if he had it in his mind, and on that account added a concluding general and inclusive description), and if any thing else (he passes to sins themselves from the committers of sins) is opposed (reff.) to the healthy teaching (i.e. that moral teaching which is spiritually sound: = ἡ κατʼ εὐσέβειαν διδασκαλία, ch. 1 Timothy 6:3, where it is parallel with ὑγιαίνοντες λόγοι οἱ τοῦ κυρ. ἡμ. ἰησ. χριστοῦ. “The formula … stands in clear and suggestive contrast to the sickly (ch. 1 Timothy 6:4) and morbid (2 Timothy 2:17) teaching of Jewish gnosis.” Ellic.)—according to (belongs, not to ἀντίκειται, which would make the following words a mere flat repetition of τῇ ὑγιαιν. διδασκ. (see ch. 1 Timothy 6:1; 1 Timothy 6:3)—nor to διδασκαλία, as Thl.,— τῇ ὑγ. διδ. τῇ οὔση κατὰ τὸ εὐαγγ.,—all. (see D1 in digest),—for certainly in this case the specifying article must have been inserted,—and thus also the above repetition would occur;—but to the whole preceding sentence,—the entire exposition which he has been giving of the freedom of Christians from the moral law of the decalogue) the gospel of the glory (not, ‘the glorious gospel,’ see ref. 2 Cor.: all propriety and beauty of expression is here, as always, destroyed by this adjectival rendering. The gospel is ‘the glad tidings of the glory of God,’ as of Christ in 1. c., inasmuch as it reveals to us God in all His glory, which glory would be here that of justifying the sinner without the law by His marvellous provision of redemption in Christ) of the blessed God ( μακὰριος, used of God, is called unpaulinisch) by De Wette, occurring only in 1 Tim. (ref.): in other words, one of those expressions which are peculiar to this later date and manner of the Apostle. On such, see Prolegomena), with which I (emphatic) was (aorist, indicating simply the past; pointing to the time during which this his commission had been growing into its fulness and importance) entrusted (not these τινές.

ὃ ἐπιστεύθην is a construction only and characteristically pauline: see reff. The connexion with the following appears to be this: his mind is full of thankfulness at the thought of the commission which was thus entrusted to him: he does not regret the charge, but overflows with gratitude at the remembrance of Christ’s grace to him, especially when he recollects also what he once was; how nearly approaching (for I would not exclude even that thought as having contributed to produce these strong expressions) some of those whom he has just mentioned. So that he now goes off from the immediate subject, even more completely and suddenly than is his wont in his other writings, as again and again in these pastoral Epistles: shewing thereby, I believe, the tokens of advancing age, and of that faster hold of individual habits of thought and mannerisms, which characterizes the decline of life):

(12 ff.] See summary, on 1 Timothy 1:3.) I give thanks ( χάριν ἔχειν (reff.) is only used by the Apostle here and in 2 Tim. ref.) to Him who enabled me (viz. for His work: not only as Chr., in one of his finest passages,— φορτίον ὑπῆλθε μέγα, καὶ πολλῆς ἐδεῖτο τῆς ἄνωθεν ῥοπῆς. ἐννόησον γὰρ ὅσον ἦν πρὸς καθημερινὰς ὕβρεις, λοιδορίας, ἐπιβουλάς, κινδύνους, σκώμματα, ὀνείδη, θανάτους ἵστασθαι, καὶ μὴ ἀποκάμνειν, μηδὲ ὀλισθαίνειν, μηδὲ περιτρέπεσθαι, ἀλλὰ πάντοθεν βαλλόμενον μυρίοις καθʼ ἑκάστην ἡμέραν τοῖς βέλεσιν, ἀτενὲς ἔχοντα τὸ ὄμμα ἑστάναι καὶ ἀκατάπληκτον,—see also Philippians 4:13,—for he evidently is here treating of the divine enlightening and strengthening which he received for the ministry: cf. Acts 9:22, where the same word occurs—a coincidence not to be overlooked. So Thdrt.: οὐ γὰρ οἰκείᾳ δυνάμει χρώμενος ταύτην τοῖς ἀνθρώποις προσφέρω τὴν διδασκαλίαν, ἀλλʼ ὑπὸ τοῦ σεσωκότος ῥωννύμενός τε καὶ νευρούμενος, Christ Jesus our Lord (not to be taken as the dativus commodi after ἐνδυναμώσαντι, but in apposition with τῷ ἐνδυν.), that (not, ‘because:’ it is the main ground of the χάριν ἔχω: the specification of τῷ ἐνδυναμώσαντι introducing a subordinate ground) He accounted me faithful (cf. the strikingly similar expression, 1 Corinthians 7:25, γνώμην δίδωμι ὡς ἠλεημένος ὑπὸ κυρίου πιστὸς εἶναι:—He knew me to be such an one, in His foresight, as would prove faithful to the great trust), appointing me (cf. ref. 1 Thess. The expression is there used of that appointment of God in His sovereignty, by which our course is marked for a certain aim or end: and so it is best taken here,—not for the act of ‘putting me into’ the ministry, as E. V. But the present sense must be kept: not ‘having appointed,’ θέμενος constituting the external proof of πιστόν με ἡγήσ.) to the ministry (what sort of διακονία, is declared, Acts 20:24, ἡ διακονία ἣν ἔλαβον παρὰ τοῦ κυρίου ἰησοῦ, διαμαρτύρασθαι τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τῆς χάριτος τοῦ θεοῦ),

Verse 13
13.] (and all the more is he thankful, seeing that he was once a direct opponent of the Gospel) being before (the participle is slightly concessive: as Ellic. from Justiniani, ‘cum tamen essem;’ almost equivalent to ‘though I was’) a blasphemer (see Acts 26:9; Acts 26:11) and persecutor and insulter (one who added insult to persecution. See on ὑβριστής, Trench, N. T. Synonyms, p. 112 f. The facts which justified the use of such a term were known to St. Paul’s conscience: we might well infer them, from his own confessions in Acts 22:4; Acts 22:19; Acts 26:9-12. He describes himself as περισσῶς ἐμμαινόμενος αὐτοῖς): howbeit (“ ἀλλά has here its full and proper seclusive (‘aliud jam hoc esse, de quo sumus dicturi,’ Klotz., Devar. ii. p. 2), and thence often antithetical force. God’s mercy and St. Paul’s want of it are put in sharp contrast.” Ellic.) I had mercy shewn me (reff.), because I did it ignorantly (so Romans 10:2, of the Jews, ζῆλον θεοῦ ἔχουσιν, ἀλλʼ οὐ κατʼ ἐπίγνωσιν. Cf. also as a most important parallel, our Lord’s prayer for His murderers, Luke 23:34) in unbelief ( ἀπιστία, was his state, of which his ignorance of what he did was a consequence. The clause is a very weighty one as applying to others under similar circumstances: and should lead us to form our judgments in all charity respecting even persecutors—and if of them, then surely even with a wider extension of charity to those generally, who lie in the ignorance of unbelief, whatever be its cause, or its effects),

Verse 14
14.] but (contrast still to his former state, and epexegetical of ἠλεήθη;—not to ἠλεήθ.,—‘not only so, but,’ as Chr., De W., al.) the grace of our Lord (His mercy shewn to me—but not in strengthening me for His work, endowing me with spiritual gifts, &c., as Chr., al.: for the ἠλεήθην is the ruling idea through the whole, and he recurs to it again 1 Timothy 1:16, never having risen above it to that of his higher gifts) superabounded (to be taken not comparatively, but superlatively, see Romans 5:20, note) with (accompanied by) faith and love (see the same pauline expression, Ephesians 6:23, and note there) which are ( τῆς probably improperly used by attraction for τῶν: there is no reason why πίστις as well as ἀγάπη should not be designated as ἐν χριστῷ ἰησοῦ) in (as their element, and, as it were, home) Christ Jesus (all these three abounded—grace, the objective side of God’s ἔλεος to him:—Christian faith and love—the contrast to his former hatred and unbelief,—God’s gifts, the subjective side. This is much better than to regard μετὰ πίστεως καὶ ἀγάπης as giving that wherein the χάρις ὑπερεπλεόνασεν):

Verse 15
15.] faithful (worthy of credit: ἀντὶ τοῦ, ἀψευδὴς καὶ ἀληθής, Thdrt. Cf. Revelation 21:5, οὗτοι οἱ λόγοι ἀληθινοὶ καὶ πιστοί εἰσιν: similarly Revelation 22:6 [or, one belonging to those who are of the πίστις]. The formula πιστὸς ὁ λόγος is peculiar to the pastoral Epistles, and characteristic I believe of their later age, when certain sayings had taken their place as Christian axioms, and were thus designated) is the saying, and worthy of all (all possible, i.e. universal) reception (see reff. Polyb., and Wetst. and Kypke, h. l. A word which, with its adjective ἀποδεκτός (ch. 1 Timothy 2:3; 1 Timothy 5:4), is confined to these Epistles. We have the verb, οἱ μὲν οὖν ἀποδεξάμενοι τὸν λόγον αὐτοῦ ἐβαπιτίσθησαν, Acts 2:41), that Christ Jesus came into the world (an expression otherwise found only in St. John. But in the two reff. in Matt. and Luke, we have the ἦλθεν) to save sinners (to be taken in the most general sense, not limited in any way), of whom (sinners; not, as Wegscheider, σωζομένων or σεσωσμένων: the aim and extent of the Lord’s mercy intensifies the feeling of his own especial unworthiness) I am (not, ‘was’) chief (not, ‘one of the chief,’ as Flatt,—nor does πρῶτος refer to time, which would not be the fact (see below): the expression is one of the deepest humility: αὐτὸν ὑπερβαίνει τῆς ταπεινοφροσύνης ὅρον, says Thdrt.: and indeed it is so, cf. Philippians 3:6; 1 Corinthians 15:9; Acts 23:1; Acts 24:16; but deep humility ever does so: it is but another form of ἐμοὶ τῷ ἁμαρτωλῷ, Luke 18:13; other men’s crimes seem to sink into nothing in comparison, and a man’s own to be the chief and only ones in his sight):

Verse 16
16.] howbeit (as E. V.: “not resumptive, but as in 1 Timothy 1:13, seclusive and antithetical, marking the contrast between the Apostle’s own judgment on himself, and the mercy which God was pleased to shew him.” Ellic.) for this purpose I had mercy shewn me, that in me (as an example; “in my case:” see reff. and cf. εἰς ὑποτύπωσιν below) first (it can hardly be denied that in πρώτῳ here the senses of ‘chief’ and ‘first’ are combined. This latter seems to be necessitated by μελλόντων below. Though he was not in time ‘the first of sinners,’ yet he was the first as well as the most notable example of such marked long-suffering, held up for the encouragement of the church) Christ Jesus might shew forth (dynamic middle: see note on ref. Eph., and Ellicott there) the whole of His (not merely ‘all’ (all possible, πᾶσαν): nor ‘all His’ (Conyb., Ellic.: πᾶσαν τὴν …), but ‘the whole,’ ‘the whole mass of μακροθυμία, of which I was an example; ὁ ἅπας seems to be found here only. If the rec. reading be in question, in all other cases where ὁ πᾶς occurs with a substantive in the N. T., it is one which admits of partition, and may therefore be rendered by ‘all the ‘or ‘the whole:’ e.g. Acts 20:18, πῶς μεθʼ ὑμῶν τὸν πάντα χρόνον ἐγενόμην: see also ref. Wetst. has two examples from Polyb. in which ὁ πᾶς has the meaning of ‘the utmost:’ τῆς πάσης ἀλογιστίας ἐστὶ σημεῖον,—and τῆς ἁπάσης (as here) ἀτοπίας εἶναι σημεῖον) long-suffering (not, generosity, magnanimity: nor is the idea of long-suffering here irrelevant, as some have said: Christ’s mercy gave him all that time for repentance, during which he was persecuting and opposing Him,—and therefore it was his long-suffering which was so wonderful), for an example (cf. 2 Peter 2:6, ὑπόδειγμα μελλόντων ἀσεβεῖν τεθεικώς. Wetst. has shewn by very copious extracts, that ὑποτύπωσις is used by later writers, beginning with Aristotle, for a sketch, an outline, afterwards to be filled up. This indeed the recorded history of Paul would be,—the filling up taking place in each man’s own case: see ref. 2 Tim., note. Or the meaning ‘sample,’ ‘ensample,’ as in 2 Timothy 1:13, will suit equally well) of (to, see Ellicott’s note, and Donaldson, Gr. Gr. § 450) those who should (the time of μελλόντων is not the time of writing the Epistles, but that of the mercy being shewn: so that we must not say “who shall,” but “who should”) believe on Him (the unusual ἐπʼ αὐτῷ is easily accounted for, from its occurrence in so very common a quotation as πᾶς ὁ πιστεύων ἐπʼ αὐτῷ οὐ καταισχυνθήσεται, see reff. The propriety of the expression here is, that it gives more emphatically the ground of the πιστεύειν—brings out more the reliance implied in it—almost q. d., ‘to rely on Him for eternal life.’ Ellicott has, in his note here, given a full and good classification of the constructions of πιστεύω in the N. T.) to (belongs to πιστεύειν (see above) as its aim and end (cf. Hebrews 10:39): not to ὑποτύπωσιν, as Bengel suggests) life eternal:
Verse 17
17.] but ( δέ takes the thought entirely off from himself and every thing else, and makes the following sentence exclusive as applied to God. ‘Ex sensu gratiæ fluit doxologan.’ Bengel. Compare by all means the very similar doxology, Romans 16:25 ff.: and see, on their similarity, the inferences in the Prolegomena, ch. vii. § i. 33, and note) to the King (this name, as applied to God, is found, in N. T., only in Matthew 5:35 (not Matthew 25:34 ff.) and our ch. 1 Timothy 6:15. See below) of the ages (i.e. of eternity: cf. the reff. Tobit, where the same expression occurs, and Sir.— θεὸς τῶν αἰώνων: also Psalms 144:13, ἡ βασιλεία σου βασιλεία πάντων τῶν αἰώνων,— מַלְכוּת כָּל־עֹלָמִים . Comparing these with the well-known εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας τῶν αἰώνων, εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, and the like, it is far more likely that οἱ αἰῶνες here should mean eternity, than the ages of this world, as many have understood it. The doxology is to the Father, not to the Trinity (Thdrt.), nor to the Son (Calov., al.): cf. ἀοράτῳ), incorruptible (in ref. Rom. only, used of God), invisible (reff.: see also ch. 1 Timothy 6:16; John 1:18. Beware of taking ἀφθάρτῳ, ἀοράτῳ with θεῷ, as recommended by Bishop Middleton, on the ground of the articles being wanting before these adjectives. It is obvious that no such consideration is of any weight in a passage like the present. The abstract adjectives of attribute are used almost as substantives, and stand by themselves, referring not to βασιλεῖ immediately, but to Him of whom βασιλεύς is a title, as well as they: q. d. ‘to Him who is the King of the ages, the Incorruptible, the Invisible, …’), the only God ( σοφῷ has apparently come from the doxology at the end of Romans, where it is most appropriate), be honour and glory to the ages of the ages (the periods which are made up of αἰῶνες, as these last are of years,—as years are of days: see note, Ephesians 3:21; and Ellic. on Galatians 1:5), Amen.

Verse 18
18 ff.] He now returns to the matter which he dropped in 1 Timothy 1:3, not indeed formally, so as to supply the apodosis there neglected, but virtually: the παραγγελία not being the one there hinted at, for that was one not given to Timotheus, but to be given by him. Nor is it that in 1 Timothy 1:5, for that is introduced as regarding a matter quite different from the present—viz. the aberrations of the false teachers, who do not here appear till the exhortation to Timotheus is over. What this command is, is plain from the following. This command I commit (as a deposit, to be faithfully guarded and kept: see ref. 2 Tim. and ch. 1 Timothy 6:20; Herod. vi. 86, beginning) to thee, son Timotheus (see on 1 Timothy 1:2), according to (in pursuance of: these words belong to παρατίθεμαί σοι, not as Œc., Flatt, al., to ἵνα στρατεύῃ below) the former prophecies concerning thee (the directions, or, prophecies properly so called, of the Holy Spirit, which were spoken concerning Timotheus at his first conversion, or at his admission (cf. ch. 1 Timothy 4:14) into the ministry, by the προφῆται in the church. We have instances of such prophetic intimations in Acts 13:1-2,—(Acts 11:28,)—Acts 21:10-11. By such intimations, spoken perhaps by Silas, who was with him, and who was a προφήτης (Acts 15:32), may St. Paul have been first induced to take Timotheus to him as a companion, Acts 16:3. All other meanings, which it has been attempted to give to προφητείας, are unwarranted, and beside the purpose here: as e.g. ‘the good hopes conceived of thee,’ Heinrichs. The ἐπὶ σέ belongs to προφητείας, the preposition of motion being easily accounted for by the reference to a subject implied in the word), that thou mayest (purpose, and at the same time purport, of the παραγγελία: cf. note, 1 Corinthians 14:13; and Ellicott on Ephesians 1:16) war ( στρατεύεσθαι, of the whole business of the employed soldier; not merely of fighting, properly so called) in them (not as De W. ‘by virtue of them,’ but as Mack, Matth., and Wies., ‘in,’ as clad with them, as if they were his defence and confirmation. This is not zu künstlich, as Huther, seeing that the whole expression is figurative) the good warfare (not, as Conyb., ‘fight the good fight,’—by which same words he renders the very different expression in 2 Timothy 4:7, τὸν ἀγῶνα τὸν καλὸν ἠγώνισμαι. It is the whole campaign, not the fight alone, which is here spoken of), holding fast (more than ‘having;’ but we must hardly, as Matth., carry on the metaphor and think of the shield of faith Ephesians 6:16, such continuation being rendered unlikely by the unmetaphorical character of τὴν ἀγαθὴν συνείδησιν) faith (subjective: cf. περὶ τὴν πίστιν below) and good conscience (cf. 1 Timothy 1:5),—which (latter, viz. good conscience—not, both) some having thrust from them (there is something in the word implying the violence of the act required, and the importunity of conscience, reluctant to be so extruded. So Bengel: ‘recedit invita: semper dicit, noli me Iædere’) made shipwreck (the similitude is so common a one, that it is hardly necessary to extend the figure of a shipwreck beyond the word itself, nor to find in ἀπωσάμενοι allusions to a rudder, anchor, &c. See examples in Wetst.) concerning (see reff., and cf. Acts 19:25, οἱ περὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα ἐργάται, also Luke 10:40. The same is elsewhere expressed by ἐν,—so Diog. Laërt. v. 2. 14, ἐν τοῖς ἰδίοις μάλα νεναυαγηκώς,—Plut. Symp. i. 4, ἐν οἷς τὰ πλεῖστα ναυαγεῖ συμπόσια. See other examples in Kypke: Winer, edn. 6, § 49. i.: and Ellicott’s note here) the faith (objective): of whom (genitive partitive: among whom) is Hymenæus (there is a Hymenæus mentioned 2 Timothy 2:17, in conjunction with Philetus, as an heretical teacher. There is no reason to distinguish him from this one: nor any difficulty occasioned (De W.) by the fact of his being here παραδοθεὶς τῷ σατανᾷ, and there mentioned as overthrowing the faith of many. He would probably go on with his evil teaching in spite of the Apostle’s sentence, which could carry weight with those only who were sound in the faith) and Alexander (in all probability identical with ἀλέξανδρος ὁ χαλκεύς, 2 Timothy 4:14. There is nothing against it in what is there said of him (against De Wette). He appears there to have been an adversary of the Apostle, who had withstood and injured him at his late visit to Ephesus: but there is no reason why he should not have been still under this sentence at that time): whom I delivered over to Satan (there does not seem to be, as almost always taken for granted, any necessary assertion of excommunication properly so called. The delivering to Satan, as in 1 Corinthians 5:5, seems to have been an apostolic act, for the purpose of active punishment, in order to correction. It might or might not be accompanied by extrusion from the church: it appears to have been thus accompanied in 1 Corinthians 5:5 :—but the two must not be supposed identical. The upholders of such identity allege the fact of Satan’s empire being conceived as including all outside the church (Acts 26:18 al.): but such expressions are too vague to be adduced as applying to a direct assertion like this. Satan, the adversary, is evidently regarded as the buffeter and tormentor, cf. 2 Corinthians 12:7—ever ready, unless his hand were held, to distress and afflict God’s people,—and ready therefore, when thus let loose by one having power over him, to execute punishment with all his malignity.

Observe that the verb is not perfect but aorist. He did this when he was last at Ephesus. On the ecclesiastical questions here involved, Ellic. has, as usual, some very useful references) that they may be disciplined (the subj. after the aorist indicates that the effect of what was done still abides; the sentence was not yet taken off, nor the παίδευσις at an end.

παιδεύω, as in reff., to instruct by punishment, to discipline) not to blaspheme (God, or Christ, whose holy name was brought to shame by these men associating it with unholy and unclean doctrines).

02 Chapter 2 
Verses 1-15
1–15.] General regulations respecting public intercessory prayers for all men (1 Timothy 2:1-4): from which he digresses into a proof of the universality of the gospel (1 Timothy 2:4-7)—then returns to the part to be taken by the male sex in public prayer (1 Timothy 2:8): which leads him to treat of the proper place and subjection of women (1 Timothy 2:9-15). I exhort then (‘ οὖν is without any logical connexion,’ says De W. Certainly,—with what immediately precedes; but the account to be given of it is, that it takes up the general subject of the Epistle, q. d., ‘what I have then to say to thee by way of command and regulation, is this:’ see 2 Timothy 2:1. “The particle οὖν has its proper collective force (‘ad ea, quæ antea posita sunt, lectorem revocat.’ Klotz.): ‘continuation and retrospect,’ Donaldson, Gr. § 604.” Ellic.), first of all (to be joined with παρακαλῶ, not, as Chr. ( τί δʼ ἐστὶ τὸ πρῶτον πάντων; τουτέστιν, ἐν τῇ λατρεία τῇ καθημερινῇ), Thl., Calv., Est., Bengel, Conyb., E. V., and Luther, with ποιεῖσθαι, in which case, besides other objections, the verb would certainly have followed all the substantives, and probably would have taken πρῶτον πάντων with it. It is, in order and importance, his first exhortation) to make (cf. ref. Phil. It has been usual to take ποιεῖσθαι passive: and most Commentators pass over the word without remark. In such a case, the appeal must be to our sense of the propriety of the middle or passive meaning, according to the arrangement of the words, and spirit of the sentence. And thus I think we shall decide for the middle. In the prominent position of ποιεῖσθαι, if it were passive, and consequently objective in meaning, ‘that prayer, &c. be made,’ it can hardly be passed over without an emphasis, which here it manifestly cannot have. If on the other hand it is middle, it is subjective, belonging to the person or persons who are implied in παρακαλῶ: and thus serves only as a word of passage to the more important substantives which follow. And in this way the Greek fathers themselves took it: e.g. Chrys.— πῶς ὑπὲρ παντὸς τοῦ κόσμου, καὶ βασιλέων, κ. τ. λ. ποιούμεθα τὴν δέησιν) supplications, prayers, intercessions (the two former words, δεήσεις and προσευχαί, are perhaps best distinguished as in Ephesians 6:18, by taking προσευχή for prayer in general, δέησις for supplication or petition, the special content of any particular prayer. See Ellicott’s note cited there, and cf. ref. Phil.

ἐντεύξεις, judging from the cognate verbs ἐντυγχάνω, and ὑπερεντυγχάνω (reff. Rom.), should be marked with a reference to ‘request concerning others,’ i.e. intercessory prayer. (Ellic. denies this primary reference, supporting his view by ch. 1 Timothy 4:5, where, he says, such a meaning would be inappropriate. But is not the meaning in that very place most appropriate? It is not there intercession for a person: but it is by ἔντευξις, prayer on its behalf and over it, that πᾶν κτίσμα is hallowed. The meaning in Polybius, copiously illustrated by Raphel, an interview or appointed meeting, compellatio aliqua de re, would in the N. T., where the word and its cognates are always used in reference to prayer, for persons or things, necessarily shade off into that of pleading or intercession.) Very various and minute distinctions between the three have been imagined:—e.g. Theodoret:— δέησις μέν ἐστιν ὑπὲρ ἀπαλλαγῆς τινῶν λυπηρῶν ἱκετεία προσφερομένη· προσευχὴ δέ, αἴτησις ἀγαθῶν· ἔντευξις δέ, κατηγορία τῶν ἀδικούντων:—Origen, περὶ εὐχῆς, § 14 (not 44, as in Wetst. and Huther), vol. i. p. 220,— ἡγοῦμαι τοίνυν, δέησιν μὲν εἶναι τὴν ἐλλείποντός τινι μεθʼ ἱκετείας περὶ τοῦ ἐκείνου τυχεῖν ἀναπεμπομένην εὐχήν· τὴν δὲ προσευχήν, τὴν μετὰ δοξολογίας περὶ μειζόνων μεγαλοφυέστερον ἀναπεμπομένην ὑπό του· ἔντευξιν δέ, τὴν ὑπὸ παῤῥησίαν τινὰ πλείονα ἔχοντος περί τινων ἀξίωσιν πρὸς θεόν· κ. τ. λ. The most extraordinary of all is Aug.’s view, that the four words refer to the liturgical form of administration of the Holy Communion— δεήσεις being “precationes … quas facimus in celebratione sacramentorum antequam illud quod est in Domini mensa incipiat benedici:—orationes ( προσευχαί), cum benedicitur et sanctificatur: … interpellations vel … postulationes ( ἐντεύξεις), fiunt cum populus benedicitur: … quibus peractis, et participate tanto sacramento, εὐχαριστία, gratiarum actio, cuncta concludit.” Ep. cxlix. (lix.) 16, vol. ii. p. 636 f.), thanksgivings, for all men (this gives the intercessory character to all that have preceded. On the wideness of Christian benevolence here inculcated, see the argument below, and Titus 3:2); for (i.e. ‘especially for’—this one particular class being mentioned and no other) kings (see Titus 3:1; Romans 13:1 ff.; 1 Peter 2:13. It was especially important that the Christians should include earthly powers in their formal public prayers, both on account of the object to be gained by such prayer (see next clause), and as an effectual answer to those adversaries who accused them of rebellious tendencies. Jos. (B. J. ii. 10. 4) gives the Jews’ answer to Petronius, ἰουδαῖοι περὶ μὲν καίσαρος καὶ τοῦ δήμου τῶν ῥωμαίων δὶς τῆς ἡμέρας θύειν ἔφασαν, and afterwards (ib. 17. 2), he ascribes the origin of the war to their refusing, at the instigation of Eleazar, to continue the sacrifices offered on behalf of their Gentile rulers. See Wetst., who gives other examples: and compare the ancient liturgies—e.g. the bidding prayers, Bingham, book xv. 1. 2: the consecration prayer, ib. 3.1, and on the general practice, ib. 3. 14. ‘Kings’ must be taken generally, as it is indeed generalized in the following words: not understood to mean ‘Cæsar and his assessors in the supreme power,’ as Baur, who deduces thence an argument that the Epistle was written under the Antonines, when such an association was usual) and all that are in eminence (not absolutely in authority, though the context, no less than common sense, shews that it would be so. Cf. Polyb. v. 41. 3,— τοῖς ἐν ὑπεροχαῖς οὖσι περὶ τὴν αὐλήν. He, as well as Josephus (e.g. Antt. vi. 4. 3), uses ὑπεροχαί absolutely for authorities: see Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. Thdrt. gives a curious reason for the addition of these words: μάλα σοφῶς τὸ κοινὸν τῶν ἀνθρώπων προστέθεικεν, ἵνα μή τις κολακείαν νομίσῃ τὴν ὑπὲρ τῶν βασιλέων εὐχήν. The succeeding clause furnishes reason enough: the security of Christians would often be more dependent on inferior officers than even on kings themselves), that (aim of the prayer—not, as Heydenreich and Matthies,—subjective, that by such prayer Christian men’s minds may be tranquillized and disposed to obey,—but objective, that we may obtain the blessing mentioned, by God’s influencing the hearts of our rulers: or as Chrys., that we may be in security by their being preserved in safety) we may pass (more than ‘lead’ ( ἄγειν): it includes the whole of the period spoken of:—thus Aristoph. Vesp. 1006 (see also Eccles. 240), ὥσθʼ ἡδέως διάγειν σε τὸν λοιπὸν χρόνον,—Soph. Œd. Col. 1615, τὸ λοιπὸν ἤδη τὸν βίον διάξετον: see numerous other examples in Wetst.) a quiet (the adjective ἤρεμος is a late word, formed on the classical adverb ἠρέμα, the proper adjective of which is ἠρεμαῖος, used by Plato, Rep. p. 307 a, Legg. 734 a &c. Cf. Palm and Rost’s Lex. sub voce) and tranquil life ( ἐκείνων γὰρ πρυτανευόντων εἰρήνην, μεταλαγχάνομεν καὶ ὑμεῖς τῆς γαλήνης, καὶ ἐν ἡσυχίᾳ τῆς εὐσεβείας ἐκπληροῦμεν τοὺς νόμους, Thdrt. On the distinction between ἤρεμος, tranquil from trouble without, and ἡσύχιος, from trouble within, see Ellicott’s note) in all (‘possible,’ ‘requisite’) piety (I prefer this rendering to ‘godliness,’ as more literal, and because I would reserve that word as the proper one for θεοσέβεια: see 1 Timothy 2:10 below. εὐσέβεια is one of the terms peculiar in this meaning to the pastoral Epistles, the second Epistle of Peter (reff.), and Peter’s speech in Acts 3:12. See Prolegg., and note on Acts 3:12) and gravity (so Conyb.: and it seems best to express the meaning. For as Chrys.,— εἰ γὰρ μὴ ἐσώζοντο, μηδὲ εὐδοκίμουν ἐν τοῖς πολέμοις, ἀνάγκη καὶ τὰ ἡμέτερα ἐν ταραχαῖς εἶναι καὶ θορύβοις. ἢ γὰρ καὶ αὐτοὺς ἡμᾶς στρατεύεσθαι ἔδει, κατακοπέντων ἐκείνων· ἢ φεύγειν πανταχοῦ καὶ πλανᾶσθαι: and thus the gravity and decorum of the Christian life would be broken up).

Verse 3-4
3, 4.] For this (viz. ποιεῖσθαι δεήσεις κ. τ. λ. ὑπὲρ πάντων ἀνθρώπων, &c. 1 Timothy 2:1; what has followed since being merely the continuation of this) is good and acceptable (both adjectives are to be taken with ἐνώπιον, &c., not as De W. and Ellic. ‘ καλόν, good in and of itself:’ compare ref. 2 Cor., καλὰ οὐ μόνον ἐνώπιον κυρίου, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐνώπιον ἀνθρώπων. I still hold, against Ellicott, to this connexion, shrinking from the crude and ill-balanced form of the sentence which the other would bring in.

ἀποδεκτόν, peculiar (cf. ἀποδοχή, ch. 1 Timothy 1:15) to these Epistles. See 2 Corinthians 6:2) in the sight of our Saviour (a title manifestly chosen as belonging to the matter in hand, cf. next verse. On it, see ch. 1 Timothy 1:1) God who (i.e. seeing that He) willeth all men to be saved (see ch. 1 Timothy 4:10; Titus 2:11. πάντας ἀνθρώπους is repeated from 1 Timothy 2:1. Chrys.’s comment is very noble: μιμοῦ τὸν θεόν. εἰ πάντας ἀνθρώπους θέλει σωθῆναι, εἰκότως ὑπὲρ ἁπάντων δεῖ εὔχεσθαι. εἰ πάντας αὐτὸς ἤθελε σωθῆναι, θέλε καὶ σύ. εἰ δὲ θέλεις, εὔχου. τῶν γὰρ τοιούτων ἐστὶ τὸ εὔχεσθαι. Huther rightly remarks, that Mosheim’s view, “nisi pax in orbe terrarum vigeat, fieri nullo modo posse ut voluntati divinæ quæ omnium hominum salutem cupit, satisfiat,” destroys the true context and train of thought: see more below. Wiesinger remarks σωθῆναι,—not σῶσαι, as in Titus 3:5, as adapted to the mediatorial effect of prayer, not direct divine agency: but we may go yet further, and say that by θέλει πάντας ἀνθρ. σωθῆναι is expressed human acceptance of offered salvation, on which even God’s predestination is contingent. θέλει σῶσαι πάντας could not have been said: if so, He would have saved all, in matter of fact. See the remarks, and references to English and other divines, in Ellicott’s note. Calvin most unworthily shuffles out of the decisive testimony borne by this passage to universal redemption. “Apostolus simpliciter intelligit nullum mundi vel populum vel ordinem salute excludi; quia omnibus sine exceptione evangelium proponi Deus velit.… De hominum generibus, non singulis personis sermo est; nihil enim aliud intendit, quam principes et extraneos populos in hoc numero includere.” As if kings and all in eminence were not in each case individual men), and to come to (the) certain knowledge (on ἐπίγνωσις, fuller and more assured than γνῶσις, see 1 Corinthians 13:12; Colossians 1:11; Colossians 2:2) of (the) truth (the expression is a favourite one in these Epistles, see reff. This realization of the truth is in fact identical with σωτηρία, not only (Huther) as that σωτηρία is a rescue from life in untruth, but in its deepest and widest sense of salvation, here and hereafter: cf. John 17:3, αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ αἰώνιος ζωή, ἵνα γινώσκωσίν σε τὸν μόνον ἀληθινὸν θεόν … and ib. John 17:17, ἁγίασον αὐτοὺς ἐν τῇ ἀληθείᾳ).

Verse 5
5.] For (further grounding of the acceptableness of prayer for all men,—in the UNITY of God. But this verse is joined by the γάρ directly to the preceding, not to 1 Timothy 2:1. Chrys. gives it rightly— δεικνὺς ὅτι σωθῆναι θέλει πάντας) there is ONE God (He is ONE in essence and one in purpose—not of different minds to different nations or individuals, but of one mind towards all. Similarly Romans 3:30, and, which is important for the understanding of that difficult passage, Galatians 3:20. The double reference, to the unity in essence and unity of purpose, for which I have contended there, is plain and unmistakeable here), ONE Mediator (see reff. It occurs, besides the places in the Gal., only in the Epistle to the Heb., Hebrews 8:6; Hebrews 9:15; Hebrews 12:24. There is no necessity that the idea should, as De W. and Schleierm., be connected with that of a mutual covenant, and so be here far-fetched as regards the context (borrowed from the places in the Heb., according to De W.): the word is used as standing alone, and representing the fact of Christ Jesus being the only go-between, in whatever sense) also (the εἷς prefixed to the καί for emphasis) of (between) God and men (if one only goes between, then that One must be for all), (the) man Christ Jesus (why ἄνθρωπος? Thdrt. answers, ἄνθρωπον δὲ τὸν χριστὸν ὠνόμασεν, ἐπειδὴ μεσίτην ἐκάλεσεν· ἐνανθρωπήσας γὰρ ἑμεσίτευσεν: and so most Commentators. But it is not here the Apostle’s object, to set forth the nature of Christ’s mediation as regards its being brought about;—only as regards its unity and universality for mankind. And for this latter reason he calls him here by this name MAN,—that He gathered up all our human nature into Himself, becoming its second Head. So that the ἄνθρωπος in fact carries with it the very strongest proof of that which he is maintaining. Notice it is not ὁ ἄνθρωπος, though we are obliged inaccurately thus to express it: in personality, our Lord was not a man, but in nature He was man. It might be rendered, “Christ Jesus, Himself man.”

I should object, as against Ellicott, to introduce at all the indefinite article: not individual but generic humanity is predicated: and “a man” unavoidably conveys the idea of human individuality. It is singularly unfortunate that Ellic. should have referred to Augustine, Serm. xxvi. as cited by Wordsw., in corroboration of the rendering “a man:” the Latin homo being of course as incapable of deciding this as the Greek ἄνθρωπος, and “a man” being only Bp. Wordsworth’s translation of it. Nay, the whole tenor of the passage of Augustine (ed. Migne, vol. v. p. 174) precludes such a rendering. The stupidity of such writers as Baur and the Socinians, who regard such an expression as against the deity of Christ, is beyond all power of mine to characterize. In the face of εἷς θεός, εἷς μεσίτης θεοῦ καὶ ἀνθρώπων, to maintain gravely such a position, shews utter blindness from party bias even to the plainest thoughts expressed in the plainest words), who gave himself (reff., especially Tit.) a ransom ( ἀντί-, as in ἀντιμισθία, Romans 1:27; 2 Corinthians 6:13; ἀντάλλαγμα, Matthew 16:26, expresses more distinctly the reciprocity which is already implied in the simple word in each case. That the main fact alluded to here is the death of Christ, we know: but it is not brought into prominence, being included in, and superseded by the far greater and more comprehensive fact, that He gave HIMSELF, in all that He undertook for our redemption: see Philippians 2:5-8) on behalf of all (not of a portion of mankind, but of all men; the point of 1 Timothy 2:1, ὑπὲρ πάντων ἀνθρώπων),—the testimony (‘that which was (to be) testified:’ so St. John frequently uses μαρτυρία, 1 John 5:9-11; “an accusative in apposition with the preceding sentence.” Ellicott. This oneness of the Mediator, involving in itself the universality of Redemption, was the great subject of Christian testimony: see below) in its own seasons (reff.; in the times which God had appointed for it. On the temporal dative, see Ellicott’s note), for (towards) which (the μαρτύριον) I was placed as a herald (pastoral Epistles and 2 Pet. only: but see 1 Corinthians 1:21; 1 Corinthians 1:23; 1 Corinthians 9:27; 1 Corinthians 15:14) and apostle (the proclaiming this universality of the Gospel was the one object towards which my appointment as an apostle and preacher was directed. Those who hold the spuriousness of our Epistle regard this returning to himself and his own case on the part of the writer as an evidence of his being one who was acting the part of Paul. So Schleierm. and De W. They have so far truth on their side, that we must recognize here a characteristic increase of the frequency of these personal vindications on the part of the Apostle, as we so often have occasion to remark during these Epistles:—the disposition of one who had been long opposed and worried by adversaries to recur continually to his own claims, the assertion of which had now become with him almost, so to speak, a matter of stock-phrases. Still, the propriety of the assertion here is evident: it is only in the manner of it that the above habit is discernible. See more on this in the Prolegomena. The same phrase occurs verbatim in ref. 2 Tim.),—I speak the truth, I lie not—(in spite of all that Huther and Wiesinger say of the evident appropriateness of this solemn asseveration here, I own I am unable to regard it as any more than a strong and interesting proof of the growth of a habit in the Apostle’s mind, which we already trace in 2 Corinthians 11:31, Romans 9:1, till he came to use the phrase with less force and relevance than he had once done. Nothing can be more natural than that one whose life was spent in strong conflict and assertion of his Apostleship, should repeat the fervour of his usual asseveration, even when the occasion of that fervour had passed away. Nor can I consent to abandon such a view because it is designated “questionable and precarious” by Ellic., who is too apt in cases of difficulty, to evade the real conflict of decision by strong terms of this kind)—a teacher of the Gentiles (it was especially in this latter fact that the ὑπὲρ πάντων ἀνθρώπων found its justification. The historical proof of his constitution as a teacher of the Gentiles is to be found in Acts 9:15; Acts 22:21; Acts 26:17; but especially in Galatians 2:9) in (the) faith and (the) truth (do these words refer subjectively to his own conduct in teaching the Gentiles, or objectively to that in which he was to instruct them? The former view is taken by Thdrt. and most Commentators: μετὰ τῆς προσηκούσης πίστεως καὶ ἀληθείας τοῦτο πᾶσι προσφέρω: the latter by Heydenreich, al. Huther (also Ellic.) takes the words as signifying the sphere in which he was appointed to fulfil his office of διδ. ἐθνῶν,— πίστις being faith, the subjective relation, and ἀλήθεια the truth, the objective good which is appropriated by faith: Wiesinger, as meaning that he is, in the right faith and in the truth, the διδ. ἔθν. Bengel regards them merely as another asseveration belonging to the assertion that he is διδ. ἔθν.,—‘in faith and truth I say it.’ This latter at once discommends itself, from its exceeding flatness: though Chrys. also seems to have held it— ἐν πίστει πάλιν· ἀλλὰ μὴ νομίσῃς ἐπειδὴ ἐν πίστει ἤκουσας, ὅτι ἀπάτη τὸ πρᾶγμά ἐστι. καὶ γὰρ ἐν ἀληθείᾳ φησίν. εἰ δὲ ἀλήθεια, οὐκ ἔστι ψεῦδος. In judging between these, we must take into account the usage of ἀλήθεια above, 1 Timothy 2:4, in a very similar reference, when it was to be matter of teaching to all men. There it undoubtedly is, though anarthrous, the truth of God. I would therefore take it similarly here, as Wiesinger,—the sphere in which both his teaching and their learning was to be employed—the truth of the Gospel. Then, if so, it is surely harsh to make ἐν πίστει subjective, especially as the ἐν is not repeated before ἀληθείᾳ. It too will most properly be objective,—and likewise regard that in which, as an element or sphere, he was to teach and they to learn: the faith. This ἐν π. κ. ἀλ. will be, not the object of διδάσκαλ., but the sphere or element in which he is the διδάσκαλος).

Verse 8
8.] See summary at beginning of chapter. I will then (“in βούλομαι the active wish is implied: it is no mere willingness or acquiescence,” Ellic. On the distinction between βούλομαι and θέλω, see Donaldson, Cratyl. § 463, p. 650 f. ed. 2: and Ellic. on ch. 1 Timothy 5:14) that the men (the E. V. by omitting the article, has entirely obscured this passage for its English readers, not one in a hundred of whom ever dream of a distinction of the sexes being here intended. But again the position of τοὺς ἄνδρας forbids us from supposing that such distinction was the Apostle’s main object in this verse. Had it been so, we should have read τοὺς ἄνδρας προσεύχεσθαι. As it now stands, the stress is on προσεύχεσθαι, and τοὺς ἄνδρας is taken for granted. Thus the main subject of 1 Timothy 2:1 is carried on, the duty of PRATER, in general—not (as Schleierm. objects) one portion merely of it, the allotting it to its proper offerers) pray in every place (these words ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ regard the general duty of praying, not the particular detail implied in τοὺς ἄνδρας: still less are we to join τοὺς ἄνδρας ( τοὺς) ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ. It is a local command respecting prayer, answering to the temporal command ἀδιαλείπτως προσεύχεσθε, 1 Thessalonians 5:17. It is far-fetched and irrelevant to the context to find in the words, as Chr., Thdrt., al., Pel., Erasm., Calv., Beza, Grot., al., the Christian’s freedom from prescription of place for prayer— πρὸς τὴν νομικὴν διαγόρευσιν τέθεικεν· οὐ γὰρ (vulgo ὃς γὰρ) τοῖς ἱεροσολύμοις περιέγραψε τὴν λατρείαν, Thdrt.: and Chrys., ὅπερ τοῖς ἰουδαίοις θέμις οὐκ ἦν), lifting up holy hands (see LXX, ref. Ps.: also Ps. 27:2, 43:20; Clem. Rom. Ephesians 1 to Corinthians, ch. 29, p. 269: προσέλθωμεν αὐτῷ ἐν ὁσιότητι ψυχῆς, ἁγνὰς καὶ ἀμιάντους χεῖρας αἴροντες πρὸς αὐτόν. These two passages, as Huther observes, testify to the practice in the Christian church.

The form ὁσίους with a feminine is unusual: but we must not, as Winer suggests (edn. 6, § 11. 1), join it to ἐπαίροντας. His own instances, στρατιὰ οὐράνιος, Luke 2:13,— ἶρις … ὅμοιος, Revelation 4:3, furnish some precedent: and the fact that the ending - ιος is common to all three establishes an analogy. “Those hands are holy, which have not surrendered themselves as instruments of evil desire: the contrary are βέβηλοι χεῖρες, 2 Maccabees 5:16; compare, for the expression, Job 17:9, Psalms 23:4, and in the N. T., especially James 4:8, καθαρίσατε χεῖρας καὶ ἁγνίσατε καρδίας.” Huther. See classical passages in Wetst.) without (separate from, “putting away,” as Conyb.) wrath and disputation (i.e. in tranquillity and mutual peace, so literally, sine disceptatione, as vulg., see note on ref. Phil. Ellic.’s objection, that we should thus import from the context a meaning unconfirmed by good lexical authority, is fully met by the unquestionable usage of the verb διαλογίζω in the N. T. for to dispute. At the same time, seeing that the matter treated of is prayer, where disputing hardly seems in place, perhaps doubting is the better sense; which, after all, is a disputation within one’s self).

Verse 9
9.] So also ( ὡσαύτως, by the parallel passage, Titus 2:3, seems to be little more than a copula, not necessarily to refer to the matter which has been last under treatment) I will that women (without the article, the reference to τοὺς ἄνδρας above is not so pointed: i.e. we need not imagine that the reference is necessarily to the same matter of detail, but may regard the verse (see below) as pointing to the general duties and behaviour of women, as not belonging to the category of οἱ προσευχόμενοι ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ) adorn themselves (there is no need, as Chrys. and most Commentators, to supply προσεύχεσθαι to complete the sense: indeed if I have apprehended the passage rightly, it would be altogether irrelevant. The ὡσαύτως serving merely as a copula (see above) the προσεύχεσθαι belonging solely and emphatically to τοὺς ἄνδρας,—the question, ‘what then are women to do?’ is answered by insisting on modesty of appearance and the ornament of good works, as contrasted (1 Timothy 2:12) with the man’s part. The public assemblies are doubtless, in 1 Timothy 2:12, still before the Apostle’s mind, but in a very slight degree. It is the general duties of women, rather than any single point in reference to their conduct in public worship, to which he is calling attention: though the subject of public worship led to his thus speaking, and has not altogether disappeared from his thoughts. According to this view, the construction proceeds direct with the infinitive κοσμεῖν, without any supposition of an anacoluthon, as there must be on the other hypothesis) in orderly (ref.) apparel (cf. Titus 2:3, note: “in seemly guise,” Ellic. καταστολή, originally ‘arrangement,’ ‘putting in order,’ followed in its usage that of its verb καταστέλλω. We have in Eur. Bacch. 891, αὐτὸν ( τὸν πλόκαμον) πάλιν καταστελοῦμεν,—‘we will re-arrange the dishevelled lock:’ then Aristoph. Thesm. 256, ἴθι νῦν κατάστειλόν με τὰ περὶ τὼ σκέλη—clothe, dress me. Thus in Plut. Pericl. 5, we read of Anaxagoras, that his καταστολὴ περιβολῆς, ‘arrangement of dress,’ was πρὸς οὐδὲν ἐκταραττομένη πάθος ἐν τῷ λέγειν. Then in Jos. B. J. ii. 8. 4, of the Essenes, that their καταστολὴ καὶ σχῆμα σώματος was ὅμοιον τοῖς μετὰ φόβου παιδαγωγουμένοις παισίν, which he proceeds to explain by saying οὔτε δὲ ἐσθῆτας, οὔτε ὑποδήματα ἀμείβουσι, πρὶν ἢ διαῤῥαγῆναι, κ. τ. λ. So that we must take it as meaning ‘the apparel,’ the whole investiture of the person. This he proceeds presently to break up into detail, forbidding πλέγματα, χρυσόν, μαργαρίτας, ἱματισμὸν πολυτελῆ, all which are parts of the καταστολή. This view of the meaning of the word requires ἐν καταστολῇ κοσμίῳ to belong to κοσμεῖν, and then to be taken up by the ἐν following, an arrangement, as it seems to me, also required by the natural construction of the sentence itself) with shamefastness (not, as modern reprints of the E. V., ‘shamefacedness,’ which is a mere unmeaning corruption by the printers of a very expressive and beautiful word: see Trench, N. T. Synonyms, § xx.) and self-restraint (I adopt Conybeare’s word as, though not wholly satisfactory, bringing out the leading idea of σωφροσύνη better than any other. Its fault is, that it is a word too indicative of effort, as if the unchaste desires were continually breaking bounds, and as continually held in check: whereas in the σώφρων, the safe-and-sound-minded, no such continual struggle has place, but the better nature is established in its rule. Trench (ubi supra) has dealt with the two words, setting aside the insufficient distinction of Xenophon, Cyr. viii. 1. 31,—where he says of Cyrus, διῄρει δὲ αἰδῶ καὶ σωφροσύνην τῇδε, ὡς τοὺς μὲν αἰδουμένους τὰ ἐν τῷ φανερῷ αἰσχρὰ φεύγοντας, τοὺς δὲ σώφρονας καὶ τὰ ἐν τῷ ἀφανεῖ. “If,” Trench concludes, “ αἰδώς is the ‘shamefastness,’ or tendency which shrinks from overpassing the limits of womanly reserve and modesty, as well as from the dishonour which would justly attach thereto, σωφροσύνη is that habitual inner self-government, 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 αἰδώς opposed to it.” Ellic. gives for it, “sober-mindedness,” and explains it, “the well-balanced state of mind, arising from habitual self-restraint.” See his notes, here, and in his translation), not in plaits (of hair: cf. 1 Peter 3:3, ἐμπλοκὴ τριχῶν, and see Ellicott’s note) and gold ( καὶ περιθέσεως χρυσίων, 1 Pet. l. c., perhaps, from the καί, the gold is supposed to be twined among, or worn with, the plaited hair. See Revelation 17:4), or pearls, or costly raiment (= ἐνδύσεως ἱματίων, 1 Pet. l. c.),—but, which is becoming for women professing ( ἐπαγγέλλεσθαι is ordinarily in N. T. ‘to promise,’ see reff. But the meaning ‘to profess,’ ‘præ se ferre,’ is found in the classics, e.g. Xen. Mem. i. 2. 7, ἐθαύμαζε δέ, εἴ τις ἀρετὴν ἐπαγγελλόμενος ἀργύριον πράττοιτο: cf. Palm and Rost’s Lex., and the numerous examples in Wetst.) godliness ( θεοσέβεια is found in Xen. An. ii. 6. 26, and Plato, Epinomis, pp. 985 d, 989 e. The adjective θεοσεβής is common enough),—by means of good works (not ἐν again, because the adornment lies in a different sphere and cannot be so expressed. The adorning which results from good works is brought about by ( διὰ) their practice, not displayed by appearing to be invested with them ( ἐν). Huther’s construction, after Thdrt., Œc, Luth., Calv., and Mack and Matthies,— ἐπαγγελλ. θεοσέβειαν διʼ ἔργων ἀγαθῶν,—is on all grounds objectionable:—1) the understanding ὅ as ἐν τούτῳ ὅ or καθʼ ὅ, which of itself might pass, introduces great harshness into the sentence:—2) the junction of ἐπαγγελλομέναις διʼ is worse than that of κοσμεῖν διʼ, to which he objects:—3) the arrangement of the words is against it, which would thus rather be γυναιξὶν διʼ ἔργων ἀγαθῶν θεοσέβειαν ἐπαγγελλομέναις:—4) he does not see that his objection, that the adornment of women has been already specified by ἐν καταστολῇ κ. τ. λ., and therefore need not be again specified by διʼ ἔργων ἀγ., applies just as much to his own rendering, taking ὅ for καθʼ ὅ or ἐν τούτῳ ὅ).

Verse 11
11.] Let a woman learn (in the congregation, and every where: see below) in silence in all (possible) subjection (the thought of the public assemblies has evidently given rise to this precept (see 1 Corinthians 14:34); 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 δέ, 1 Corinthians 11:16) to a woman I permit not to teach (in the church (primarily), or, as the context shews, any where else), nor to lord it over ( αὐθέντης μηδέποτε χρήσῃ ἐπὶ τοῦ δεσπότου, ὡς οἱ περὶ τὰ δικαστήρια ῥήτορες, ἀλλʼ ἐπὶ τοῦ αὐτόχειρος φονέως, Phryn. But Euripides thus uses it, Suppl. 442: καὶ μὴν ὅπου γε δῆμος αὐθέντης χθονός, ὑποῦσιν ἀστοῖς ἥδεται νεανίαις. 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, αὐθέντης φόνου, or the like. And in course of time, the meaning of ‘autocrat’ prevailing, the word itself and its derivatives henceforth took this course, and αὐθεντέω, - ία, - ημα, all of later growth, bore this reference only. Later still we have αὐθεντικός, from first authority (‘id enim αὐθεντικῶς, nuntiabatur,’ Cic. ad Att. x. 9). It seems quite a mistake to suppose that αὐθέντης arrived at its meaning of a despot by passing through that of a murderer) the man, but (supply (“ βούλομαι, not κελεύω, which St. Paul does not use.” Ellic.) ‘I command her:’ the construction in 1 Corinthians 14:34, is the same) to be in silence.

Verse 13
13.] Reason of this precept, in the original order of creation. For Adam was first (not of all men, which is not here under consideration, and would stultify the subsequent clause:—but first in comparison with Eve) made (see ref. Gen., from which the word ἐπλάσθη seems to be taken: cf. 1 Corinthians 11:8-9, and indeed that whole passage, which throws light on this), then Eve.

Verse 14
14.] Second reason—as the woman was last in being, so she was first in sin—indeed the only victim of the Tempter’s deceit. And Adam was not deceived (not to be weakened, as Thdrt. τὸ οὐκ ἠπατήθη, ἀντὶ τοῦ, οὐ πρῶτος, εἴρηκεν: nor, as Matthies, must we supply ὑπὸ τοῦ ὄφεως: nor, with De W., Wiesinger, 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 virum non decepit, sed ei persuasit.’ As Huther observes, the ἠπάτησεν, in the original narrative, is used of the woman only. We read of no communication between the serpent and the man. The “subtlest 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 be the subject to σωθήσεται) having been seduced BY DECEIT (stronger than ἀπατηθεῖσα, as exoro than oro: implying the full success of the ἀπάτη) has become involved (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 so in the man) from her originally having been seduced by deceit) in transgression (here as always, breach of a positive command: cf. Romans 4:15).

Verse 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 σώζω, see below) her child-bearing (in order to understand the fulness of the meaning of σωθήσεται here, we must bear in mind the history itself, to which is the constant allusion. The curse on the woman for her παράβασις was, ἐν λύπαις τέξῃ τέκνα (Genesis 3:16). Her τεκνογονία is that in which the curse finds its operation. What then is here promised her? Not only exemption from that curse in its worst and heaviest effects: not merely that she shall safely bear children: but the Apostle uses the word σωθήσεται purposely for its higher meaning, and the construction of the sentence is precisely as ref. 1 Cor.— αὐτὸς δὲ σωθήσεται, οὕτως δὲ ὡς διὰ πυρός. Just as that man should be saved through, as passing through, fire which is his trial, his hindrance in his way, in spite of which he escapes,—so she shall be saved, through, as passing through, her child-bearing, which is her trial, her curse, her (not means of salvation, but) hindrance in the way of it.

The other renderings which have been given seem to me both irrelevant and ungrammatical. Chrys., Thl., al., for instance, would press τεκνογονία to mean the Christian education of children: Heinrichs, strangely enough, holds that her τεκνογ. is the punishment of her sin, and that being undergone, she shall be saved διὰ τῆς τ., i.e. by having paid it. Conyb. gives it ‘women will be saved by the bearing of children,’ i.e., as he explains 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.” Some, in their anxiety to give διὰ the instrumental meaning, would understand διὰ τῆς τεκνογ, ‘by means of the 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 Corinthians 3:15 seems to me so complete a key of Pauline usage of σώζεσθαι διὰ, that I cannot abandon the path opened by it, till far stronger reason has been shewn than he here alleges. In his second edition he has not in any way strengthened his argument, nor has he taken any notice of the Pauline usage which I allege. After all, it is mainly 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 ἡ τεκνογονία. He himself in this same Epistle, 1 Timothy 5:14, uses the cognate verb, of the ordinary bearing of children: and these are the only places where the compound occurs in the N. T.), if they (generic plural as before singular) have remained (shall be found in that day to have remained—a further proof of the higher meaning of σωθήσεται) in faith and love and holiness (see reff., where the word is used in the same reference, of holy chastity) with self-restraint (see above on 1 Timothy 2:9).

03 Chapter 3 
Verse 1
1.] Faithful is the saying (see on ch. 1 Timothy 1:15, 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 seeks (it does not seem that he uses ὀρέγεται with any reference to an ambitious seeking, as De W. thinks: in Hebrews 11:16 the word is a ‘vox media,’ and even in ch. 1 Timothy 6:10, the blame rests, not on ὀρεγόμενοι, but on the thing sought; and in Polyb. ix. 20. 5, the word is used as one merely of passage, in giving directions respecting the office sought: κελεύοντες ἀστρολογεῖν κ. γεωμετρεῖν τοὺς ὀρεγομένους αὐτῆς ( τῆς στρατηγίας). So that De W.’s inference respecting ambition for the episcopate betraying the late age of the Epistle, falls to the ground) the overseership (or, bishopric; office of an ἐπίσκοπος; but the ἐπίσκοποι of the N. T. have officially nothing in common with our Bishops. See notes on Acts 20:17; Acts 20:28. The identity of the ἐπίσκοπος and πρεσβύτερος in apostolic times is evident from Titus 1:5-7; see also note on Philippians 1:1, the article Bischof in Herzog’s Real-Encyclopädie, and Ellic.’s note here), he desires a good work (not ‘a good thing:’ but a good employment: see 1 Thessalonians 5:13; 2 Timothy 4:5; one of the καλὰ ἔργα so often spoken of (reff.)). It behoves then ( οὖν is best regarded as taking up καλὸν ἔργον, and substantiating that assertion: “bonum negotium bonis committendum,” Bengel) an ( τόν generic, singular of τοὺς ἐπισκόπους) overseer to be blameless (Thucyd. v. 17, πλειστοάναξ δὲ … νομίζων … κἂν αὐτὸς τοῖς ἐχθροῖς ἀνεπίληπτος εἶναι …, where the Schol. has, μὴ ἂν αὐτὸς παρέξων κατηγορίας ἀφορμήν. Thdrt. draws an important distinction: μηδεμίαν πρόφασιν μέμψεως παρέχειν δικαίαν· τὸ γὰρ ἀνεπίληπτον, οὐ τὸ ἀσυκοφάντητον λέγει· ἐπεὶ καὶ αὐτὸς ἀπόστολος παντοδαπὰς συκοφαντίας ὑπέμεινεν), husband of one wife (two great varieties of interpretation of these words have prevailed, among those who agree to take them as restrictive, not injunctive, which the spirit of the passage and the insertion of μιᾶς surely alike forbid. They have been supposed to prohibit either 1) simultaneous polygamy, or 2) successive polygamy. 1) has somewhat to be said for it. The custom of polygamy was then prevalent among the Jews (see Just. Mart. Tryph. 134, p. 226,— διδασκάλοις ὑμῶν οἵτινες καὶ μέχρι νῦν καὶ τέσσαρας κ. πέντε ἔχειν ὑμᾶς γυναῖκας ἕκαστον συγχωροῦσι: and Jos. Antt. vii. 2 (so cited in Suicer and Huther, but the reference is wrong), πάτριον ἐν ταύτῳ πλείοσιν ἡμῖν συνοικεῖν), and might easily find its way into the Christian community. And such, it is argued, was the Apostle’s reference, not to second marriages, which he himself commands ch. 1 Timothy 5:14, and allows in several other places, e.g. Romans 7:2-3; 1 Corinthians 7:39. But the objection to taking this meaning is, that the Apostle would hardly have specified that as a requisite for the episcopate or presbyterate, which we know to have been fulfilled by all Christians whatever: no instance being adduced of polygamy being practised in the Christian church, and no exhortations to abstain from it. As to St. Paul’s command and permissions, see below. Still, we must not lose sight of the circumstance that the earlier Commentators were unanimous for this view. Chrys. is the only one who proposes an alternative:— τὴν ἀμετρίαν κωλύει, ἐπειδὴ ἐπὶ τῶν ἰουδαίων ἐξῆν καὶ δευτέροις ὁμιλεῖν γάμοις, κ. δύο ἔχειν κατὰ ταὐτὸν γυναῖκας. Thdrt.: τὸ δὲ μιᾶς γυναικὸς ἄνδρα, εὖ μοι δοκοῦσιν εἰρηκέναι τινές. πάλαι γὰρ εἰώθεισαν καὶ ἕλληνες κ. ἰουδαῖοι κ. δύο κ. τρισὶ κ. πλείοσι γυναιξὶ νόμῳ γάμου κατὰ ταὐτὸν συνοικεῖν. τινὲς δὲ καὶ νῦν, καίτοι τῶν βασιλικῶν νόμων δύο κατὰ ταὐτὸν ἄγεσθαι κωλυόντων γυναῖκας, καὶ παλλακῖσι μίγνυνται κ. ἑταίραις. ἔφασαν τοίνυν τὸν θεῖον ἀπόστολον εἰρηκέναι, τὸν μιᾷ μόνῃ γυναικὶ συνοικοῦντα σωφρόνως, τῆς ἐπισκοπικῆς ἄξιον εἶναι χειροτονίας. οὐ γὰρ τὸν δεύτερον, φασίν, ἐξέβαλε γάμον, ὅ γε πολλάκις τοῦτο γενέσθαι κελεύσας. And similarly Thl., Œc., and Jeremiah 2) For the view that second marriages are prohibited to aspirants after the episcopate,—is, the most probable meaning (see there) of ἑνὸς ἀνδρὸς γυνή in ch. 1 Timothy 5:9,—as also the wide prevalence in the early Church of the idea that, although second marriages were not forbidden to Christians, abstinence from them was better than indulgence in them. So Hermas Pastor, ii. 4. 4, p. 921 f., ‘Domine, si vir vel mulier alicujus discesserit, et nupserit aliquis eorum, numquid peccat?’ ‘Qui nubit, non peccat: sed si per se manserit, magnum sibi conquirit honorem apud Dominum:’ and Clem. Alex. Strom. iii. 12 (81), p. 548 P., ὁ ἀπόστολος (1 Corinthians 7:39-40) διʼ ἀκρασίαν κ. πύρωσιν κατὰ συγγνώμην δεντέρου μεταδίδωσι γάμου, ἐπεὶ κ. οὗτος οὐχ ἁμαρτάνει μὲν κατὰ διαθήκην, οὐ γὰρ κεκώλυται πρὸς τοῦ νόμου, οὐ πληροῖ δὲ τῆς κατὰ τὸ εὐαγγέλιον πολιτείας τὴν κατʼ ἐκίτασιν τελειότητα. And so in Suicer, i. p. 892 f., Chrys., Greg. Naz. ( τὸ πρώτον ( συνοικέσιον) νόμος, τὸ δεύτερον συγχώρησις, τὸ τρίτον παρανομία. τὸ δὲ ὑπὲρ τοῦτο, χοιρώδης. Orat. xxxvii. 8, p. 650),—Epiphanius ( δευτερόγαμον οὐκ ἔξεστι δέχεσθαι ἐν αὐτῇ ( τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ) εἰς ἱερωσύνην. Doct. compend. de fide, p. 1104), Orig.,—the Apostolical Canon xvii. ( ὁ δυσὶ γάμοις συμπλακεὶς μετὰ τὸ βάπτισμα, ἢ παλλακὴν κτησάμενος, οὐ δύναται εἶναι ἐπίσκοπος, ἢ πρεσβύτερος, ἢ διάκονος, ἢ ὅλως τοῦ καταλόγου τοῦ ἱερατικοῦ), &c. Huther cites from Athenagoras the expression εὐπρεπὴς μοιχεία applied to second marriage. With regard to the Apostle’s own command and permissions of this state (see above), they do not come into account here, because they are confessedly (and expressly so in ch. 1 Timothy 5:14) for those whom it was not contemplated to admit into ecclesiastical office. 3) There have been some divergent lines of interpretation, but they have not found many advocates. Some (e.g. Wegscheider) deny altogether the formal reference to 1) or 2), and understand the expression only of a chaste life of fidelity to the marriage vow: “that neither polygamy, nor concubinage, nor any offensive deuterogamy, should be able to be alleged against such a person.” But surely this is very vague, for the precise words μιᾶς γυναικὸς ἀνήρ. Bretschneider maintains that μιᾶς is here the indefinite article, and that the Apostle means, an ἐπίσκοπος should be the husband of a wife. This hardly needs serious refutation. Winer however has treated it, edn. 6, § 18. 9 note, shewing that by no possibility can the indefinite εἷς stand where it would as here cause ambiguity, only where unity is taken for granted. Worse still is the Romanist evasion, which understands the μία γυνή of the Church.

The view then which must I think be adopted, especially in presence of ch. 1 Timothy 5:9 (where see note) is, that to candidates for the episcopate (presbytery) St. Paul forbids second marriage. He requires of them pre-eminent chastity, and abstinence from a licence which is allowed to other Christians. How far such a prohibition is to be considered binding on us, now that the Christian life has entered into another and totally different phase, is of course an open question for the present Christian church at any time to deal with. It must be as matter of course understood that regulations, in all lawful things, depend, even when made by an Apostle, on circumstances: and the superstitious observance of the letter in such cases is often pregnant with mischief to the people and cause of Christ) sober (probably in the more extended sense of the word (‘vigilantem animo,’ Beng.: διεγηγερμένον, καὶ προσκοπεῖν τὸ πρακτέον δυνάμενον, Thdrt. τουτέστι διορατικόν, μυρίους ἔχοντα πάντοθεν ὀφθαλμούς, ὀξὺ βλέποντα, καὶ μὴ ἀμβλύνοντα τὸ τῆς διανοίας ὄμμα, κ. τ. λ. Chrys.), as in 1 Thessalonians 5:6; 1 Thessalonians 5:8;—a pattern of active sobriety and watchfulness: for all these adjectives, as far as διδακτικόν, are descriptive of positive qualities: μὴ πάροινον giving the negative and more restricted opposite), self-restrained (or, discreet; see above on ch. 1 Timothy 2:9), orderly (‘quod σώφρων est intus, id κόσμιος est extra,’ Beng.: thus expanded by Theodoret: καὶ φθέγματι καὶ σχήματι καὶ βλέμματι καὶ βαδίσματι· ὥστε καὶ διὰ τοῦ σώματος φαίνεσθαι τὴν τῆς ψυχῆς σωφροσύνην), hospitable (loving, and entertaining strangers: see reff. and Hebrews 13:2. This duty in the early days of the Christian church was one of great importance. Brethren in their travels could not resort to the houses of the heathen, and would be subject to insult in the public deversoria), apt in teaching ( τὰ θεῖα πεπαιδευμένον, καὶ παραινεῖν δυνάμενον τὰ προσήκοντα, Thdrt.: so we have τοὺς ἱππικοὺς βουλομένους γενέσθαι, Xen. Sympos. ii. 10: not merely given to teaching, but able and skilled in it. All might teach, to whom the Spirit imparted the gift: but skill in teaching was the especial office of the minister, on whom would fall the ordinary duty of instruction of believers and refutation of gainsayers):

Verses 1-13
1–13.] Precepts respecting overseers (presbyters) (1 Timothy 3:1-7), and deacons (1 Timothy 3:8-13).

Verse 3
3.] not a brawler (properly, ‘one in his cups,’ ‘a man rendered petulant by much wine:’ τὸ τοίνυν παρʼ οἶνον λυπεῖν τοὺς παρόντας, τοῦτʼ ἐγὼ κρίνω παροινίαν, Xen. Sympos. vi. 1. And perhaps the literal meaning should not be lost sight of. At the same time the word and its cognates were often used without reference to wine: see παροινέω, - ία, - ιος, in Palm and Rost’s Lex. As πλήκτης answers to πάροινος, it will be best to extend the meaning to signify rather the character, than the mere fact, of παροινία), not a striker (this word also may have a literal and narrower, or a metaphorical and wider sense. In this latter it is taken by Thdrt.: οὐ τὸ ἐπιτιμᾷν εἰς καιρὸν κωλύει· ἀλλὰ τὸ μὴ δεόντως τοῦτο ποιεῖν. But perhaps the coarser literal sense is better, as setting forth more broadly the opposite to the character of a Christian ἐπίσκοπος), but (this contrast springs out of the two last, and is set off by them) forbearing (reasonable and gentle: φέρειν εἰδότα τὰ πρὸς αὐτὸν πλημμελήματα, Thdrt. See note on Philippians 4:5, and Trench, N. T. Syn. § xliii.; but correct his derivation, as in that note), not quarrelsome (cf. 2 Timothy 2:24. Conyb.’s ‘peaceable’ is objectionable, as losing the negative character), not a lover of money (‘liberal,’ Conyb.: but this is still more objectionable: it is not the positive virtue of liberality but the negative one of abstinence from love of money, which, though it may lead to the other in men who have money, is yet a totally distinct thing. Thdrt.’s explanation, while true, is yet characteristic of an ἐπίσκοπος of later days: οὐκ εἶπεν ἀκτήμονα· σύμμετρα γὰρ νομοθετεῖ· ἀλλὰ μὴ ἐρῶντα χρημάτων. δυνατὸν γὰρ κεκτῆσθαι μέν, οἰκονομεῖν δὲ ταῦτα δεόντως, καὶ μὴ δουλεύειν τούτοις, ἀλλὰ τούτων δεσπόζειν):

Verses 3-7
3–7.] (His negative qualities are now specified; the positive ones which occur henceforth arising out of and explaining those negative ones):

Verse 4
4.] (This positive requisite again seems to spring out of the negative ones which have preceded, and especially out of ἀφιλάργυρον. The negatives are again resumed below with μὴ νεόφυτον) presiding well over his own house ( ἰδίου, as contrasted with the church of God below, οἴκου, in its wide acceptation, ‘household,’ including all its members), having children (not ‘keeping (or having) his children’ ( ἔχοντα τὰ τέκνα), as E. V. and Conyb. The emphatic position of τέκνα, besides its anarthrousness, should have prevented this mistake: cf. also Titus 1:6,— μιᾶς γυναικὸς ἀνήρ, τέκνα ἔχων πιστά, κ. τ. λ.) in subjection (i.e. who are in subjection) with all gravity (‘reverent modesty,’ see ch. 1 Timothy 2:2. These words are best applied to the children, not to the head of the house, which acceptance of them rather belongs to the rendering impugned above. It is the σεμνότης of the children, the result of his προστῆναι, which is to prove that he knows how to preside over his own house,—not his own σεμνότης in governing them: the matter of fact, that he has children who are in subjection to him in all gravity,—not his own keeping or endeavouring to keep them so. Want of success in ruling at home, not want of will to rule, would disqualify him for ruling the church. So that the distinction is an important one): but (contrast, as in ch. 1 Timothy 2:12, to the suppressed but imagined opposite case) if any man knows not (the use of εἰ οὐ here is perfectly regular: see Ellicott’s note) how to preside over his own house (shews, by his children being insubordinate, that he has no skill in domestic government), how shall he (this future includes ‘how can he,’ but goes beyond it—appealing, not to the man’s power, which conditions his success, but to the resulting matter of fact, which will be sure to substantiate his failure) take charge of (so Plato, Gorg. p. 520 a: οἱ φάσκοντες προεστάναι τῆς πόλεως καὶ ἐπιμελεῖσθαι) the church of God ( ὁ τὰ σμικρὰ οἰκονομεῖν οὐκ εἰδώς, πῶς δύναται τῶν κρειττόνων καὶ θείων πιστευθῆναι τὴν ἐπιμέλειαν; Thdrt. See the idea followed out popularly in Chrys.)?
Verse 6
6.] (the negative characteristics are resumed) not a novice ( νεόφυτον τὸν εὐθὺς πεπιστευκότα καλεῖ· ἐγὼ γάρ, φησίν, ἐφύτευσα. οὐ γάρ, οὕς τινες ὑπέλαβον, τὸν νέον τῆς ἡλικίας ἐκβάλλει, Thdrt. So Chr. ( νεοκατήχητος), Thl. ( νεοβάπτιστος). An objection has been raised to this precept by Schleierm., that it could hardly find place in the apostolic church, where all were νεόφυτοι. Matthies answers, that in Crete this might be so, and therefore such a precept would be out of place in the Epistle to Titus, but the Ephesian church had been many years established. But De W. rejoins to this, that the precepts are perfectly general, not of particular application. The real reply is to be found, partly by narrowing the range of νεόφυτος, partly in assigning a later date to these Epistles than is commonly held. The case here contemplated is that of one very recently converted. To ordain such a person to the ministry would, for the reason here assigned, be most unadvisable. But we cannot imagine that such period need be extended at the most to more than three or four years, in cases of men of full age who became Christians; and surely such a condition might be fulfilled in any of the Pauline churches, supposing this Epistle to bear any thing like the date which I have assigned to it in the Prolegg. ch. vii. § ii.), lest being besotted with pride (from τῦφος, smoke, steam, and hence metaphorically, the pother which a man’s pride raises about him so that he cannot see himself or others as they are. So τὰ τῆς ψυχῆς, ὄνειρος καὶ τῦφος, Marc. Antonin. ii. 17: τὸν τῦφον ὥσπερ τινὰ καπνὸν φιλοσοφίας εἰς τοὺς σοφιστὰς ἀπεσκέδασε, Plut. Mor. (p. 580 c. Palm. Lex.) Hence τυφοῦσθαι, which is used only in this metaphorical sense, to be thus blinded or bewildered with pride or self-conceit. So τετυφωμένος ταῖς εὐτυχίαις, Strabo xv. p. 686,— ἐπὶ πλούτοις τε καὶ ἀρχαῖς, Lucian, Necyom. 12. See numerous other examples in Palm and Rost’s Lex., from whence the above are taken) he fall into the judgment of the devil (these last words ore ambiguous. Is τοῦ διαβόλου (1) the genitive objective (as Romans 3:8), ‘the judgment into which the devil fell,’—or (2) the genitive subjective, ‘the judgment which is wrought by the devil?’ (1) is held by Chrys. ( εἰς τὴν καταδίκην τὴν αὐτήν, ἣν ἐκεῖνος ἀπὸ τῆς ἀπονοίας ὑπέμεινε), Thdrt. ( τῇ τοῦ διαβόλου τιμωρίᾳ περιπεσεῖται), Thl., Œe., Pel., Calv. (‘in eandem cum diabolo condemnationem ruat.’ See below under (2)), Beza, Est., Grot. (‘id est, pœna qualis diabolo evenit, qui de cœlo dejectus est, 2 Peter 2:4, nempe ob superbiam, Sirach 10:13’), Beng., Wolf (‘repræsentato diaboli exemplo’), Heinr., Heydenreich, Mack, De W., Wiesinger, al.: and by Ellicott. (2) by Ambr. (apparently: ‘Satanas præcipitat eum’), Heumann, Matthies (“if a Christian church-overseer allowed himself to be involved in a charge of pride, the adversary (in concreto living men, his instruments) might by it have reason as well for the accusation of the individual as for inculpation of the congregation, cf. ch. 1 Timothy 5:14, Ephesians 4:27,” cited by Huther), Calv. (as an alternative: “activam significationem non rejicio, fore ut diabolo causam sui accusandi præbeat.” He adds, “sed verior Chrysostomi opinio”), Bezn (altern.), Huther.

It is hardly worth while recounting under this head, the views of those who take τοῦ διαβόλου for a slanderer, inasmuch as ὁ διάβολος never occurs in this sense in the N. T. (on διάβολος, adjective, in this sense, see below, 1 Timothy 3:11). This is done in both 1 Timothy 3:6-7, by Luther (Lästerer), Rosenm., Michaelis, Wegseh., Flatt: in 1 Timothy 3:6 and not in 1 Timothy 3:7, by Erasm., Mosheim, al.

In deciding between the above, one question must first be answered: are we obliged to preserve the same character of the genitive in 1 Timothy 3:6-7? because, if so, we must manifestly take (2): for ( ὀνειδισμὸν κ.) παλίδα τοῦ διαβόλου (see below) cannot bear any other meaning than ‘the (reproach and) snare which the devil lays.’ This question must be answered, not by any mere consideration of uniformity, but by careful enquiry into the import of the substantive κρῖμα. I conceive we cannot understand it here otherwise than as a condemnatory sentence. The word is a vox media; οὐκ εὔκρτον τὸ κρῖμα, Æsch. Suppl. 392: but the dread here expressed of falling into it necessarily confines it to its adverse sense. This being so, Bengel’s remark is noticeable:—“diabolus potest opprobrium inferre, judicium non potest: non enim judicat, sed judicatur.” To this Huther answers, that we must not consider the κρῖμα of the devil as necessarily parallel with God’s κρῖμα, any more than with man’s on his neighbour. “To understand,” he continues, “the κρῖμα τοῦ διαβόλου, we must compare Ephesians 2:2, where the devil is called τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ νῦν ἐνεργοῦν ἐν τοῖς υἱυῖς τῆς ἀπειθείας: so that whatever the world does to the reproach (zur Schmach) of Christ’s Church, is the doing of the spirit that works in the world, viz. of the devil.” But surely this reply is quite inadequate to justify the use of the decisive κρῖμα: and Huther himself has, by suggesting ‘reproach,’ evaded the real question, and taken refuge in the unquestioned meaning of the next verse. He goes on to say, that only by understanding this of a deed of the Prince of the antichristian world, can we clearly establish a connexion with the following verse, pointed out as it is by δέ. But this is still more objectionable: δὲ καί disjoins the two particulars, and introduces the latter as a separate and additional matter. From the use of the decisive word κρῖμα, I infer that it cannot be an act of the adversary which is here spoken of, but an act in which ὁ ἄρχων τοῦ κόσμου τούτου κέκριται. Then as to uniformity with 1 Timothy 3:7, I should not be disposed to make much account of it. For one who so loved similarity of external phrase, even where different meanings were to be conveyed, as St. Paul, to use the genitives in κρῖμα τοῦ διαβόλου and παγὶς τοῦ διαβόλου in these different meanings, is surely nothing which need cause surprise. τοῦ διαβόλ ου is common to both: the devil’s condemnation, and the devil’s snare, are both alike alien from the Christian, in whom, as in his divine Master, the adversary should find nothing, and with whom he should have nothing in common. The κρῖμα τοῦ διαβόλου is in fact but the consummation of that state into which the παγὶς τοῦ διαβόλου is the introduction. I therefore unhesitatingly adopt (1)—the condemnation into which Satan fell through the same blinding effect of pride).

Verse 7
7.] Moreover ( δέ, bringing in the contrast of addition; ‘more than this,’ … καί, the addition itself of a new particular) he must have a good testimony (reff.) from those without (lit. ‘those from without:’ the unusual - θεν (reff.) being added as harmonizing with the ἀπό, the testimony coming ‘from without’), lest he fall into (a question arises which must be answered before we can render the following words. Does ὀνειδισμόν (1) stand alone, ‘into reproach, and the snare of the devil,’ or is it (2) to be joined with παγίδα as belonging to διαβόλου? For (1), which is the view of Thl., Est., Wolf, Heyden., Huther, Wiesinger, al. (and Ellic. doubtfully), it is alleged, that ὀνειδισμόν is separated from καὶ παγίδα by ἐμπέσῃ. But this alone cannot decide the matter. The Apostle may have intended to write merely εἰς ὀνειδισμὸν ἐμπέσῃ τοῦ διαβόλου. Then in adding καὶ παγίδα, we may well conceive that he would keep εἰς ὀν. ἐμπ. for uniformity with the preceding verse, and also not to throw κ. παγίδα into an unnatural prominence, as would be done by placing it before ἐμπέσῃ. We must then decide on other grounds. Wiesinger, seeing that the ὀνειδισμὸς τοῦ διαβόλου, if these are to be taken together, must come immediately from οἱ ἔξωθεν, objects, that he doubts whether any where the devil is said facere per se that which he facit per alterum. But surely 1 John 3:8 is a case in point: ὁ ποιῶν τὴν ἁμαρτίαν ἐκ τοῦ διαβόλου ἐστίν, ὅτι ἀπʼ ἀρχῆς ὁ διάβολος ἁμαρτάνει. εἰς τοῦτο ἐφανερώθη ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ, ἵνα λύσῃ τὰ ἔργα τοῦ διαβόλου,—and indeed Ephesians 2:2, τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ νῦν ἐνεργοῦν ἐν τοῖς υἱοῖς τῆς ἀπειθείας. Huther supports this view by ch. 1 Timothy 5:14; but I am unable to see how that verse touches the question: for whether the ὀνειδισμός belong to τοῦ διαβ. or not, it clearly must come in either case from οἱ ἔξωθεν. One consideration in favour of this view has not been alleged:—that ἡ παγὶς τοῦ διαβόλου seems, from 2 Timothy 2:26, to be a familiar phrase with the Apostle, and therefore less likely to be joined with another governing substantive.

For (2), we have Thdrt. ( τῶν ἔξωθεν τῶν ἀπίστων λέγει. ὁ γὰρ καὶ παρʼ ἐκείνοις πλείστην ἔχων πρὸ τῆς χειροτονίας διαβολήν, ἐπονείδιστος ἔσται, καὶ πολλοῖς ὀνείδεσι περιβαλεῖ τὸ κοινόν, καὶ εἰς τὴν προτέραν ὅτι τάχιστα παλινδρομήσει παρανομίαν, τοῦ διαβόλου πάντα πρὸς τοῦτο μηχανωμένου), al.,—Bengel (“diabolus potest antistiti malis testimoniis laboranti plurimum excitare molestiæ, per se et per homines calumniatores”), De W., al. The chief grounds for this view are, (a) grammatical—that the εἰς is not repeated before παγίδα. I am not sure, whether we are right in applying such strict rules to these Pastoral Epistles: but the consideration cannot but have some weight. (b) contextual—that the Apostle would hardly have alleged the mere ἐμπεσεῖν εἰς ὀνειδισμόν as a matter of sufficient importance to be parallel with ἐμπ. εἰς παγίδα τοῦ διαβόλου. This latter, I own, inclines me to adopt (2), but I would not by any means speak strongly in repudiation of the other) the reproach and the snare of the devil (reff. This latter is usually taken as meaning, the danger of relapse (cf. Thdrt. cited above): so Calv.: “ne infamiæ expositus, perfrictæ frontis esse incipiat, tantoque majore licentia se prostituat ad omnem nequitiam: quod est diaboli plagis se irretire. Quid enim spei restat ubi nullus est peccati pudor?” Grot. gives it a different turn: ‘ne contumeliis notatus quærat se ulcisci.’ These, and many other references, may well be contained in the expression, and we need not, I think, be at the pains precisely to specify any one direction which the evil would take. Such an one’s steps would be shackled—his freedom hampered—his temper irritated—his character lost—and the natural result would be a fall from his place, to the detriment not of himself only, but of the Church of Christ).

Verse 8
8.] The construction continues from the preceding—the δεῖ εἶναι being in the Apostle’s mind as governing the accusatives.

In like manner (the ὡσαύτως seems introduced by the similarity of character,—not merely to mark an additional particular) the deacons (mentioned as a class, besides here, only Philippians 1:1, where, as here, they follow the ἐπίσκοποι. Phœbe, Romans 16:1, is a διάκονος of the church at Cenchrea. The term or its cognates occur in a vaguer sense, but still indicating a special office, in Romans 12:7; 1 Peter 4:11. The connexion of the ecclesiastical deacons with the seven appointed in Acts 6. is very doubtful: see Chrysostom’s and Œe.’s testimony, distinguishing them, in note there. But that the ecclesiastical order sprung out of similar necessities, and had for its field of work similar objects, can hardly be doubted. See Suicer, διάκονος: Winer, Realw.: Neander, Pfl. u. Leit. i. p. 54 note) (must be) grave, not of double speech (= δίγλωσσος, Proverbs 11:13 (Ellic. adds διχόμυθος, Eurip. Orest. 890), not quite as Thl. ἄλλα φρονοῦντας κ. ἄλλα λέγοντας, but rather as Thdrt. (and Thl., additional), ἕτερα τούτῳ, ἕτερα δὲ ἐκείνῳ λέγοντας), not addicted (applying themselves, reff.) to much wine (= μὴ οἴνῳ πολλῷ δεδουλωμένας, Titus 2:3), not greedy of gain (hardly, as E. V., to be doubly rendered,—‘greedy of filthy lucre,’—so also Thdrt., ὁ ἐκ πραγμάτων αἰσχρῶν κ. λίαν ἀτόπων κέρδη συλλέγειν ἀνεχόμενος. It would appear from Titus 1:11, διδάσκοντες ἃ μὴ δεῖ αἰσχροῦ κέρδους χάριν, that all κέρδος is αἰσχρόν which is set before a man as a by-end in his work for God: so likewise in 1 Peter 5:2,— ἐπισκοποῦντες μὴ … μηδὲ αἰσχροκερδῶς … ‘nor with a view to gain,’ such gain being necessarily base when thus sought. This particular of the deacons’ character assumes special importance, if we connect it with the collecting and distributing alms. Cyprian, Ep. 54 (12 ad Corn. Pap. § 1, Migne, Patr. Gr. vol. iii. p. 797), stigmatizes the deacon Felicissimus as ‘pecuniæ commissæsibi fraudator’) holding the mystery of the (or their) faith (that great objective truth which man of himself knows not, but which the Spirit of God reveals to the faithful: cf. Romans 16:25 f.: 1 Corinthians 2:7-10; and even Him who in fact is that mystery, the great object of all faith: see note on 1 Timothy 3:16, τὸ τῆς εὐσεβείας μυστήριον. That expression makes it probable that τῆς πίστεως is here to be taken subjectively: the, or their, faith: the apprehension which appropriates to them the contents of God’s revelation of Christ. That revelation of the Person of Christ, their faith’s μυστήριον, they are to hold. See Ellic.’s note) in pure conscience (see reff. and ch. 1 Timothy 1:19. From those passages it appears, that we must not give the words a special application to their official life as deacons, but understand them of earnestness and singleness of Christian character:—being in heart persuaded of the truth of that divine mystery which they profess to have apprehended by faith).

Verses 8-13
8–13.] Precepts regarding deacons and deaconesses (see below on 1 Timothy 3:11).

Verse 10
10.] And moreover (the δέ introduces a caution—the slight contrast of a necessary addition to their mere present character. On this force of καὶ … δέ, see Hartung, i. 182: Ellic., here. There is no connexion in καὶ … δέ with the former requirements regarding ἐπίσκοποι) let these (who answer, in their candidateship for the diaconate, to the above character) be put to the proof first (viz. with regard to their blamelessness of life, cf. ἀνέγκλ. ὄντες below: e.g. by testimonials, and publication of their intention to offer themselves: but no formal way is specified, only the reality insisted on), then let them act as deacons (or, minister: but more probably here in the narrower technical sense, as in reff. (?) Not ‘be made deacons,’ as Conyb.: the word is of their act in the office, not of their reception of it, which is of course understood in the background), if they are (found by the δοκιμή to be) irreproachable.

Verse 11
11.] (The) women in like manner (who are these? Are they (1) women who were to serve as deacons,—deaconesses?—or (2) wives of the deacons?—or (3) wives of the deacons and overseers?—or (4) women in general? I conceive we may dismiss (4) at once, for Chrys.’s reason: τί γὰρ ἐβούλετο μεταξὺ τῶν εἰρημένων παρεμβαλεῖν τι περὶ γυναικῶν;—(3) upheld by Calv., Est., Calov., and Mack, may for the same reason, seeing that he returns to διάκονοι again in 1 Timothy 3:12, be characterized as extremely improbable,—(2) has found many supporters among modern Commentators: Luth., Beza, Beng. (who strangely adds, ‘pendet ab habentes 1 Timothy 3:9’), Rosenm., Heinr., Huther, Conyb., al., and E. V. But it has against it (a) the omission of all expressed reference to the deacons, such as might be given by αὐτῶν, or by τάς: (b) the expression of ὡσαύτως, by which the διάκονοι themselves were introduced, and which seems to mark a new ecclesiastical class: (c) the introduction of the injunction respecting the deacons, ἔστωσαν μιᾶς γυναικὸς ἄνδρες, as a new particular, which would hardly be if their wives had been mentioned before: (d) the circumstance, connected with the mention of Phœbe as διάκονος of the church at Cenchrea in Romans 16:1, that unless these are deaconesses, there would be among these injunctions no mention of an important class of persons employed as officers of the church. We come thus to consider (1), that these γυναῖκες are deaconesses,—ministræ, as Pliny calls them in his letter to Trajan (see note on Romans 16:1). In this view the ancients are, as far as I know, unanimous. Of the moderns, it is held by Grot., Mosh., Mich., De W., Wiesinger, Ellicott. It is alleged against it—(a) that thus the return to the διάκονοι, 1 Timothy 3:12, would be harsh, or, as Conyb. “on that view, the verse is most unnaturally interpolated in the midst of the discussion concerning the deacons.” But the ready answer to this is found in Chrys.’s view of 1 Timothy 3:12, that under διάκονοι, and their household duties, he comprehends in fact both sexes under one: ταῦτα καὶ περὶ γυναικῶν διακόνων ἁρμόττει εἰρῆσθαι: (b) that the existence of deaconesses as an order in the ministry is after all not so clear. To this it might be answered, that even were they no where else mentioned, the present passage stands on its own grounds; and if it seemed from the context that such persons were indicated here, we should reason from this to the fact of their existence, not from the absence of other mention to their non-indication here. I decide then for (1): that these women are deaconesses) (must be) grave, not slanderers (corresponds to μὴ διλόγους in the males, being the vice to which the female sex is more addicted. Cf. Eurip. Phœn. 298 ff., φιλόψογον δὲ χρῆμα θηλειῶν ἔφυ, | σμικράς τʼ ἀφορμὰς ἢν λάβωσι τῶν λόγων, | πλείους ἐπεισφέρουσιν· ἡδονὴ δέ τις | γυναιξί, μηδὲν ὑγιὲς ἀλλήλαις λέγειν.

διάβολος in this sense (reff.) is peculiar in N. T. to these Epistles), sober (see on 1 Timothy 3:2, corresponding to μὴ οἴνῳ πολλῷ προσέχοντας), faithful in all things (corresponds to μὴ αἰσχροκερδεῖς: trusty in the distribution of the alms committed to them, and in all other ministrations).

Verse 12
12.] General directions respecting those in the diaconate (of both sexes, the female being included in the male, see Chrys. cited above), with regard to their domestic condition and duties, as above (1 Timothy 3:4-5) respecting the episcopate. Let the deacons be husbands of one wife (see on this above, 1 Timothy 3:2), ruling well over children (the emphatic position of the anarthrous τέκνα, as above 1 Timothy 3:4, makes it probable that the having children to rule is to be considered as a qualification. sec Titus 1:6, note. Chrys. gives a curious and characteristic reason for the precept: πανταχοῦ τίθησι τὴν τῶν τέκνων προστασίαν, ἵνα μὴ ἀπὸ τούτου οἱ λοιποὶ σκανδαλίζωνται) and their own houses.

Verse 13
13.] The importance of true and faithful service in the diaconate. For those who served well the office of deacon (the aor. participle, not the perf., because the standing-point of the sentence is at first the great day, when their διακονία has passed by. In fact this aor. participle decides between the interpretations: see below) are acquiring (the Apostle having begun by placing himself at the great day of retribution, and consequently used the aor. participle, now shifts, so to speak, the scene, and deals with their present conduct: q. d., ‘Those who shall then be found to have served well, &c.… are now, &c.’ On περιποιέω and περιποίησις, see notes, Ephesians 1:14; 1 Thessalonians 5:9) for themselves (emphatic—besides the service they are rendering to the church) a good standing-place (viz. at the great day: cf. ch. 1 Timothy 6:19, ἀποθησαυρίζοντας ἑαυτοῖς θεμέλιον καλὸν εἰς τὸ μέλλον, ἵνα ἐπιλάβωνται τῆς ὄντως ζωῆς:—and Daniel 12:3 (Heb. and E. V.), where however the metaphor is different.

The interpretations of βαθμόν, a step, or place to stand on (in LXX, the threshold, or step, before a door; see reff.), have been very various. (1) Ambr., Jer., Pel., Thl., Erasm., Bull, Beza, Corn.-a-lap., Est., Grot., Lightf., Beng., Wolf, Mosh., Schöttg., Wordsw., al., understand it of a degree of ecclesiastical preferment, scil. from the office of deacon to that of presbyter, and take καλόν for a comparative. Against this is (a) the forcing of καλόν; (b) the improbability that such a rise upwards through the ecclesiastical offices was known in the Apostle’s time: (c) the still greater unlikelihood, even if it were known, that he would propose as a motive to a deacon to fulfil his office well, the ambitious desire to rise out of it. (2) Mack, Matth., Olsh., Huther, al., following Calv. and Luther, understand by it a high place of honour in the esteem of the church (see on παῤῥησία below): “qui probe funeti fuerint hoc ministerio, non parvo honore dignos esse.” Calv. Against this is (a) that there is not a more distinct reference made to the estimation of the church; indeed that the emphatic ἑαυτοῖς (see above) is altogether against such reference: (b) that thus again an unworthy motive would be set before tha deacons: (c) that again (see below) παῤῥησία will not on this interpretation, bear any legitimate rendering. (d) the aor. part. διακονήσαντες, as before. (3) Musc., al., take it spiritually, as meaning progress in the faith. Chrys. is claimed for this view, but this is somewhat doubtful. His words are, τουτέστι, προκοπὴν καὶ παῤῥησίαν πολλὴν τὴν ἐν πίστει χρ. ἰησοῦ· ὡσεὶ ἔλεγεν, οἱ ἐν τοῖς κάτω δείξαντες ἑαυτοὺς διεγηγερμένους, ταχέως καὶ πρὸς ἐκεῖνα ἀνελεύσονται: where, notwithstanding that προκοπήν would seem to mean subjective progress, Thl.’s explanation of ἐκεῖνα,— τὰ ἀνώτερα, the higher office, seems best to fit the sentence: and thus προκοπή must be objective,—preferment. But (a) the whole (especially βαθμὸν περιποιοῦνται) is of too objective a character thus to be interpreted of a merely subjective process—besides that (b) thus also the present περιποιοῦνται would require a present participle διακονοῦντες. (4) Thdrt. (below), Croc., Flatt, Heinrichs (modified: see below), De W., Wiesinger, understand it nearly as above—of the station or standing-place which the faithful deacon acquires before God, with reference to his own salvation. The opinions of these Commentators are, however, somewhat various as to the exact time to which the standing on this βαθμός is to be referred. Thdrt. says: εἰ καὶ ἐλάττονα, φησί, τιμὴν ἔχουσι κατὺ τόνδε τὸν βίον, ἀλλʼ οὖν εἰδέναι προσήκει, ὡς τὴν ἐγχειρισθεῖσαν πεπληρωκότες διακονιαν, τὸν τιμιώτατον βαθμὸν ἐν τῷ μέλλοντι λήψονται βίῳ, καὶ τῆς πρὸς τὸν δεσπότην χριστὸν ἀπολαύσονται παῤῥησίας. Heinrichs, with whom De W. and Wiesinger are disposed to agree, understands that they procure to themselves a good expectation of salvation: a βαθμός i.e. in this life, with reference to the future one. I believe, from the form of the sentence, that the truth will be found by combining the two views. The διακονήσαντες, as above stated, is used with reference to their finished course at that day. The περιποιοῦνται transfers the scene to the present time. The βαθμός is that which they are now securing for themselves, and will be found standing on at that day: belonging therefore in part to both periods, and not necessarily involving the idea of different degrees of blessedness, though that idea (cf. 1 Corinthians 3:15) is familiar to St. Paul,—but merely predicating the soundness of the ground on which these διάκονοι will themselves stand) and much confidence (this also is variously understood, according as βαθμός is interpreted. Those who think of ecclesiastical preferment, render παῤῥησία ‘freedom of speech as regards the faith (obj.),’ i.e. in teaching (‘majore fiducia aliis Evangelium prædicabunt,’ Grot.), or in resisting error,—or, ‘libertas ingenue agendi,’ as Est.: or ‘a wide field for spiritual action,’ as Matthies. To these there might be no objection, but for the adjunct to παῤῥησία, ἐν πίστει τῇ ἐν χριστῷ ἰησοῦ. Thus defined, παῤῥησία must necessarily have a subjective reference,—i.e. to the confidence towards God possessed by those who have made good advance in faith in Christ, as in reff. And so Thdrt. (above), Ambr., Croc., Cocc., Flatt, Calv., Beza (these two understand it more generally, of the confidence wrought by a good conscience), Bengel, Wies., De W., Ellic., al.) in (the) faith (subjective, from what follows) which is in (see reff. ἐν denotes more the repose of faith in, εἰς the reliance of faith on, Christ) Christ Jesus,

Verses 14-16
14–16.] CLOSE OF THE ABOVE DIRECTIONS by a solemn statement of their object and its glorious import. These things (the foregoing precepts, most naturally: hardly, as Bengel, ‘totam epistolam’) I write (expressed in the epistolary aorist, Philemon 1:19; Philemon 1:21; but in the present, 1 Corinthians 14:37; 2 Corinthians 1:13; 2 Corinthians 13:10; Galatians 1:20. (1 John 1:4; 1 John 2:1, &c.)) to thee, hoping (‘though I hope:’ “part. ἐλπίζων per καίπερ seu similem particulam esse resolvendum, nexus orationis docet.” Leo, cited by Huther) to come to thee sooner (than may seem) (on the comparative,—which must not be broken down into a positive, as it is by almost all the Commentators,—see John 13:27 note, and Winer, edn. 6, § 35. 4. Also Acts 17:21; Acts 25:10; Acts 27:13; Hebrews 13:19; Hebrews 13:23, which last is exactly parallel with this. Some supply it,—before this Epistle come to thee: or, before thou shalt have need to put these precepts into practice: but the above seems simpler, and suits better the usage elsewhere): but if I should delay (coming) (from ἐλπίζων to βραδύνω may be regarded as parenthetical, the ἵνα belonging immediately to γράφω), that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to conduct thyself (reff. Huther would take πῶς δεῖ ἀναστρέφεσθαι generally,—‘how men ought to behave themselves;’ alleging, that in the preceding, there is no direct prescription how Timotheus is himself to act, and that if we supply σε (as D1 in digest), we confine the reference of οἶκος θεοῦ to the Ephesian church. The latter objection need not detain us long. If the church in general is the house of God, then any portion of it may clearly partake of the title and the dignity. To the former, we may reply, that in fact, the whole of what has preceded does regard Timotheus’s own behaviour. He was to see to all these things—to take care that all these precepts were observed) in the house of God (see reff. also Hebrews 3:2; Hebrews 3:5-6, and notes: 1 Corinthians 3:16; 2 Corinthians 6:16; Ephesians 2:22 :—that congregation among whom God dwells, by His Spirit);—for such (the house of God: the ἥτις brings out into prominence the appository explanation, and specially applies it to the antecedent) is the congregation ( ἐκκλησίας οὐ τοὺς οἴκους λέγει τοὺς εὐκτηρίους, κατὰ τὴν τῶν πολλῶν συνήθειαν, ἀλλὰ τῶν πιστῶν τὸν σύλλογον. Theod.-mops.) of the living God (thus designated for solemnity, and to shew his personal and active presence among them), the pillar (see below) and basement (= θεμέλιος, 2 Timothy 2:19; ‘firmamentum.’ It is a climax, not as Bengel, “instar unius vocubuli solidissimum quiddam exprimentis:” the στύλος is the intermediate, the ἑδραίωμα the final support of the building: as Wahl,—“omne id, cui ut primario et præ ceteris insigni innititur aliquid”) of the truth (these latter words are variously referred: being (1) by Camero, ErSchmid., Limborch, Le Clerc, Schöttg., Beng., Mosh., Rosenm., Heinr., Wegsch., Heydenr., Flatt, al. (see in Wolf. Not Chillingworth, as stated in Bloomf.: see below), joined with the following sentence, putting a period at ζῶντος, and proceeding στύλος καὶ ἑδραίωμα τῆς ἀληθείας καὶ ὁμολογουμένως μέγα ἐστὶν τὸ μυστ. κ. τ. λ. To this I can only say, that if any one imagines St. Paul, or any other person capable of writing this Epistle, able to have indited such a sentence, I fear there is but little chance in arguing with him on the point in question. To say nothing of its abruptness and harshness, beyond all example even in these Epistles, how palpably does it betray the botching of modern conjectural arrangement in the wretched anti-climax— στύλος καὶ ἑδραίωμα (rising in solemnity) τῆς ἀληθείας, καὶ (what grander idea, after the basement of the whole building, does the reader suppose about to follow?) ὁμολογουμένως μέγα! These two last words, which have (see below) their appropriate majesty and grandeur in their literal use at the emphatic opening of such a sentence as the next, are thus robbed of it all, and sink into the very lowest bathos; the metaphor being dropped, and the lofty imagery ending with a vague generality. If a sentence like this occurred in the Epistle, I should feel it a weightier argument against its genuineness than any which its opponents have yet adduced.

(2) by Gregory of Nyssa (de vita Mosis: vol. i. p. 385, οὐ μόνον πέτρος καὶ ἰάκωβος καὶ ἰωάννης στύλοι τῆς ἐκκλησίας εἰσὶ … ὁ θεῖος ἀπόστολος … καὶ τὸν τιμόθεον στύλον καλὸν ἐτεκτήνατο, ποιήσας αὐτόν, καθὼς φησὶ τῇ ἰδιίᾳ φωνῇ, στύλον καὶ ἑδραίωμα τῆς ἀληθείας), Chillingworth (Religion of Protestants, &c., ch. iii. 76: but he allows as possible, the reference to the Church: “if you will needs have St. Paul refer this not to Timothy, but to the Church, I will not contend about it any further, than to say, Possibly it may be otherwise”),—by others mentioned in Wolf, and in our own days by Conybeare, it is taken as referring to TIMOTHEUS:—“that thou mayest know how to conduct thyself in the house of God, which is &c.… as a pillar and basement of the truth.” In the very elaborate discussion of this passage by Suicer (s. v. στύλος), he cites those fathers who seem more or less to have favoured this idea. Of these we must manifestly not claim for it those who have merely used the word στύλος or columna of an Apostle or teacher, or individual Christian,—as that is justified, independently of our passage, by Galatians 2:9; Revelation 3:12 :—but Greg. Naz. applies the very words to Eusebius of Samosata (Ep. xliv. 1, vol. iii. (Migne) p. 39), and to Basil (Orat. xviii. 1, vol. i. p. 330): and Basil in the Catena says, εἰσὶ καὶ στύλοι τῆς ἱερουσαλὴμ οἱ ἀπόστολοι, κατὰ τὸ εἰρημένον, στύλος καὶ ἑδραίωμα τῆς ἀληθείας: and in the Epistle of the churches of Lyons and Vienne, Euseb. 1 Timothy 3:1, it is said of Attalus, στύλον καὶ ἑδραίωμα τῶν ἐνταῦθα ἀεὶ γεγουνότα. Other cognate expressions, such as τὸ στερέωμα τῆς πίστεως (Chrys., of St. Peter, Hom. xxxii. vol. v. p. 199; and Basil, of Eusebius, as above), πίστεως ἔρεισμα (Greg. Naz., of Basil, Or. xviii. as above), τὸ τῆς ἐκκλησίας στήριγμα (Thl. on Luke 22, of St. Peter), θρησκείας στηρίγματα (of Pastors, Nicephorus Hist. vii. 2), are adduced by Suicer. The principal modern reasons for adopting this view have been (a) polemical—as against Roman Catholic infallibility of the Church, or (b) for uniformity of symbolism, seeing that in Galatians 2:9, Revelation 3:12, men are compared to pillars (see this very copiously illustrated in Suicer). On both of these I shall treat expressly below.

To the grammatical construction of the sentence thus understood, there is no objection. The nominative στύλος after δεῖ would be not only allowable, but necessary, if it expressed, not a previous predicate of the understood σε, but the character which by the ἀναστρέφεσθαι he was to become or shew forth: cf. Plato and Demost. in Kühner, § 646, 2 anm., who however has not apprehended the right reason of the idiom.

But to the sentence itself thus arranged and understood, there are weighty, and I conceive fatal objections: to wit, (c) if στύλος κ. τ. λ. had been meant to apply to Timotheus, it would hardly have been possible that σε should be omitted. He would thus be the prominent object in the whole passage, not as now the least prominent, lurking behind ἀναστρέφεσθαι to make way for greater things. (d) I can hardly think, that, in this case, στύλος would have been anarthrous. Though ‘a pillar’ might be the virtual meaning, σε, τὸν στύλον, or σε ἀναστρέφεσθαι, … ὁ στύλος, would certainly be the Greek expression. (e) In this case also, the καὶ ὁμολογουμένως which follows would most naturally refer, not to the great deposit of faith in Christ which is entrusted to the church to keep,—but to the very strong and unusual expression which had just been used of a young minister in the church,—‘and confessedly great is the dignity of the least of the ministers of Christ: for,’ &c. (3) The reference to THE CHURCH is upheld by Chrys. ( οὐχ ὡς ἐκεῖνος ὁ ἰουδαικὸς οἶκος θεοῦ. τοῦτο γάρ ἐστι τὸ συνέχον τὴν πίστιν καὶ τὸ κήρυγμα· ἡ γὰρ ἀλήθειά ἐστι τῆς ἐκκλησίας καὶ στύλος καὶ ἑδραίωμα. This inversion of the sentence may have arisen from taking τῆς ἀληθείας as a genitive of apposition), Thdrt. ( οἶκον θεοῦ καὶ ἐκκλησίαν τῶν πεπιστευκότων τὸν σύλλογον προσηγόρευσε. τούτους ἔφη στύλον καὶ ἑδραίωμα τῆς ἀληθείας. ἐπὶ γὰρ τῆς πέτρας ἐρηρεισμένοι καὶ ἀκλόνητοι διαμένουσι, καὶ διὰ τῶν πραγμάτων κηρύττοντες τὴν τῶν δογμάτων ἀλήθειαν), Theodor.-mops. (as cited above, on ἐκκλησία, as far as σύλλογον, then he proceeds, ὅθεν καὶ στύλον αὐτὴν καὶ ἑδραίωμα τῆς ἀληθείας ἐκάλεσεν, ὡς ἂν ἐν αὐτῇ τῆς ἀληθείας τὴν σύστασιν ἐχούσης), Thl., Œc., Ambr., Pel., the Roman Commentators, Luth., Calv. (“nonne Ecclesia mater est piorum omnium, quæ ipsos regenerat Dei verbo, quæ educat alitque tota vita, quæ confirmat, quæ ad solidam perfectionem usque perducit? eadem quoque ratione columna veritatis prædicatur: quia doctrinæ administrandæ munus, quod Deus penes eam deposuit, unicum est instrumentum retinendæ veritatis, ne ex hominum memoria pereat”), Beza, Grot. (“veritatem sustentat atque attollit ecclesia, efficit ne labatur ex animis, efficit ut longe lateque conspiciatur”), Calov., Wolf, &c. De Wette, Huther, Wiesinger, al. And this interpretation agrees with 2 Timothy 2:19; see note there. But there is brought against it the objection, that there is thus introduced confusion of metaphor. The ἐκκλησία, which was the οἶκος above, now becomes στύλος, a part of the οἶκος. This is not difficult to answer. The house contains in itself both στύλος and ἑδραίωμα—the pillar and the basement both belong to the house. Why may not the στύλος be taken collectively? the very word ἐκκλησία, occurring since, has pluralized the idea—the building consists of the κλητοί, who are so many στύλοι—why should it not in the aggregate be described as the στύλος? This seems to me far better than, with some in Suicer, to suppose a monumental pillar, or base of an image, to be meant. The way in which the congregation of the faithful is the pillar and basement of the truth is admirably given by Thdrt. and Calvin above: viz. in that it is the element in which and medium by which the truth is conserved and upheld).

Verse 16
16.] And (follows on the preceding: it is indeed worth all thy care to conduct thyself worthily in this house of God—for that truth which is there conserved and upheld is great and glorious above all others, being (see below) none other in fact than THE LORD HIMSELF, in all His gracious manifestation and glorious triumph) confessedly (‘as is acknowledged on all hands:’ so Thucyd. vi. 90, ἴθηρας καὶ ἄλλους τῶν ἐκεῖ ὁμολογουμένως νῦν βαρβάρων μαχιμωτάτους: Xen. Anab. ii. 6. 1, κλέαρχος ὁμολογουμένως ἐκ πάντων τῶν ἐμπείρως αὐτοῦ ἐχόντων δόξας γενέσθαι ἀνὴρ καὶ πολεμικός, κ. τ. λ.: see other examples in Palm and Rost, Lex., and in Wetst. In this word there is a reference to the ἐκκλησία as the upholder of the truth: confessedly among the κλητοί. But we must not therefore take the word in n formal sense, ‘as we confess,’ and then in consequence regard the following words as a portion of a confession or song of praise (see below). The adverb is of too general signification for this special reference) great is the mystery (see 1 Timothy 3:9; that which was hidden from man until God revealed it, historically, in Redemption) of piety (see ch. 1 Timothy 2:2, note: ‘of the religious life.’

In order to comprehend fully what follows, we must endeavour to realize the train of thought in the Apostle’s mind at the time. This ‘mystery’ of the life of God in man, is in fact the unfolding of Christ to and in him: the key-text to our passage being Colossians 1:27, οἷς ἠθέλησεν ὁ θεὸς γνωρίσαι τί τὸ πλοῦτος τῆς δόξης τοῦ μυστηρίου τούτου ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν ὅ ἐστιν χριστὸς ἐν ὑμῖν, ἡ ἐλπὶς τῆς δόξας. This was the thought in St. Paul’s mind; that the great revelation of the religious life is, CHRIST. And in accordance with his practice in these Epistles, written as I believe, far on in his course, and after the figures and results of deep spiritual thoughts had been long familiar to him, he at once without explanation, or apology as beforetime in Colossians 1:27, or expression of the χριστός justifying the change of gender in the relative, joins the deep and latent thought with the superficial and obvious one, and without saying that the mystery is in fact Christ, passes from the mystery to the Person of Christ as being one and the same. Then, thus passing, he is naturally led to a summary of those particulars wherein Christ has been revealed as a ground for the εὐσεβεια of His Church. And, the idea of μυστήριον being prominent before him, he selects especially those events in and by which Christ was manifested forth—came forth from that secrecy in which he had beforetime been hidden in the counsels of God, and shone out to men and angels as the Lord of life and glory. Let me say in passing, that it should be noticed, in a question which now happily no longer depends on internal considerations, how completely the whole glorious sentence is marred and disjoined by the substitution of θεός. It is not the objective fact of God being manifested, of which the Apostle is speaking, but the life of God lived in the church,—the truth, of which the congregation of believers is the pillar and basement,—as identical (John 14:6) with Him who is its centre and heart and stock—as unfolded once for all in the unfolding of Him. The intimate and blessed link, furnished by the ὅς, assuring the Church that it is not they that live, but Christ that liveth in them, is lost if we understand μυστήριον merely as a fact, however important, historically revealed. There is hardly a passage in the N. T., in which I feel more deep personal thankfulness for the restoration of the true and wonderful connexion of the original text)—who (thus, and not ‘which,’ nor ‘He who,’ should we render, preserving the same transition, from the mystery, to Him of whom now all that follows is spoken. ὅς is, as stated in Ellicott, and of course implied here, “a relative to an omitted though easily recognized antecedent, viz. Christ”) was manifested in the flesh (it has been often maintained of late, e.g. by Mack, Winer, Huther, Wiesinger, Conyb., al., that these sentences, from their parallelism and concinnity, are taken from some hymn or confession of the ancient church. We cannot absolutely say that it may not have been so: but I should on all grounds regard it as very doubtful. I can see no reason why the same person who wrote the rhetorical passages, Romans 8:38-39; Romans 11:33-36; 1 Corinthians 13:4-7, and numerous others, might not, difference of time and modified mental characteristics being allowed for, have written this also. Once written, it would be sure to gain a place among the choice and treasured sayings of the Church, and might easily find its way into liturgical use: but I should be most inclined to think that we have here its first expression. The reason which some of the above Commentators adduce for their belief,—the abrupt insulation of the clauses disjoined from the thought in the context, has no weight with me: I on the other hand feel that so beautiful and majestic a sequence of thoughts springing directly from the context itself, can hardly be a fragment pieced in, but must present the free expansion of the mind of the writer in the treatment of his subject. On the sense of this clause, cf. John 1:14, ὁ λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο,—and 2 Timothy 1:10. This is put first in the rank, as being the preliminary to all the rest. It is followed by the next clause, because the assertion and assurance of Christ’s perfect unsinning righteousness was the aim of his manifestation in our flesh all those thirty years which preceded His public ministry: see below), was justified (i.e. approved to be righteous,—according to the uniform Pauline usage: not as De W., al., ‘proved to be what he was.’ The Apostle is following the historical order of events during the manifestation of our Lord on earth. That this is so, is manifest by the final clause being, ἀνελήμφθη ἐν δόξῃ. I take these events then in their order, and refer this to our Lord’s baptism and temptation, in which His righteousness was approved and proved) in the Spirit (He was dwelt on by the Spirit in His baptism—led up by the Spirit to His great trial, and ἐν πνεύματι, the Spirit of God being His Spirit (but cf. Ellicott’s note), that of which he said τὸ πνεῦμα μὲν πρόθυμον, ἡ δὲ σὰρξ ἀσθενής, He was proved to be righteous and spotless and separate from evil and its agent. See Romans 1:3-4, where another proof of this His spiritual perfection is given, viz. the great and crowning one of the Resurrection from the dead. Some have thought of that proof here also: others, of the continued course of His miracles, especially the Resurrection: Bengel of the Resurrection and Ascension, by which He entered into His glory: alii aliter. But I prefer keeping the historical order, though I would by no means limit the δικαίωσις to that time only: then it was chiefly and prominently manifested), was seen by angels (viz. by means of His Incarnation, and specifically, when they came and ministered to Him after His temptation. This seems to be regarded as the first, or at all events is the first recorded occasion on which they ministered to Him. And thus Chrys. and Thdrt.’s remark may apply: τὴν γὰρ ἀόρατον τῆς θεότητος φύσιν οὐδὲ ἐκεῖνοι ἑώρων σαρκωθέντα δὲ ἐθεάσαντο, Thdrt.:— μεθʼ ἡμῶν, as Chrys. This, one of the particulars of the glory and manifestation of the incarnate Saviour, is, though not immediately concerning the mystery of piety as upheld in the Church, cited as belonging to the unfolding of that mystery in Christ), was preached among the nations (that preaching commencing with the sending out of the Apostles, and though not then, in the strict technical sense, carried on ἐν ἔθνεσιν, yet being the beginning of that which waxed onward till it embraced all nations. See and compare Romans 16:26 (Ephesians 3:8). So that we are still proceeding with our Lord’s ministry, taking ἔθνεσιν in that wider sense in which the Jews themselves are numbered among them (so also Chrys., Huther), and the fact itself as the great commencement of the proclamation of Christ to men), was believed on in the world (including all that winning of faith first from His disciples (John 2:11), then from the Jews (John 2:23; Joh_8:30), and Samaritans (John 4:41-42): see also id. John 10:42. Our clause boars with it a reminiscence of his own great saying, John 3:16 ff.,— οὕτως γὰρ ἠγάπησεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν κόσμον ὥστε τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ τὸν μονογενῆ ἔδωκεν, ἵνα πᾶς ὁ πιστεύων εἰς αὐτὸν μὴ ἀπόληται ἀλλʼ ἔχῃ ζωὴν αἰώνιον. οὐ γὰρ ἀπέστειλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸν κόσμον ἵνα κρίνῃ τὸν κόσμον, ἀλλʼ ἵνα σωθῇ ὁ κόσμος διʼ αὐτοῦ. ὁ πιστεύων εἰς αὐτὸν οὐ κρίνεται· ὁ δὲ μὴ πιστεύων ἤδη κέκριται κ. τ. λ.), was received up in glory (at His Ascension (against De Wette, who understands it of celestial precedence (von einem himmlischen Vorgange): but qu. his meaning?): cf. reff.

ἐν δόξῃ is best taken as a pregnant construction—was taken up into, and reigns in, glory.

It is this distinct reference to the fact of our Lord’s personal Ascension, which in my mind rules the whole sentence and makes it, whatever further reference each clause may have, a chain of links of the divine manifestation of the Person of Christ, following in chronological order from His incarnation to His assumption into glory. The order and connexion of the clauses has been very variously understood, as may be Seen in Wolf, and in De Wette. The triple antithesis, so characteristic of St. Paul, can hardly escape any reader: ἐν σαρκί, ἐνπνεύματι,— ἀγγέλοις, ἔθνεσιν,— ἐν κόσμῳ, ἐν δόξῃ: but further it is hardly worth while to reproduce the distinctions which Some have drawn, or motives for arrangement which they have supposed).

04 Chapter 4 
Verse 1
1.] But (contrast to the glorious mystery of piety which has been just dwelt on) the Spirit (viz. the Holy Spirit of prophecy, speaking in the Apostle himself, or in others,—or, which is most probable, in both—in the general prophetic testimony which He bore throughout the church: cf. γίνωσκε, spoken from the same point of prophetic foresight, 2 Timothy 3.]. Some (even Wiesinger) have supposed the Apostle to refer to some prophetic passage of the O. T., or to the general testimony of the O. T. prophecies (Daniel 7:25; Daniel 8:23; Daniel 11:30), or those of our Lord (Matthew 24:4 ff., Matthew 24:11), or of the Apostles (2 Thessalonians 2:3 ff. 1 John 2:18. 2 Peter 3:3. Jude 1:18), or all these combined. But in the two former cases, we should hardly have had τὸ πνεῦμα λέγει, but ἡ γραφή, or ὁ κύριος, or the like; τὸ πνεῦμα implying rather the present agency of the Spirit: and the latter is only a less clear way of putting the explanation given above: for why should writings be referred to, when the living men were yet testifying in the power of the Spirit among them? Besides, see the way in which such written prophecies are referred to, in Jude 1:17) expressly (‘plainly,’ ‘in so many words:’ ῥητῶς is a postclassical word, found once in Polyb. (iii. 23.5: given by Schweigh., Lex., and Palm and Rost, wrongly, ii. 23. 5; and by Liddell and Scott, in conseq., Polyb. without a reference), ὑπὲρ δὲ σικελίας τἀναντία διαστέλλονται ῥητῶς, and often in later writers—cf. examples in Wetst., especially Sext. Empir.,— ὁ ξενοφῶν ἐν τοῖς ἀπομνημονεύμασι ῥητῶς φησιν, ἀπαρνεῖσθαι αὐτὸν ( τὸν σωκράτην) τὸ φυσικόν; see also Plut. Brut. 29), saith, that in after times (not as E. V. ‘in the latter times,’ which though not quite so strong as ‘in the last times,’ yet gives the idea of close connexion with them: whereas here the Apostle speaks only of times subsequent to those in which he was writing: see the difference in 2 Timothy 3:1. and compare Acts 20:29) certain men (not the false teachers: rather, those who will be the result of their false teaching) shall depart (or decline: not by formal apostasy, or the danger would not be that which it is here represented: but subjectively, declining in their own minds and lives from holding Christ in simplicity) from the faith (objective—the doctrine which faith embraces, as so often), giving heed to (see reff.: the participle contains the reason and process of their declension) seducing spirits ( πνεύμασιν, as Huther remarks, is in contrast with τὸ πνεῦμα, 1 Timothy 4:1;—it is to be understood as in 1 John 4:1; 1 John 4:6, in which last verse we have the cognate expression τὸ πνεῦμα τῆς πλάνης. Wolf’s ‘spiritualibus seductoribus,’ or ‘doctoribus seducentibus’ is quite inadmissible. The spirits are none other than the spirits of evil, tempting, energizing in, seducing, those who are described, just as the Spirit directs and dwells in those who abide in the faith), and teachings of dæmons (doctrines taught by, suggested by, evil spirits: gen. subjective: cf. σοφία δαιμονιώδης, James 3:15, and Tert. de præscr. hær. c. 7, vol. ii. p. 19, “Hæ sunt doctrinæ hominum et dæmoniorum, prurientibus auribus natæ:” see Colossians 2:22. So Thdrt. (Chrys. is vague), and the fathers generally: (Grot., vaguely,) Wolf, Bengl, Olsh., De W., Huther, Wiesinger, Conyb., Ellic. Two wrong interpretations have been given: (1) understanding the genitive as objective, ‘teachings concerning dœmons;’so Mede, Works, p. 626 ff., supporting his view by διδαχαὶ βαπτισμῶν, Hebrews 6:2, &c., and Heydenreich (‘a characteristic designation of the essene-gnostic false teachers, who had so much to say of the higher spirit-world, of the æons, &c.:’ in Huther)—but against the context, in which there is no vestige of allusion to idolatry (notwithstanding all that is alleged by Mede), but only to a false and hypocritical asceticism: (2) applying δαιμονίων to the false teachers, who would seduce the persons under description (so Mosheim, Mack, al., and even Calvin—‘quod perinde est ac si dixisset, attendentes pseudo-prophetis et diabolicis eorum dogmatibus’); but this is without example harsh and improbable. The student may refer, as a curiosity, to the very learned disquisition of Mede on these δαιμόνια:—not merely for the really valuable information which it contains, but also as a lesson, to assure the ground well, before he begins to build with such pains) in the (following in the …, ἐν giving the element, in which: see below) hypocrisy of those who speak lies (the whole clause belongs to τινὲς ἀποστήσονται, the previous one, προσέχοντες … δαιμονίων, being complete in itself. Bengel gives the construction well: ‘construe cum deficient, Hypocrisis ea quæ est falsiloquorum, illos auferet. τινές, aliqui, illi sunt seducti; falsiloqui, seductores: falsiloquorum, genitivus, unice pendet ab hypocrisi. τὸ falsiloquorum dicit relationem ad alios: ergo antitheton est in ἰδίαν, sua.’ This is much better than to join the gen. ψευδολόγων with δαιμονίων (so Wegscheider and Conyb., but understanding that which is said of the dæmons as meant of those who follow them), or with διδασκαλίαις (Estius,—‘doctrinis, inquam, hominum in hypocrisi loquentium mendacium’),—as making the sentence which follows apply to the false teachers (cf. κωλυόντων), whom the τινές follow. And so De W., Huther, Wiesinger: and Mede himself, book iii. ch. 2, p. 677), of men branded (with the foul marks of moral crime: so Cie, Catil. i. 6, ‘quæ nota domesticæ turpitudinis non inusta vitæ tuæ est?’ Livy, iii. 51, ‘ne Claudiæ geuti eam inustam maculam vellent:’ Plato, Gorg. 524 E, ὁ ῥαδάμανθυς … πολλάκις τοῦ μεγάλου βασιλέως ἐπιλαβόμενος ἢ ἄλλου ὁτουοῦν βασιλέως ἢ δυνάστου κατεῖδεν οὐδὲν ὑγιὲς ὂν τῆς ψυχῆς, ἀλλὰ διαμεμαστιγωμένην καὶ οὐλῶν μεστὴν ὑπὸ ἐπιορκιῶν καὶ ἀδικίας. See more examples in Wetst. and Kypke.

καυτηριάζω is properly to burn in a mark with a καυτήρ, a branding-instrument of hot iron. Thl. explains: ἐπεὶ συνίσασιν ἑαυτοῖς ἀκαθαρσίαν πολλήν, διὰ τοῦτο τὸ συνειδὸς αὐτῶν ἀνεξαλείπτους ἔχει τοὺς καυτῆρας τοῦ ῥυπαροῦ βίου. Thdrt. gives an explanation more ingenious than correct: κεκ. δὲ τὴν ἰδ. συν. αὐτοὺς κέκληκε, τὴν ἐσχάτην αὐτῶν ἀπαλγησίαν διδάσκων. ὁ γὰρ τοῦ καυτῆρος τόπος νεκρωθεὶς τὴν προτέραν αἴσθησιν ἀποβάλλει. The idea rather seems to be as Bengel, “qui ipsi in sua sibi conscientia, inustis ei perfidiæ maculis, infames sunt:” cf. Titus 1:15; Titus 3:11, where αὐτοκατάκριτος seems to express much the same. Or, as Ellic., ‘they knew the brand they bore, and yet, with a show of outward sanctity (compare ὑποκρίσει), they strove to beguile and seduce others, and make them as bad as themselves.’ The genitive still depends on ὑποκρίσει, as does κωλυόντων also) on their own conscience ( τὴν ἰδίαν, as Beng. above—these false teachers are not only the organs of foul spirits, but are themselves hypocritical liars, with their own consciences seared by crime. The accusative is one of reference: cf. ch. 1 Timothy 6:5), hindering from marrying (this description has been thought by some to fit the Jewish sects of Essenes and Therapeutæ, who abstained from marriage, Jos. B. J. ii. 8. 2: Philo de vit. contempl. 4, 8, vol. ii. pp. 476, 482: cf. Colossians 2:18 ff. But as De W. remarks, the abstinence by and by mentioned seems too general to suit the idea that they were Jews (see below): besides that the Epistle does not describe them as present—but as to come in after times), (commanding) (see a like ellipsis (zengma), in which a second but logically necessary verb is omitted, and must be supplied from the context,—in ch. 1 Timothy 2:12, 1 Corinthians 14:34. Bengel quotes a similar construction from Chrys., ταῦτα λεγω, οὐ κηδεύειν κωλύων, ἀλλὰ μετὰ συμμετρίας τοῦτο ποιεῖν) to abstain from meats (compare Colossians 2:16. It does not appear here from what sort of food this abstinence would be enjoined: but probably the eating of flesh is alluded to. Euseb. H. E. iv. 29, quotes from Irenæus (i. 28. 1, p. 107), ἀπὸ σατυρνίνου καὶ ΄αρκίωνος οἱ καλούμενοι ἐγκρατεῖς ἀγαμίαν ἐκήρυξαν, ἀθετοῦντες τὴν ἀρχαίαν πλάσιν τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ ἠρεμα κατηγοροῦντες τοῦ ἄῤῥεν καὶ θῆλυ εἰς γένεσιν ἀνθρώπων πεποιηκότος· καὶ τῶν λεγομένων παρʼ αὐτοῖς ἐμψύχων ἀποχὴν εἰσηγήσαντο, ἀχαριστοῦντες τῷ πάντα πεποιηκότι θεῷ. These seem to be the persons here pointed at: and though the announcement of their success in after time is prophetic, we may fairly suppose that the seeds of their teaching were being sown as the Apostle wrote. The existence of gnosticism in its earlier form is certainly implied in ch. 1 Timothy 6:20; and in 2 Timothy 2:17-18, we find that denial of the resurrection which characterized all the varieties of subsequent gnosticism. See the whole subject discussed in the Prolegg. ch. 7. § i. 12 ff.), which God made for participation with thanksgiving for (dat. commodi) those who believe, and have received the (full) knowledge of the truth. This last description of the worthy partakers of God’s bounties is well illustrated by Calvin: ‘Quid ergo? annon solem suum quotidie oriri facit Deus super bonos et malos (Matthew 5:45)? annon ejus jussu terra impiis panem producit? annon ejus benedictione etiam pessimi aluntur? est enim universale illud beneficium quod David Psalms 104:14 decantat. Respondeo, Paulum de usu licito hic agere, cujus ratio coram Deo nobis constat. Hujus minime compotes sunt impii, propter iropuram conscientiam quæ omnia contaminat, quemadmodum habetur ad Titum, 1 Timothy 1:15. Et sane, proprie loquendo, solis filiis suis Deus totum mundum et quicquid in mundo est destinavit, qua ratione etiam vocantur mundi hæredes. Nam hac conditione constitute initio fuerat Adam omnium dominus, ut sub Dei obedientia maneret. Proinde rebellio adversus Deum jure quod illi collatum fuerat, ipsi una cum posteris spoliavit. Qnouiam autem subjecta sunt Christo omnia, ejus beneficio in integrum restituimur, idque per fidem … Posteriore membro definit quos vocat fideles, nempequi notitiam habent sanæ doctrinæ.’ On μετὰ εὐχαριστίας, sec 1 Corinthians 10:30; and below on 1 Timothy 4:4.

Verses 1-16
1–16.] Of future false teachers (1 Timothy 4:1-6); directions to Timotheus in reference to them (1 Timothy 4:7-11); general exhortations to him (1 Timothy 4:12-16).

Verse 4-5
4, 5.] Reason for the above assertion. Because ( ὅτι is more the objective,— γάρ, which follows, the subjective causal particle: ὅτι introduces that which rests on a patent fact, as here on a Scripture quotation,— γάρ, that which is in the writer’s mind, and forms part of his own reasoning) every thing which God has made is good (in allusion to ref. Gen. See also Romans 14:14; Romans 14:20); and nothing (which God has made) is to be rejected (Wetst. cites Hom. Il. γ. 65, οὔτοι ἀπόβλητʼ ἑστὶ θεῶν ἐρικυδέα δῶρα—on which the Schol.,— ἀπόβλητα, ἀποβολῆς ἄξια· τὰ ὑπὸ θεῶν, φησί, δεδομένα δῶρα οὐκ ἔστι μὲν ἀρνήσασθαι) if received with thanksgiving (“properly, even without this condition, all things are pure: but he did not rise to this abstraction, because he was regarding meats not per se, but in their use, and this latter may become impure by an ungodly frame of mind.” De Wette): for (see on ὅτι and γάρ above) it (this subject is gathered out of the preceding clause by implication, and = ‘every κτίσμα which is partaken of with thanksgiving’) is hallowed (more than ‘declared pure,’ or even than ‘rendered pure:’ the latter it does not want, the former falls far short of the work of the assigned agents. The emphasis is on ἁγιάζεται, and a new particular is introduced by it—not purity merely, but holiness,—fitness for the godly usage of Christian men. To this, which is more than mere making or declaring pure, it is set apart by the εὐχαριστία; so that the minus is proved by the majus. There is certainly a slight trace of reference to the higher consecration in the Lord’s Supper. The same word εὐχαριστία is common to both. Ordinary meals are set apart for ordinary Christian use by asking a blessing on them: that meal, for move than ordinary use, by asking on it its own peculiar blessing) by means of the word of God and intercession (what ‘word of God?’ how to be understood? treating the plamer word first, the ἔντευξις is evidently intercession (see on ch. 1 Timothy 2:1) on behalf of the κτίσμα partaken of—that it may be ‘sanctified to our use.’ This, bound on as λογου θεοῦ is to εντεύξεως by the non-repetition of the preposition, may serve to guide us to its meaning. And first, negatively. It cannot mean any thing which does not form part of the εὐχαριστία: such as God’s word in the Scripture just cited (Mack), or in any other place (Grot., al.): or God’s word in the foundation-truths of Christianity. Then, positively: it must mean in some sense the εὐχαριστία, or something in it. But not, as Wahl and Leo, the ‘word addressed to God,’ ‘oratio ad Deum facta,’ which would be an unprecedented meaning for λόγος θεοῦ: the only way open for us is, that the εὐχαριστία itself, or some part of it, is in some sense the word of God. This may be (1) by its consisting in whole or in part of Scripture words, or (2) by the effusion of a Christian man, speaking in the power of God’s Spirit, being known as λόγος θεοῦ. This latter is perhaps justified by the reff.: but still it seems to me hardly probable, and I should prefer the former. (So Ellic. also.) It would generally be the case, that any form of Christian thanksgiving before meat would contain words of Scripture, or at all events thoughts in exact accordance with them: and such utterance of God’s revealed will, bringing as it would the assembled family and their meal into harmony with Him, might well be said ἁγιάζειν the βρώματα on the table for their use. Many of the Commentators quote from the Constt. Ap. vii. 49, p. 1057, Migne, the following grace before meat, used in the primitive times: εὐλογητὸς εἶ κύριε ὁ τρέθων με ἐκ νεότητός μου, ὁ διδοὺς τροφὴν πάσῃ σαρκί· πλήρωσον χαρᾶς καὶ εὐφροσύνης τὰς καρδίας ἡμῶν, ἵνα πάντοτε πᾶσαν αὐτάρκειαν ἔχοντες, περισσεύωμεν εἰς πᾶν ἔργον ἀγαθὸν ἐν χριστῷ ἰησοῦ τῷ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν, διʼ οὗ σοὶ δόξα τιμὴ καὶ κράτος εἰς τους αἰῶνας, ἀμήν. Here almost every clause is taken from some expression of Scripture).

Verses 6-11
6–11.] Recommendatory application to Timotheus of what has been just said, as to form part of his teaching, to the avoidance by him of false and vain doctrine, and to the practice of godliness. These things (hardly, as Rosenm., Heinr., Heyd., ch. 1 Timothy 3:16 f., nor as Chrys., ποῖα; ἅπερ εἶπεν· ὅτι τὸ μυστήριον μέγα ἐστίν, ὅτι τὸ τούτων ἀπεχεσθαι δαιμόνιόν ἐστιν, ὅτι διὰ λόγου καὶ ἐντεύξεως θεοῦ ἁγιάζεται—but simply the matter treated since the beginning of the chapter,—the coming apostasy after these ascetic teachers and the true grounds of avoiding it. This best suits the following context and the ὑποτιθέμενος, which certainly would not be used of the μέγα μυστήριον) suggesting (or counselling, cf. Il. θ. 36, βουλὴν δʼ ἀργείοις ὑποθησόμεθʼ, ἥτις ὀνήσει: Herod. i. 156, κροῖσος μὲν δὴ ταῦτά τε οἱ ὑπετίθετο: … Palm and Rost’s Lex. sub voce, 2, c; and Ellic’s note here) to the brethren, thou wilt be a good servant of Christ Jesus, ever training thyself in (the idea of ἐντρέφομαι is not ‘nourish oneself with,’ but to grow up amongst, or to be trained in: cf. Eur. Phœn. 368, γυμνάσιά θʼ, οἷσιν ἐνετράφην: so ἐντρέφεσθαι νόμοις, ἔθεσιν, ὅπλοις, μουσικῇ, λόγοις, τρυφῇ, Plato, Plutarch, al.: see Palm and Rost’s Lex. The present, as Chrys., denotes continuance in this training, τὸ διηνεκὲς τῆς εἰς τὰ τοιαῦτα προσοχῆς δηλῶν, and again, μηρυκώμενος (ruminans), συνεχῶς τὰ αὐτὰ στρεφων, ἀεὶ τὰ αυτὰ μελετῶν. Cf. 2 Timothy 3:14) the words of the faith (the fundamental doctrines of the Gospel), and of the good instruction (not ‘words of the faith and good doctrine,’ as Conyb. The repetition of the article forbids this, severs the ᾗ παρηκολούθηκας from τοῖς λόγοις τῆς πίστεως, and attaches it to καὶ τῆς καλῆς διδασκαλίας only) the course of which thou hast followed (I have thus endeavoured to give παρηκολούθηκας:—‘hast followed along, by tracing its course and accompanying it:’ see reff.; and Ellic.’s note).

Verse 7
7.] But profane and anile (Baur understands this epithet to refer to the gnostic idea of an old universal mother, the σοφία or ἀχαμώθ (see Irenæus, i. 4. 1 ff. pp. 18.): but Wiesinger well replies that this will not suit the word γραώδης (from γραῦς, εἶδος, as θεοειδής), which must be subjective,—nor βέβηλος, which on this supposition would not be appropriate) fables (see notes on ch. 1 Timothy 1:4; 1 Timothy 1:7, and Prolegg.) decline (lit. ‘excuse thyself from,’ see reff., Luke 14:18-19, and Palm and Rost’s Lex.): but exercise thyself for piety ( τουτέστι, πρὸς πίστιν καθαρὰν καὶ βίον ὀρθόν· τοῦτο γὰρ εὐσέβεια· γυμνασίας ἄρα χρεία καὶ πόνων διηνεκῶν· ὁ γὰρ γυμναζόμενος καὶ ἀγῶνος μὴ ὄντος ἀγωνίζεται ἱδρῶτος ἄχρι Thl. (not Thdrt., as Huther).

πρός, with a view to, as an athlete with a view to the games: cf. Soph. El. 456, πρὸς εὐσέβειαν ἡ κόρη λέγει,—and the common expressions πρὸς ἠδονὴν λέγειν, δρᾷν, δημηγορεῖν, &c.: Soph. Antig. 1170, τἄλλʼ ἑγὼ καπνοῦ σκιᾶς οὐκ ἄν πριαίμην ἀνδρὶ πρὸς τὴν ἡδονήν):

Verse 8
8.] for the exercise (gymnastic training: see below) of the body is to small extent (‘for but little,’—in reference only to a small department of a man’s being: not as in ref. James, ‘for a short time,’ as the contrast πρὸς πάντα below shews) profitable (to what sort of exercise does he allude? Ambr., Thom.-Aq., Lyra, Calv., Grot., Heydenr., Leo, Matthies, al., take it as alluding to corporal austerities for religion’s sake: ‘hoc nomine appellat quæcunque religiouis causa suscipiuntur externæ actiones, ut sunt vigiliæ, longa inedia, humi cubatio, et similia,’ Calv. But against this are two considerations: 1) that these are not now in question, but the immediate subject is the excellence of being trained and thoroughly exercised in piety: 2) that if they were, it would hardly be consistent with his previous severe characterization of these austerities, 1 Timothy 4:3, to introduce them thus with even so much creditable mention.

Wiesinger has taken up this meaning again and contended very strongly for it, maintaining that the πρὸς ὀλίγον ὠφέλιμος must be moral, not corporeal. But it may fairly be answered, if it be moral, then it cannot be said to be πρὸς ὀλίγον, for it would contribute to εὐσέβεια. And indeed he may be refuted on his own ground: he says that the σωματ. γυμνασία must belong to εὐσεβεια: for that if it meant bodily exercise merely, πνευματικὴ γυμνασία, not εὐσέβεια, would be the proper contrast to it. But surely we may say, if σωματικὴ γυμν, does belong to εὐσέβεια, how can it form a contrast to it? On his hypothesis, not on the other, we should require πνευματικὴ γυμνασία as the contrast. A part cannot be thus eontrasted with the whole.

It is therefore far better to understand the words, as Chrys., Till., Thdrt. ( οἱ τῆς τοῦ σώματος, φησίν, εὐεξίας ἐπιμελούμενοι πρὸς ὀλίγον ταύτης ἀπολαύουσιν), Pel., Corn.-a-lap., Estius, Wolf, al., Bengel, Mack, De W., Huther, of mere gymnastic bodily exercise, of which the Apostle says, that it has indeed its uses, but those uses partial only. Bengel adds, perhaps more ingeniously than conclusively, “Videtur Timotheus juvenis interdum usus fuisse aliqua exercitatione corporis (ch. 1 Timothy 5:23) quam Paulus non tam prohibet quam non laudat.” Two curious interpretations of the expression have been given; one by Chrys., as a sort of afterthought: ὃ δὲ λέγει, τοιοῦτόν ἐστι· μηδὲ εἰς γυμνασίαν ποτε καταθῇς σεαυτὸν διαλεγόμενος πρὸς ἐκείνους, ἀλλὰ ταῦτα τοῖς αὑτοῦ παραίνει. οὐ γάρ ἐστι πρὸς τοὺς διεστραμμένους μαχόμενον ὀνῆσαί τί ποτε,—the other by Braun (Selecta sacra i. 10. 156, cited by Huther), who understands by it the ceremonial law): but piety (the first member of the antithesis contained the means, ἡ σωμστικὴ γυμνασία: this, the end, εὐσέβεια;—that which is sought by γυμνασία πρὸς εὐσέβειαν) is profitable for all things (not one portion only of a man’s being, but every portion of it, bodily and spiritual, temporal and eternal), having (seeing that it has) promise of the life (we may, as far as the construction is concerned, take ζωῆς, as Ellic., abstract, of life, and then divide it off into τῆς νῦν and τῆς μελλούσης. But see below), which is now and which is to come (how is the genitive ζωῆς to be taken? is it the objective genitive, giving the substance of the promise, LIFE, in its highest sense? in this case it would be ἐν τῷ νῦν αἰῶνι καὶ ἐν τῷ μέλλοντι. And seeing it is not that, but τῆς νῦν κ. τῆς μελλούσης, we should have to understand ζωή in two different meanings,—long and happy life here, and eternal life hereafter—it bears a promise of this life and of the life to come. This to say the least is harsh. It would be better therefore to take ἐπαγγελία as ‘the promise,’ in the sense of ‘the chief blessedness promised by God,’ the blessed contents of His promise, whatever they be, and ζωῆς as the possessive genitive: the best promise belonging to this life and to that which is to come. It may be said, this also is harsh; and to some extent I acknowledge it,—it is not however a harshness in thought, as the other, but only in construction, such as need not surprise us in these Epistles. The concrete ἐπαγγελία instead of the abstract is already familiar to us, Luke 24:19; Acts 1:4; Acts 13:32, al.: and the possessive genitive after ἐπαγγ. is justified by Romans 15:8, ἑπαγγ. τῶν πατέρων, and by the arrangement of the sentence).

Verse 9
9.] Faithful is the saying, and worthy of all acceptation (see on ch. 1 Timothy 1:15. The words refer to what follows, not as Heinr. to ch. 1 Timothy 3:16, nor as De W., Huther, Wies., al., to what went immediately before: see on γάρ below. The connexion is with καὶ τῆς μελλούσης. Piety has the promise of that life attached to it, according to the well-known Christian saying which follows. Otherwise 1 Timothy 4:10 comes in disjointedly and unaccountably): for ( γάρ is introduced from a mixture of two constructions, rendering a reason for καὶ τῆς μελλούσης, as if πιστὸς ὁ λόγος had not been inserted. We have the same construction in 2 Timothy 2:11, where Huther, though he regards the γάρ as decisive against it here, refers the πιστὸς ὁ λόγος to what follows) to this end (viz. the σωτηρία implied in that which follows, introduced by ὅτι,—as in reff.: thus alone can the saying as a πιστὸς λόγος cohere together: and so Thdrt., Thl., Beza, Grot., Beng., Mosh., Wegsch., Leo, Wahl:—not, as De W., Huther, Ellic., al., for the obtaining of the promise mentioned above (De W. claims Thdrt. and Bengel for this meaning, but wrongly: the former says, τί δηποτε, &c. εἰ μὴ τίς ἐστι τῶν πόνων ἀντίδοσις; ὰλλὰ γάρ ἐστιν ἀντίδοσις. ἀΐδιος γὰρ θεὸς ἀγωνοθετεῖ τοῖς ἀθλοῦσι, καὶ πάντων ἐστὶν ἀνθρώπων σωτὴρ κ. τ. λ.; and the latter, ‘hoc nomine, hoc fine, hac spe,’ referring to ἠλπίκαμεν)) we (Christians in general) [both] toil (more than labour ( ἐργαζόμεθα): it gives the idea of ‘toil and moil:’ see reff.) and suffer reproach (climax: we might toil and be had in honour, but as it is, we have both fatigue and shame to bear. The reading ἀγωνιζόμεθα is very strongly supported, but appears to have been introduced from Colossians 1:29), because we have fixed our hope (the same perfect occurs John 5:45; 2 Corinthians 1:10; ch. 1 Timothy 5:5, 1 Timothy 6:17; it refers to the time when the strong resolve and waiting began, and to its endurance since that time) on (for construction see reff., and Ellicott’s note here. Thus in Polyb. i. 12. 6, τὰς … ἀγοράς … ἐφʼ οἷς εἶχον τὰς μεγίστας ἐλπίδας) the living (inserted for emphasis and solemnity, to bring out the fact that the God in whom we trust is a veritable personal agent, not a creature of the imagination) God, who is the Saviour of all men (cf. ch. 1 Timothy 2:4; Titus 2:11; His will is that all men should be saved, and He has made full and sufficient provision for the salvation of all: so that, as far as salvation stands in Him, He is the Saviour of all men. And it is in virtue of this universality of salvation offered by God, that we have rested our hopes on Him and become πιστοί), especially them that believe (in these alone does that universal salvation, which God has provided, become actual. He is the same σωτήρ towards and of all: but these alone appropriate His σωτηρία. Bengel rightly observes, ‘Latet nervus argumenti a minori ad majus:’ but he applies the σωτὴρ πάντων to this life, and μάλιστα πιστῶν to the life to come. So also Chrys.: εἰ δὲ τοὺς ἀπίστους σώζει ἐνταῦθα, πολλῷ μᾶλλον τοὺς πιστοὺς ἐκεῖ. But this does not seem to suit the context, nor the higher sense to which σωτήρ is every where in the N. T. confined, and most especially in these Epistles, where it occurs very frequently. The true ‘argumentum a minori ad majus’ lies in this—“if God be thus willing for all to be saved, how much more shall he save them that put their trust in Him.” For the expression, see reff., and especially Galatians 6:10).

Verse 11
11.] Command (see ch. 1 Timothy 1:3) these things (viz. those insisted on since ver.7) and teach them.

Verses 12-16
12–16.] General exhortations to Timotheus. Let no one despise thy youth (as to the construction, Chrys. ( μηδεὶς διὰ τὴν νεότητα καταφρονήσῃ σον), Leo, Mack, Matthies, take σοῦ as immediately governed by καταφρονήσῃ, and τῆς νεότητος as a second genitive—‘thee for thy youth.’ But though I cannot think with Huther that such a construction would be illegitimate (for in what does καταφρονέω differ in logical reference from κατηγορέω?—cf. εἰ … παρανόμων … ἤμελλον αὐτοῦ κατηγορεῖν, Demosth. Meid. p. 515. 26), yet 1 Timothy 4:15 seems to rule in favour of the simpler construction, where we have σου preceding its governing substantive with no such ambiguity. As to the matter of the youth of Timotheus, see Prolegg. ch. vii. § ii. 35, note; and remember, that his age relative to that of the Apostle himself, whose place he was filling, rather than his absolute age, is evidently that which is here meant. By the ἕως ἔρχομαι, we see that this comparison was before the Apostle’s mind. The interpretation of Bengel, ‘ “talem te gere quem nemo possit tanquam juvenem contemnere:” libenter id faciunt senes inanes,’ thus endeavouring to eliminate the fact, of Timotheus’s youth, is forced, and inconsistent with the τῆς. It is quite true (cf. what follows— ἀλλὰ τύπος γίνου, &c.) that the exhortation is to him, not to the Ephesian church: but it is grounded on the fact of his youth, in whatever light that fact is to be interpreted);—but become (by gaining their respect for the following acts and qualities) a pattern of the believers (the comma after πιστῶν, in which I have followed Lachmann, gives more force and independence to the clause adversative to μηδεὶς κ. τ. λ., and then leaves the specifications to follow),—in word (the whole of thine utterances, in public and private: ἐν λόγῳ is elsewhere contrasted, as in Colossians 3:17, with ἐν ἔργῳ), in behaviour (the other outward sign of the life within: ἐν ἔργῳ, Col. l. c., but expressing more—‘in quotidiana consuetudine,’ as Beng. The ἀναστροφή may testify, in cases where no actual deed is done), in love, in faith (the two great springs of Christian conduct, the one it is true set in motion by the other,—cf. Galatians 5:6, πίστις διʼ ἀγάπης ἐνεργουμένη,—but both, leading principles of the whole man), in purity (probably, not chastity, in the more restricted sense, though in ch. 1 Timothy 5:2 it certainly has this meaning from the context: but in the wider and higher meaning which the context here requires, all believers being in view, of general holiness and purity. Cf. for this,— ἁγνός, ch. 1 Timothy 5:22; 2 Corinthians 7:11; James 3:17,— ἁγνίζω, James 4:8; 1 Peter 1:22. From these passages the quality would appear definable as simplicity of holy motive followed out in consistency of holy action).

Verse 13
13.] Till I come (not as De W., as long as thou in my absence presidest over the Ephesian church: for this supposes the Apostle to be the normal president of that Church and Timotheus his locum-tenens, which was not the case. Timotheus was put there with a special commission from the Apostle: that commission would cease at the Apostle’s coming, not because he would resume residence and presidence, but because he would enforce and complete the work of Timotheus, and thus, the necessity for special interference being at an end, the church would revert to the normal rule of its own presbytery), attend to the (public, see below) reading (“scripturæ sacræ, in ecclesia. Huic adjunguntur duo præcipua genera, adhortatio, quæ ad agendum, et doctrina, quæ ad cognoscendum pertinet, ch. 1 Timothy 6:2 fin. Romans 12:7 ff.” Beng. This is certainly the meaning; cf. Luke 4:16 ff.: Acts 13:15; 2 Corinthians 3:14,—not that of Chrys. ( ἀκούωμεν ἅπαντες, καὶ παιδευώμεθα μὴ ἀμελεῖν τῆς τῶν θείων γραφῶν μελέτης), Grot., Calv. (“certe fons omnis sapientiæ est Scriptura, unde haurire debent pastores quicquid proferunt apud gregem”), al., who understand private reading.

Whether the O. T. Scriptures alone, or in addition to them the earlier gospels were at this time included in this public reading, cf. Just. Mart. Apol. i. (ii.) 67, p. 83 ( τὰ ἀπομνημονεύματα τῶν αποστόλων ἢ τὰ συγγράμματα τῶν προφητῶν ἀναγινώσκεται, μέχρις ἐγχωρεῖ), cannot be determined with any certainty), to the (also public) exhortation, to the (also public) teaching (cf. Bengel above. Chrys. takes παρακλήσει as social, διδασκαλίᾳ as public,— τῇ παρακλήσει τῇ πρὸς ἀλλήλους, τῇ διδασκαλίᾳ τῇ πρὸς πάντας—so Grot., ‘in monendis aliis privatim, docendis publice:’ but why so?).

Verse 14
14.] Do not neglect (= ἀναζωπυρεῖν, 2 Timothy 1:6,—do not suffer to decay and smoulder by carelessness: ‘negligunt qui non exercent, nec putant se posse excidere,’ Bengel) the spiritual gift which is in thee (see more at length in 2 Timothy 1:6. The spiritual gift is that of teaching and ruling the church. Thdrt. says, too narrowly (and so nearly Ellic.), χάρισυα τὴν διδασκαλίαν ἐκάλεσε: it was not teaching only, but the whole grace of God given him for the office to which he was set apart by special ordination), which was given thee (by God, 1 Corinthians 12:4; 1 Corinthians 12:6) by means of prophecy (not as Mack, ‘on account of prophecies,’ alleging the plural in ch. 1 Timothy 1:18. That verse (see note) refers to the same fact as this—viz. that, either at the first conversion of Timotheus, or at his ordination to the ministry (and certainly the latter seems here to be pointed at), the Holy Spirit spoke, by means of a prophet or prophets, His will to invest him with χαρίσματα for the work, and thus the gift was said to be conferred, as to its certainty in the divine counsels, by such prophecy—‘ita jubente per os prophetarum Spiritu Sancto,’ Beza. All attempts to make διὰ bear other meanings (‘potest tamen sic accipi ut idem valeat quod εἰς προφητείαν, i.e. ad prophetandum; vel ἐν προφητεία ita ut quod sit hoc donum exprimat apostolus,’ Beza) are illegitimate and needless: see Acts 13:1-3, which is a case precisely analogous: the gift was in Paul and Barnabas διὰ προφητείας, μετὰ ἐπιθέσεως χειρῶν. Bengel strangely joins προφητείας with πρεσβυτερίου, parenthesizing μετὰ ἐπιθ. τ. χειρῶν, alleging that ‘impositio manus proprie fit per unam personam et quidem digniorem: prophetia vero fiebat etiam per æquales,’ &c. But this certainly was not so: see below), with laying on of the hands (see on Acts 6:6. Neander, Pfl. u. Leit. i. 267. There is no real difference, as De W. thinks, between this and 2 Timothy 1:6. There was a special reason there for putting Timotheus in mind of the fact that the Apostle’s own hands were laid on him: but that fact does not exclude this. See references on the χειροθεσία in Ellicott’s note) of the presbytery (reff.: of the body of elders who belonged to the congregation in which he was ordained. Where this was, we know not: hardly in Lystra, where he was first converted: might it not be in Ephesus itself, for this particular office?).

Verse 15
15.] These things (viz. the things enjoined 1 Timothy 4:12-14) do thou care for, in these things be (employed) (Wetst. cites Plut. Pomp. p. 656 b, ἐν τούτοις ὁ καῖσαρ.… ἦν: Lucret. iii. 1093, ‘versamur ibidem, atque insumus usque:’ Hor. Ep. i. 1. 11, ‘quod verum atque decens curo et rogo et omnis in hoc sum.’ To which I may add a more striking parallel, Hor. Sat. i. 9. 2, ‘Nescio quid meditans nugarum, et totus in illis’), that thy progress (ref.: προκοπή is branded as a “vox non immerito a grammaticis contemta” by Lobeck, Phryn. p. 85: towards perfection; certainly in the Christian life, as Heydenr., De W.: this is implied; but the more direct meaning is, ‘with reference to the duties of thine office:’ and especially as respects the caution given 1 Timothy 4:12, that no man despise thy youth) may be manifest to all.

Verse 16
16.] Give heed to thyself (summary of 1 Timothy 4:12. On ἔπεχε, see Ellicott’s note) and to thy teaching (summary of 1 Timothy 4:13. “Duo sunt curanda bono pastori: ut docendo invigilet, ac se ipsum purum custodiat. Neque enim satis est, si vitam suam componat ad omnem honestatem, sibique caveat ne quod edat malum exemplum, nisi assiduum quoque docendi studium adjungat sanctæ vitæ: et parum valebit doctrina, si non respondeat vitæ honestas et sanctitas.” Calv.). Continue (reff.) in them (most naturally, the ταῦτα of 1 Timothy 4:15; but the words are ambiguous and puzzling. Grot. gives a curious interpretation: ‘mane apud Ephesios,’ which is certainly wrong: Bengel, as an alternative, refers it to τοὺς ἀκούοντας below, which is no better. I have punctuated it so as to connect this clause with what follows, and thus to render it not quite so harsh, seeing that it then will assume the form of a recapitulatory conclusion); for doing this (‘in doing this,’ as E. V., better than ‘by doing this,’ which asserts too much) thou shalt save (in the day of the Lord: the highest meaning, and no other, is to be thought of in both cases) both thyself and those that hear thee (thyself, in the faithful discharge of the ministry which thou hast received of the Lord: thy hearers, in the power of thine influence over them, by God’s word and ordinances).

05 Chapter 5 

Verse 1-2
1, 2.] Injunctions respecting his behaviour to the elder and younger of either sex.

πρεσβυτέρῳ] The reference to an office was called in question as early as Chrys. ἆρα τὸ ἀξίωμα νῦν φησιν; οὐκ ἔγωγε οἶμαι, ἀλλὰ περὶ παντὸς γεγηρακότος. This indeed is evident from the quadruple specification in these verses. So even Mack, though he maintains that the νεώτεροι of Acts 5:6 were official. Leo, as cited by Wiesinger, gives well the connexion with the last chapter: “quum supra scripsisset, nemini licere ex juventute Timothei ejus despiciendi occasionem sumere, nunc jam ipsum hortatur Timotheum, ut semper memor suæ νεότητος ita se gerat erga seniores uti revera deceat virum juniorem.” But this connexion must not be too closely pressed. Some important general instructions have intervened since the μηδείς σου τῆς νεότηος καταφρονείτω.

ἐπιπλήξῃς] Thus Il. μ. 211, ἕκτορ, ἀεὶ μέν πώς μοι ἐπιπλήσσεις ἀγορῇσιν | ἐσθλὰ φραζομένῳ.

ἀλλὰ παρακάλει] ὡσανεὶ πρὸς πατέρα, φησί, προσενεχθείης ἁμαρτάνοντα, οὕτω πρὸς ἐκεῖνον διαλέγου, Chrys.

νεωτέρους] understand παρακάλει. Thus the prohibition, μὴ ἐπιπλήξῃς, applies to all, all being included in the παρακάλει which is the other and adopted alternative.

ὡς ἀδελφούς] as on an equality with them, not lording it over them.

ὡς ἀδελφάς] ‘Hic respectus egregie adjuvat castitatem,’ Bengel. μηδὲ ὑποψίαν, φησί, δῷς. ἐπειδὴ γὰρ αἱ πρὸς τὰς νεωτέρας γενόμεναι ὁμιλίαι δυσκόλως διαφεύγουσιν ὑποψίαν, δεῖ δὲ γίνεσθαι παρὰ τοῦ ἐπισκόπου καὶ τοῦτο, διὰ τοῦτο “ ἐν πάσῃ ἁγνείᾳ” προστίθησι. Chrys. See similar sentiments from profane writers in Wetst. The Commentators cite the apologist Athenagoras (legat. pro christ. 32, p. 310): καθʼ ἡλικίαν τοὺς μὲν υἱοὺς κ. θυγατέρας νοοῦμεν, τοὺς δὲ ἀδελφοὺς ἔχομεν καὶ ἀδελφάς· καὶ τοῖς προβεβηκόσι τὴν τῶν πατέρων καὶ μητέρων τιμὴν ἀπονέμομεν. “The rule of Jerome (Ep. 52 (2). 5, vol. i. p. 259) is simple: ‘omnes puellas et virgines Christi aut æqualiter ignora aut æqualiter dilige.’ ” Ellic.

Verses 1-25
1–25.] GENERAL DIRECTIONS TO HIM FOR GOVERNING THE CHURCH.

Verse 3
3. τίμα] Is this to be interpreted generally, ‘honour’ merely, or with reference to the context? The best guide to an answer will be what follows. If the command be merely to hold them in honour, why should the destitute be held in more honour than those who had families? The command χήρας τίμα would surely apply to all alike. But seeing that it does not apply to all alike, we must necessarily limit its general meaning to that particular in which the one would be honoured, and the other not. Thus without giving or seeking for an unusual meaning to τίμα, we may fairly interpret it of this particular kind of honour, viz. being inscribed on the Church’s κατάλογος (1 Timothy 5:9) as a fit object of charitable sustenance. That such a roll existed in the very earliest days of the church, we know from Acts 6:1. Cf. also Ignat. ad Polyc. c. 4, p. 721 f.: Justin M. Apol. i. 67, p. 84: Euseb. H. E. vi. 43. Thus Huther and De W., and Ellic., after Grot., Calv., all.

τὰς ὄντως χήρας] cf. 1 Timothy 5:16 below,—those who are really in a widowed (destitute) state, as contrasted with those described 1 Timothy 5:4. But then the enquiry has been made, Is this ὄντως χήρα to be defined by mere external circumstances, or not rather by the religious character, described below, 1 Timothy 5:5? Or are we to bind (as Chrys., al.) the two together? In a certain sense, I believe we must thus unite them. The Apostle commands, ‘Honour (by placing on the list) those who are widows indeed:’ for it is these especially, they who are destitute of earthly friends, who are most likely to carry out the true religious duties of a widow. Thus, without the two qualifications being actually united, the former is insisted on as ordinarily ensuring the latter.

Verses 3-16
3–16.] Directions concerning widows. This whole passage is somewhat difficult, and has been very variously understood. The differences will be seen below.

Verse 4
4.] The case of the χήρα who is not ὄντως χήρα, having earthly relations answerable for her support.

ἔκγονα] τέκνα τέκνων, Hesych.; grandchildren: not as E. V. ‘nephews;’ at least, not in its present sense.

μανθανέτωσαν] What is the subject? (1) The ancient Commentators mostly understand αἱ χῆραι, implied in τίς χήρα: so vulg. (discat: also D-lat, 2 cursives have μανθανέτω), Chr. (see below), Thdrt., Œc., Jer., Pel., Ambr., Luth., Calv., Grot., Calov., Huther, al. (2) But some of the ancients took τὰ τέκνα ἢ ἔκγονα as the subject: e.g. Œc. 2, Thl., and so Beza, Wolf, Mosh, Wegscheid: Heydenr., Flatt, Mack, De W., Wiesinger, Ellicott. There is much to be said for both views; and as we advance, we shall give the interpretations on both hypotheses, (1) and (2).

πρῶτον] Either, ‘first of all duties,’ which seems supported by 1 Timothy 5:8 below; or first, before applying to the church for sustenance. These meanings will apply to both the above alternatives: whether we understand the subject to be the widows, or the children and grandchildren.

τὸν ἴδιον οἶκον εὐσεβεῖν] On hypothesis (1),—to behave piously towards, i.e. to rule religiously (Luth.; so vulg.), their own household. This seems somewhat to force εὐσεβεῖν, see below; while the sense of τὸν ἴδιον οἶκον is thus the simple and usual one, as the widow in question would be the head of the household. On hypothesis (2), to behave piously towards, i.e. to honour with the honour which God commands, their own family, i.e. the widowed mother or grandmother who is one of their own family. This sense of εὐσεβής, εὐσέβεια, and εὐσεβέω, is common enough (see especially Palm and Rost’s Lex.): the reference being generally (not always, it is true) to superiors,—those who demand σέβας,—those who stand in the place of God. This sense of τὸν ἴδιον οἶκον is not so usual, but not therefore to be rejected. To dishonour their widowed mother or grandmother, would be to dishonour their own family, in that one of its members who most required respect.

καὶ ἀμοιβὰς ἀποδιδόναι τοῖς προγόνοις] On hypothesis (1), as Chrys., ἀπῆλθον ἐκεῖνοι· οὐκ ἠδυνήθης αὐτοῖς ἀποδοῦναι τὴν ἀμοιβήν· οὐ γὰρ δὴ καὶ αὐτὴ ἐγέννησας ἐκείνους, οὐδὲ ἀνέθρεψας. ἐν τοῖς ἐκγόνοις αὐτοῦ ἀμείβου· ἀποδίδου τὸ ὀφείλημα διὰ τῶν παιδῶν. But surely it is a very strange way of requiting one’s progenitors for their care of us, to be kind towards our own children: and besides, what would this have to do with the question, whether or not the widow was to be put on the charity roll of the church? But on hypothesis (2), this sentence certainly becomes more clear and natural. Let them, the children or grandchildren, learn first to be piously grateful to (these members of) their own families, and to give back returns (a return in each case) to their progenitors (so called, although living, because, the mother and grandmother having been both mentioned, πρόγονοι was the only word which would include them in one category).

τοῦτο γὰρ …] see ch. 1 Timothy 2:3.

Verse 5
5.] see above on 1 Timothy 5:3.

ἡ ὄντως χήρα, as opposed to the widow just described; κ. μεμονωμένη, as contrasting her condition with that of her who has children or grandchildren. Thus what follows is said more for moral eulogy of such a widow, than as commending her to the charity of the church: but at the same time, as pointing out that one who thus places her hopes and spends her time, is best deserving of the Church’s help.

ἤλπικεν, ch. 1 Timothy 4:10, has set and continues to set her hope.

ἐπὶ τὸν θεόν, on God as its portion and ultimate aim,—as distinguished from ἐπὶ τῷ θεῷ, ch. 1 Timothy 4:10, on God as its present stay.

προσμένει] compare reff., and the similar use of προσκαρτερεῖν, Romans 12:12, Colossians 4:2.

ταῖς δεής. κ. ταῖς προσευχ.] see on ch. 1 Timothy 2:1. The articles may refer to the public prayers of the Church, or may be possessive—‘to her supplications and her prayers:’ or may serve merely to designate the two great divisions of prayer.

νυκτ. κ. ἡμ.] so St. Luke of Anna the prophetess, ii. 37,— νηστείαις κ. δεήσεσιν λατρεύουσα νύκτα καὶ ἡμέραν.

Verse 6
6.] Contrast ( δέ) to the character just described: and that certainly with a view to point out that this kind of widow is no object for the charity of the Church, as not being at all a partaker of the life unto God.

σπαταλῶσα] Wetst. from the glossaries, gives σπαταλᾷ, λίαν τρυφᾷ, ἀσώτως ζῇ. In the Anthol., iv. 28. 14, we have coupled πᾶν τὸ βρότων σπατάλημα κ. ἡ πολύολβος ἐδωδή. It appears to be allied to σπαθάω ( σπάω),—see Aristoph., Nub. 53, and Schol. (in Wetst.); and Ellic., here.

ζῶσα τέθνηκεν] while alive in the flesh, has no real life in the Spirit: see ref.—and Matthew 8:22; Ephesians 5:14. Wetst. quotes many such expressions from profane writers: one, as compared with this passage, remarkably illustrative of the moral difference between Christianity and heathenism: Soph. Antig. 1183,— τὰς γὰρ ἡδονὰς ὅταν | προδῶσιν ἄνδρες, οὐ τίθημʼ ἐγὼ | ζῇν τοῦτον, ἀλλʼ ἔμψυχον ἡγοῦμαι νεκρόν. The very expression is found in Stobæus; see reff. I cannot help regarding the idea as in the background,—‘and, if devoid of spiritual life, then not to be taken into account by the Church.’

Verse 7
7.] ταῦτα most naturally applies to the characters just given of widows, not more generally: and in that case ἵνα ἀνεπίλημπτοι (see reff.) ὦσιν must refer to the widows also, not to the τέκνα and ἔκγονα, or to these and the widows together, as Heydenr., or more widely still, as Grot., al. This narrower reference is confirmed by the next verse, which takes up the duty of the relations, being connected not by γάρ, but by δέ.

Verse 8
8.] τίς, not only of the τέκνα ἢ ἒκγονα above, or any persons connected with widows,—but the saying is perfectly general, grounding their duties on an axiomatic truth. Agreeably with their former interpretation, Chrys., &c. regard τίς as meaning ‘a widow:’ Calv. and Thdrt. unite both, widows and children.

οἱ ἴδιοι seem to be generally any connexions,— οἱ οἰκεῖοι, those more immediately included in one’s own family as dwelling in the same οἶκος—see reff. Mack is certainly wrong in regarding οἰκεῖοι (without τῆς πίστεως) as meaning those connected by the faith. The omission of the article (see var. readd.) would make the two belong to one and the same class.

οὐ προνοεῖ, viz. in the way noted above,—of support and sustenance. Notice εἰ οὐ, in its regular usage, the negation being closely connected with the verb: “neglects to provide.” On the construction of προνοεῖν, see Ellic.’s note.

τὴν πίστιν ἤρνηται] ‘fides enim non tollit officia naturalia, sed perficit et firmat.’ Bengel.

The Roman-Catholic Commentator Mack has some good remarks here, on the faith of which the Apostle speaks: “Faith, in the sense of the Apostle, cannot exist, without including love: for the subject-matter of faith is not mere opinion, but the grace and truth of God, to which he that believes gives up his spirit, as he that loves gives up his heart: the subject-matter of faith is also the object of love. Where therefore Love is not, nor works, there is not, nor works, Faith either: so that he who fulfils not the offices of love towards his relatives, is virtually an unbeliever.”

ἀπίστου χείρων] For even among heathens the common duties of family piety are recognized: if therefore a Christian repudiates them, he lowers himself beneath the heathen. Cf. Matthew 5:46-47. Also, as Calv. suggests in addition, the Christian who lives in the light of the Gospel, has less excuse for breaking those laws of nature which even without the Gospel are recognized by men.

According to hypothesis (1) or (2) above, this general statement applies to the widows or to their children and grandchildren: not, as Matthies, to their mutual relations, about which the context contains no hmt. But surely it would be very harsh to understand it of the widows: and this forms an additional argument for hypothesis (2).

Verse 9
9.] Is χήρα subject or predicate? ‘let a widow καταλεγέσθω,’ or ‘let a woman καταλεγέσθω χήρα?’ I own, from the arrangement of the words, I am inclined to believe the latter to be the case. The verb καταλεγέσθω introduces the new particular. Had χήρα then been the subject, the verb, having the emphasis, must have preceded. As it is, χήρα has the emphasis, as it would have, were it the predicate, spoken of those of whom the κατάλογος consisted. I render therefore,—Let a woman be inserted in the catalogue as a widow. But now, for what purpose?

καταλέγειν is to enrol on a list or roll: so Aristoph. Acharn. 1029: ὅταν στρατιώτας καταλέγωσι …,—Lysistr., ὁ δὲ δημόστρατος | ἔλεγεν ὁπλίτας καταλέγειν ζακυνθίων: Xen. Rep. Lac. iv. 3, τού́ των δʼ ἕκαστος ἄνδρας ἑκατὸν καταλέγει: Lysias, p. 172. 37, οὐ τοίνυν οὐδʼ εἰς τὸν κατάλογον ἀθηναίων καταλέξας οὐδένα φανήσομαι: see other examples in Palm and Rost’s Lex., and in Wetst. But what catalogue are we to understand? (In replying to this question I agree in the main with De Wette, from whose note the substance of the following remarks is adopted.) Hardly, (1) that of those who are to receive relief from the Church (so Chrys. h. l., Thdrt., Œc., Thl., Jer., Erasm., Calv., Est., Wolf, Neand., al.): for thus the rule, that she is to be sixty years of age, would seem a harsh one, as many widows might be destitute at a far earlier age: as also the rule that she must not have been twice married, especially as the Apostle himself below commands second marriage for the younger widows. Again, the duties enjoined in 1 Timothy 5:10 presuppose some degree of competence, and thus, on this hypothesis, the widows of the poorer classes would be excluded from sustenance by charity,—who most of all others would require it. Also, for the reason alleged in 1 Timothy 5:11, sustenance can hardly be in question—for then the re-marrying would simply take them off the roll, and thus be rather a benefit, than a detriment to the Church. Nor again (2) can we understand the roll to be that of the deaconesses, as Pelag., Beza, Schleierm., Mack, al.: although the Theodosian code, founded on this interpretation, ordained “nulla nisi emensis LX annis secundum præceptum Apostoli ad Diaconissarum consortium transferatur,” xvi. 2. 27 (De W.). For a) the age mentioned is unfit for the work of the deaconesses’ office, and in the council of Chalcedon the age of the deaconesses was fixed at 40: b) not only widows but virgins were elected deaconesses (Balsamon, ad Can. xix. conc. Niceni, παρθένοι … τεσσαρακονταετοῦς ἡλικίας γενόμεναι, ἠξιοῦντο καὶ χειροτονίας διακονισσῶν εὑρισκόμεναι πάντως ἄξιαι. Suicer, i. 865): (3) it is implied in 1 Timothy 5:12, that these widows were bound not to marry again, which was not the case with the deaconesses. It seems therefore better to understand here some especial band of widows, sustained perhaps at the expense of the church, but not the only ones who were thus supported:—set apart for ecclesiastical duties, and bound to the service of God. Such are understood here by Chrys. himself in his homily on the passage (311 in div. N. T. loc. 3, vol. iii. p. 523, Migne),— καθάπερ εἰσὶ παρθένων χοροί, οὕτω καὶ χηρῶν τὸ παλαιὸν ἦσαν χοροί, καὶ οὐκ ἐξῆν αὐταῖς ἁπλῶς εἰς τὰς χήρας ἐγγράφεσθαι. οὐ περὶ ἐκείνης οὖν λέγει τῆς ἐν πενίᾳ ζώσης καὶ δεομένης βοηθείας, ἀλλὰ περὶ ταύτης τῆς ἑλομένης χηρείαν. They are also mentioned as τάγμα χηρῶν, τὸ χηρικόν, πρεσβύτιδες, προκαθήμεναι: i.e. such widows as corresponded in office for their own sex in some measure to the presbyters,—sat unveiled in the assemblies in a separate place, by the presbyters, and had a kind of supervision over their own sex, especially over the widows and orphans: were vowed to perpetual widowhood, clad with a ‘vestis vidualis,’ and ordained by laying on of hands. This institution of the early church, which was abolished by the eleventh canon of the council of Laodicea (in the translation of Dionys. Exiguus,—‘mulieres quæ apud Græcos presbyteræ appellantur, apud nos autem viduæ seniores, univiræ, et matriculariæ nominantur, in ecclesia tanquam ordinatas constitui non debere’), is sufficiently affirmed by Chrys. l. c. Epiphan. hær. lxxix. 4, vol. ii. (Migne), p. 1060 f., and long before by Tert. de veland. virg. 9, vol. ii. p. 902: ‘ad quam sedem (viduarum) præter annos LX non tantum univiræ, i.e. nuptæ aliquando, eliguntur, sed et matres et quidem educatrices filiorum.’ De W. imagines he finds also a trace of it in Herm. Pastor, i. vision 2. 4, p. 900: ‘ καὶ γραπτὴ μὲν (‘Grapte diaconissa fuisse videtur.’ Hefele, not.) νουθετήσει τὰς χήρας καὶ τοὺς ὀρφανούς:’ and in Lucian de morte peregrini, Opp. iii. 335 Reig.,— ἕωθεν μὲν εὐθὺς ἦν ὁρᾷν παρὰ τῷ δεσμωτηρίῳ περιμένοντα γραιδία, χήρας τινὰς καὶ παιδία ὀρφανά. He also refers to the dissertation of Mosheim on this place, in which he has thoroughly gone into all the bearings of the subject and maintained the above view. So also Grot., Fritzsch., and Michaelis: so Wiesinger,—and in a somewhat modified shape, Huther, repudiating the idea of formal ordination and setting apart of widows so early as the apostolic age. In this he is probably right. De W. makes the allusion to this ‘institute of widows’ one proof of the post-apostolic date of the Epistle: but on this see Prolegg. ch. vii. § i. 27. Let a woman be enrolled a widow, who is not less than sixty years old ( γεγονυῖα is joined by the vulg. (‘quæ fuerit unius viri uxor’), Jer., Luth., Calv., Beza, Grot., Mack, al., to the next clause: but against this is usage ( ὅτε ἐγένετο ἐτῶν δώδεκα, Luke 2:42; cf. also Plato, Legg. vi. p. 765, ἐτῶν μὲν γεγονὼς μὴ ἔλαττον ἢ πεντήκοντα, and see other examples in Wetst.), and the fact that μιᾶς γυναικὸς ἄνδρα stands alone in ch. 1 Timothy 3:2. Besides, if it belonged to the next clause, it would have in it any place but the first), the wife of one husband (cf. ch. 1 Timothy 3:2. Here, as contemporaneous polygamy is out of the question, and thus one element of difficulty in the other case is eliminated, we can hardly understand any thing other than that the πρεσβύτις should have been the wife of only one husband: i.e., not married a second time: so Tertull. ad uxor. i. 7, vol. i. p. 1286: “digamos non sinit præsidere, … viduam allegi in ordinem nisi univiram non concedit.” So that the parallel expressions here and in ch. 1 Timothy 3:2 will be consistently interpreted. See the mistaken views of Thdrt. ( τὸ σωφρόνως ἐν γάμῳ βιοῦν νομοθετεῖ), &c., treated of under ch. 1 Timothy 3:2), having a good character (testimony from without, cf. reff. and ch. 1 Timothy 3:7) in (the element or region in which that μαρτυρία is versed) good works (reff.), if (‘the conditions have as yet been expressed by participles in agreement with the noun: the construction is now changed for the hypothetical.’ De W.: but εἰ does not depend immediately on καταλεγέσθω: the intervening clauses must be taken for granted. So that it may more properly be said to be dependent on μὴ.… μαρτυρουμένη:—such an one, if in addition she, &c.) she (at any time—keep the aor.) brought up children (her own? or those of others? If (1), the barren might seem hardly dealt with: if (2), the word must be somewhat forced aside from its ordinary meaning (see τεκνοτροφία in Palm and Rost’s Lex.: where in the examples cited, die Kindererzeugung mitinbegrissen ist). Still this latter, considering that ἐξενοδόχησεν is the next good work specified, seems most probable: and so, but for the most part combining it with the other, Beng., De W., Huther, Wiesinger, al. Grot. understands it, ‘si nec abortum sibi fecerit, nec ob paupertatem exposuerit liberos …, sed omnes sibi natos educaverit, et quidem honeste ac pie:’ Calv.,—‘non sterilitatem hic damnari a Paulo, sed matrum delicias, quæ sobolis alendæ tædia devorare recusant’), if she (at any time) received strangers (practised hospitality. This clearly points out a person above the rank of the poor and indigent: though Chrys. pithily replies, κἂν πένης ᾖ, οἰκίαν ἔχει. οὐ γὰρ δὴ αἴθριος μένει. One is glad to hear that all the Christian widows at Constantinople were so well off. But it can hardly have been so in the apostolic age. Cf. ch. 1 Timothy 3:2; Titus 1:8; Romans 12:13; Hebrews 13:2), if she (at any time) washed the feet of the saints (‘synecdoche partis, pro omni genere officiorum humilitatis,’ Beng. εἰ τὰς ἐσχάτας ὑπηρεσίας τοῖς ἁγίοις ἀνεπαισχύντως ἐξετέλεσε, Thl. Still, we must not dismiss from our consideration the external act itself: as Thdrt. ἐποίουν γὰρ τοῦτο πάλαι: see John 13:14, and note, in which, though a formal ceremony in obedience to our Saviour’s words is repudiated, the principle of humbly serving one another, which would lead to such an act on occasion presented, is maintained), if she (at any time) relieved (cf. Herod. i. 91, καιομένῳ αὐτῷ ἐπήρκεσε:—Eur. Hec. 963, τί χρὴ τὸν εὖ πράσσοντα μὴ πράσσουσιν εὖ | φίλοις ἐπαρκεῖν;—and examples in Wetst. It is more rarely found with an accus.: see Palm and Rost’s Lex.) the distressed (not merely the poor, as Beng., but those afflicted in any way; cf. example from Herod. above), if she followed every good work (Chrys. in his fine homily on this passage, cited above, § 15, says: τί ἐστιν ἐν παντὶ ἔργ. ἀγ. ἐπηκολούθ.; ὥστε καὶ εἰς δεσμωτήριον εἰσιέναι καὶ τοὺς δεδεμένους ἐπισκέπτεσθαι, καὶ ἀῤῥωστοῦντας ἐπισκοπεῖν, καὶ θλιβομένους παραμυθεῖσθαι, καὶ ὀδυνωμένους παρακαλεῖν, καὶ πάντα τρόπον τὰ κατὰ δύναμιν εἰσφέρειν ἅπαντα, καὶ μηδὲν ὅλως παραιτεῖσθαι τῶν εἰς σωτηρίαν καὶ ἀνάπαυσιν τῶν ἀδελφῶν γινομένων τῶν ἡμετέρων. Bengel’s idea, ‘Antistitum et virorum est, bonis operibus præire, Titus 3:8; Titus 3:14; mulierum, subsequi, adjuvando pro sua parte,’ is ingenious, but wrong: cf. Plato, Rep. p. 370 c,— ἀλλʼ ἀνάγκη τὸν πράττοντα τῷ πραττομένῳ ἐπακολουθεῖν μὴ ἐν παρέργου μέρει).

Verses 9-16
9–16.] Further regulations respecting widows.

Verse 11
11.] But younger widows decline (to place on the κατάλογος, see above on 1 Timothy 5:9; not ‘avoid,’ for fear of scandal, as Chrys. in the homily above cited: nor both of these combined, as Huther: nor ‘decline as objects for the alms of the church,’ as some above. Baur’s idea (Paulus u. s. w. p. 497), that χήρας is the predicate,—‘the younger women decline as widows,’ refuse to put on the list of widows, is not justified by the construction, nor does it derive any support from the rendering given above of χήρα καταλεγέσθω, 1 Timothy 5:9): for when they shall wax wanton (a very full account of the usage of ἐάν and ὅταν with the indic. is given in Klotz, Devar. ii. pp. 468 ff. Ellicott sums it up by saying that in such cases the whole conditional force is restricted to the particle, and there is no necessary internal connexion between the verb in the protasis and that in the apodosis. He does not hold this to be applicable here, and therefore prefers the rec. reading) against ( στρηνιάω, and στρῆνος, see reff.—from στρηνής (strenuus), ‘strong,’—‘to be strong,’ whence κατα- στρ., to be strong against,—to rebel against (see Ellic. here): and in the particular matter here treated, ‘to become wanton against’) Christ (their proper bridegroom: Jerome’s expression, ep. 123 (11) ad Ageruchiam (Gerontiam) 3, vol. i. p. 901, which the Commentators blame as too strong, in fact gives the sense well,—“quæ fornicatæ sunt (-cantur?) in injuriam viri sui Christi.” Thl. similarly, but too vaguely,— ὅταν καθυπερηφανεύσονται τοῦ χριστοῦ, μὴ ἀποδεχόμεναι αὐτὸν νυμφίον), they desire to marry (again),—having (bearing on themselves, as a burden: see reff. and Galatians 5:10) judgment (from God: and as the context necessarily implies, condemnation: but we must not so express it in a version: that which is left to be fixed by the context in the original, should be also left in a translation. The meaning ‘bringing on themselves the imputation of having,’ &c., given by De W. and upheld by Huther, al., appears to me to be ungrammatical), because they set at nought their first faith (i.e. broke, made void, their former promise. So Chrys., interpreting it, τὰς πρὸς τὸν χριστὸν καταπατῆσαι συνθήκας, Hom. var. ut supra: and again, πίστιν τὴν συνθήκην λέγει, Hom. in loc.: Thdrt. τῷ χριστῷ συνταξάμεναι σωφρόνως ζῇν ἐν χηρείᾳ, δευτέροις ὁμιλοῦσι γάμοις: Thl. ἐψεύσαντο τὴν συμφωνίαν τὴν πρὸς χριστόν. Tert. de monogam. 13, vol. ii. p. 948,—“quod primam fidem resciderunt, illam videlicet a qua in viduitate inventæ et professæ eam non perseverant.” Aug. in Ps. 75:12, § 16, vol. iv. p. 968: “Quid est ‘primam fidem irritam fecerunt?’ voverunt et non reddiderunt.” Having devoted themselves to widowhood as their state of life, and to the duties of the order of πρεσβύτιδες as their occupation, they will thus be guilty of a dereliction of their deliberate promise. Of the later vows of celibacy, and ascetic views with regard to second marriages, there is no trace: see below. Calv. (al.) interprets τὴν πρώτην πίστιν ἠθέτησαν of falling away from the faith,—‘quia a fide baptismi et Christianismo prorsus deficiant,’ and defends this view against that given above, calling it ‘nimis frigidum:’ but as it seems to me quite unsuccessfully. He expresses well, however, the difference between this addiction to single life and the later compulsory vows: ‘non ideo cœlibes se fore promittebant olim viduæ, ut sanctius agerent vitam quam in conjugio: sed quod non poterant marito et ecclesiæ simul esse addictæ:’—see the rest of his note).

Verse 13
13.] Moreover they also learn to be idle (so Syr., Chr., Thl., Beza, Huther, Winer, Ellic. (“It is needless to say that Winer does not conceive ‘an ellipsis of οὖσαι for εἶναι.’ Bloomf.,—a mistake of which such a scholar could not be capable.” Ellic. edn. 1), al.;—a harsh construction, but, it is said, not without example: however, the only one cited is from Plato, Euthyd. p. 276 b: οἱ ἀμαθεῖς ἄρα σοφοὶ μανθάνουσι, where the word σοφοί does not occur in Bekker’s text, and seems on critical grounds very suspicious. Still, I conceive that the present sentence will admit of no other construction, on account of the emphatic position of ἀργαί, which is further heightened by οὐ μόνον δὲ ἀργαί below. De W. objects to it, that idleness is the cause, not the effect, of going about, &c.: but it may well be answered, that not only does a spirit of idleness give rise to such going about, but such going about confirms the habit of idleness.

Bengel would lay the stress on μανθάνουσιν—‘reprehenditur discendi genus: sequiturque species,—discunt, quæ domos obeundo discuntur, i.e. statum familiarum curiose explorant.’ But μανθ. does not seem to bear this meaning. The usual interpretation has been to take περιερχ. as an infin., ‘learn to go about:’ so vulg., Luth., &c.: but the objection to this is, that μανθάνω with a participle always means to be aware of, take notice of, the act implied in the verb: e.g. διαβεβλημένος ὑπὸ ἀμάσιος οὐ μανθάνεις, Herod. iii. 1) going about from house to house (lit. “the houses,” viz. of the faithful. For the construction compare Matthew 9:35, περιῆγεν ὁ ἰησοῦς τὰς πόλεις: but not only (to be) idle, but also gossips ( περιοδεύουσαι τὰς οἰκίας, οὐδὲν ἀλλʼ ἢ τὰ ταύτης εἰς ἐκείνην φέρουσι, καὶ τὰ ἐκείνης εἰς ταύτην. Thl. ‘Ex otio nascebatur curiositas, quæ ipsa garrulitatis est mater.’ Calv.) and busybodies (reff.), speaking (not merely ‘saying:’ the subject-matter, as well as the form, is involved in λαλοῦσαι) things which are not fitting (his fear is, that these younger widows will not only do the Church’s work idly, but make mischief by bearing about tales and scandal).

I will (consult Ellic.’s note on βούλομαι. We may generally state that θέλω is the resting inclination of the will, βούλομαι its active exertion) then (“ οὖν has here its proper collective force, ‘in consequence of these things being so, I desire.’ ” Ellic.) that younger widows (such, and not the younger women, is evidently the Apostle’s meaning. ( χήρας is supplied in several cursives, Chr., Thdrt., Jer.) The whole passage has concerned widows—and to them he returns again, 1 Timothy 5:16) marry (not as Chrys., ἐπειδὴ αὐταὶ βούλονται βούλομαι κἀγώ … ἔδει μὲν οὖν τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ μεριμνᾷν, ἔδει τὴν π στιν φυλάττειν. ἐπειδὴ δὲ ἐκεῖνα οὐ γίνεται, βέλτιον ταῦτα γενέσθαι (so also, characteristically, the R.-Cath. Mack): for it is not younger widows who have been taken into the catalogue of πρεσβύτιδες of whom he is speaking, but younger widows in general: Chrys.’s interpretation would make the Apostle contradict himself. The οὖν on which Mack lays stress as favouring this meaning, simply infers from the temptations of young widows just described. There is no inconsistency here with the view expressed in 1 Corinthians 7:39-40; the time and circumstances were different), bear children, govern households (i.e. in their place, and with their share of the duties: οἰκουρεῖν, as Chrys. Both these verbs belong to later Greek: cf. Lobeck on Phryn., p. 373), give no occasion (starting-point, in their behaviour or language) to the adversary (who is meant? Chrys. and the ancients for the most part understand, the devil ( μὴ βουλόμενος τὸν διάβολον ἀφορυὴν λαμβάνειν): and so, lately, Huther, defending it by his interpretation of λοιδορίας χάριν (see below). But St. Paul’s own usage of ἀντικείμενος (reff., see also Titus 2:8) is our best guide. Ordinarily using it of human adversaries, he surely would here have mentioned ὁ διάβολος, had he intended him. And the understanding him to be here meant brings in the next verse very awkwardly, as he there has an entirely new part assigned him. Understand therefore, any adversary, Jew or Gentile, who may be on the watch to get occasion, by the lax conduct of the believers, to slander the Church) for the sake of reproach (to be joined with ἀφορμήν: the ἀφορμή, when taken advantage of by the adversary, would be used λοιδορίας χάριν, for the sake and purpose of reproaching the people of God. Mack would join λ. χ. with βούλομαι,—most unnaturally: ‘I will, on account of the reproach which might otherwise come on the Church, νεωτέρας γαμεῖν &c.:’—Leo,—with τῷ ἀντικειμένῳ,—which would more naturally be τῷ λοιδορίας χάριν ἀντικειμένῳ.

λοιδορία must be kept to its true sense, reproach brought on the Gospel; not forced, as Huther, for the sake of his view of ὁ ἀντικείμενος, to that of disgrace brought on the church by the fall of the widows);—for already (‘particula provocat ad experientiam,’ Beng.) some (widows) have been (we are obliged here to give a perfect rendering in English. Our language will not, as the habit of mixed constructions in the Greek permits, bear the placing an indefinite past event in a definite portion of time such as ἤδη expresses) turned away (out of the right path, ref.) after (so as to follow) Satan (‘eoque occasionem dedere calumniæ,’ Beng. When De W. doubts whether St. Paul’s experience could have been long enough to bear out such an assertion—and thus impugns the genuineness of the Epistle,—this is very much a matter of dates: and even taking the earliest commonly assigned, the assertion might be strictly true, applying as it does not only to Ephesus, but to the far wider range of his apostolic ministry).

Verse 16
16.] Not a repetition of 1 Timothy 5:4; 1 Timothy 5:8, but an extension of the same duty to more distant relatives than those there spoken of. If any believing [man or] woman has widows (in [his or] her family—dependent in any degree, however distant—e.g. as sister, or sister-in-law, aunt, niece, cousin, &c.), let such person relieve them (see above, 1 Timothy 5:10), and let the church not be burdened (with their support: “later and less correct form for βαρύνειν;” see Ellic.), that it may relieve those who are widows in reality (really χῆραι—destitute of help).

Verse 17
17.] Let the presbyters who well preside (not, as in some former editions, have well presided: the perf. of ἵστημι has the present signification throughout. I owe the correction of this inadvertence to Bishop Ellicott. Preside, viz. over their portion of the Church’s work. Chrys. has well expressed the meaning, but not all the meaning; for wisdom and ability must be taken also into account:— τί δε ἐστι, καλῶς προεστῶτας, ἀκούσωμεν τοῦ χριστοῦ λέγοντος· ὁ ποιμὴν ὁ καλὸς τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ τίθησιν ὑπὲρ τῶν προβάτων. ἄρα τοῦτό ἐστι καλῶς προεστάναι, μηδενὸς φείδεσθαι τῆς ἐκείνων κηδεμονίας ἕνεκα), be held worthy of double (not, as compared with the widows, as Chr.,—(alt. 1: διπλῆς τῆς πρὸς τὰς χήρας, ἢ τῆς πρὸς τοὺς διακόνους, ἢ ἁπλῶς διπλῆς τιμῆς, πολλῆς λέγει), Thl. (1), Constt.-ap. (ii. 28, p. 674, Migne), Erasm., Calv., al.,—the deacons, as Chr. (2, see above), Thl. (2),—the poor, as Flatt, &c.—but as compared with those who have not distinguished themselves by καλῶς προεστάναι; and evidently, as Chrys. 3, it is not to be taken in the mere literal sense of double, but implies increase generally—see reff., and below) honour (so Plato, Legg. v. p. 378 D, τίμιος μὲν δὴ καὶ ὁ μηδὲν ἀδικῶν· ὁ δὲ μηδʼ ἐπιτρέπων τοῖς ἀδικοῦσιν ἀδικεῖν πλέον ἢ διπλασίας τιμῆς ἄξιος ἐκείνου: and see other examples in Wetstein. From the general tenor of those, as well as from the context here, it is evident that not merely honour, but recompense is here in question: but the word need not be confined to that meaning: honour, and honour’s fruit, may be both included in it. Grot. conceives an allusion to the double portion of the first-born (Deuteronomy 21:17): Elsner, to the double share of provision which used to be set before the presbyters in the Agapæ (Heydr., Baur: cf. Constt.-apost. as above). But as De W. remarks, that practice was much more probably owing to a misunderstanding of this passage): especially those that labour in (the) word and teaching (therefore the preaching of the word, and teaching, was not the office of all the πρεσβύτεροι. Conyb. rightly remarks, that this is a proof of the early date of the Epistle. Of these two expressions, λόγος would more properly express preaching; διδασκαλία, the work of instruction, by catechetical or other means).

Verses 17-25
17–25.] Directions respecting (17–19) presbyters; (20–25) church discipline: and certain matters regarding his own official and personal life.

Verse 18
18.] Ground for the above injunction. See the first citation (‘an (or ‘the,’ an anarthrous emphatic word) ox while treading,’ &c., not, ‘the ox that treadeth,’ &c., as E. V.) treated by the Apostle at more length, 1 Corinthians 9:9. It is doubted whether the words ἄξιος ὁ ἐργάτ. κ. τ. λ. are a citation at all. Some have referred them to Leviticus 19:13; Deuteronomy 24:14, which passages however say nothing of the kind, being special directions about paying a labourer’s wages before night. Thdrt. and Thl. suppose it to be quoted from the New Testament; i.e. from our Lord’s saying, reff. Matt., Luke. But it is very unlikely that the Apostle should cite these under the title of ἡ γραφή: and Calvin’s view seems most probable, that he adduces the sentiment, as our Lord Himself does, as a popular and well-known saying (so Wolf and Huther). This verse it is which makes it extremely probable, that τιμή above refers to the honorarium of pecuniary recompense.

Verse 19
19.] See the summary above. Against a presbyter (Chrys., Thl., are certainly wrong in supposing that age, not office is again here indicated: the whole passage is of presbyters by office—cf. 1 Timothy 5:22 below) entertain not an accusation, except (reff. pleonastic expressions such as ἐκτὸς εἰ μή, χωρὶς εἰ or εἰ μή, are found in later writers, such as Plutarch, Dio Cassius, &c.: we have πλὴν εἰ μή in Demosth. 141. 21, 719. 1: Aristot. de Anim. i. 5. 9, al. See Lobeck on Phrynichus, p. 459) before (lit. in presence of; and perhaps we ought to press the meaning: but from the occurrence of ἐπὶ στόματος δύο μαρτ. κ. τ. λ. in ref. Deut., it is more likely figurative, ‘in the presence of,’ signifying merely ‘vorhandenseyn,’ their presence in the case) two or three witnesses (De W. asks,—but were not these required in every case, not only in that of a presbyter? Three answers are given: one by Chrys. ( τὸ δὲ ἐπὶ ἄλλων, φησί, μάλιστα δὲ κατὰ πρεσβυτέρου), Thdrt. ( συμβαίνει γὰρ ἐκκλησίας αὐτὸν προστασίαν πεπιστευμένον καὶ λυπῆσαι τῶν ἁμαρτανόντων τινάς, εἶτα ἐντεῦθεν ἐκείνους δεομένως διατεθέντας συκοφαντίαν ὑφῆναι. δεῖ τοίνυν ἀπαντῆσαι τῶν μαρτύρων τὸν ἀριθμόν), and so Calvin at more length: the other by Huther, that Timotheus was not constituted judge in private men’s matters, only over the officers of the church in faults with which they might be charged as regarded the execution of their duty: a third by Bengel,—‘privatus poterat, lege Mosis, citari uno teste, non condemnari: presbyterum ne citari quidem Paulus jubet, &c.’ But this is manifestly a distinction without point—the κατηγορίαν παραδέχεσθαι being used not of mere citation, but of entertaining the charge as a valid one: in other words, as including citation and conviction as well. So nearly Grotius, but bringing out a different distinction, which is manifestly here not in question—‘poterat ad unius testis dictum vir plebeius capi aut contra eum inquisitio incipi: non ita autem contra Senatorem, cui æquiparatur Presbyter.’ The first reason seems the more probable: that he is only recalling the attention of Timotheus to a known and prescribed precaution, which was in this case especially to be always observed. Somewhat otherwise Ellicott: see his note).

Verse 20
20.] [But] those who are doing wrong (if δέ is read, these are the sinning presbyters, and cannot well be any others. Without the particle, the application may be doubted. De W., Wiesinger, and Ellic., following a few others (Aret., Heinr., Matthies, al.), maintain the general reference. So appears Chrys. to have done, understanding πρεσβ. merely of age, and going on without any further remark, and so (apparently) Thdrt. But, even thus, the other view is the more likely, from the strong language used in 1 Timothy 5:21, and the return again to the subject in 1 Timothy 5:22; and so most Commentators. The pres. part. is no argument against it (against De W. and Wiesinger): ‘those who are (detected in) sinning,’ who are proved to be living in sin, may well be intended by it: the fact of their being ἁμαρτάνοντες is not ascertained till they have been charged with fault, and the evidence of the witnesses taken) reprove in the presence of all (not all the presbyters, the ‘consessus presbyterorum:’ see on καὶ οἱ λοιποί below: but the whole congregation. Had it not been for ecclesiastical considerations, we should never have heard of such a limited meaning for ἐνώπιον πάντων), that the rest also (not, the other presbyters, which would have certainly been pointed out if intended,—but in its usual sense of ‘the rest,’ generally: the καί seems to make this even plainer: that the warning may not be confined to a few, but may also spread over the whole church) may have fear (see Deuteronomy 13:11; fear, on seeing the public disgrace consequent on sin. ἔχωσιν, as above, 1 Timothy 5:12).

Verse 21
21.] I adjure thee (see reff., especially 2 Timothy 4:1) in the presence of God, and of Christ Jesus (on the supposed reference to one Person only, see Ellic.’s note); and of the elect angels (the holy angels, who are the chosen attendants and ministers of God. Thus ἐκλεκτῶν is an epithet distributed over the whole extent of ἀγγέλων, not one designating any one class of angels above the rest, as De W. Bengel says rightly, ἐκλεκτῶν, “epitheton, Timothei reverentiam acuens:—the angels, God’s chosen ministers.” Various meanings have been proposed: good angels as distinguished from bad (so Thl., Ambr., Grot., Est., Wolf, al.),—but οἱ ἄγγελοι without any such designation, are ever good angels:—the guardian angels of Timotheus and the Ephesian church (Mosheim): ‘those especially selected by God as His messengers to the human race, as Gabriel’ (Conyb.),—which, if we suppose these to be any particular class of angels, would be the best; but I doubt ἐκλεκτός, absolute, ever bearing this meaning, and much prefer that upheld above. Calvin says: “electos vocat angelos non tantum ut a reprobis discernat, sed excellentiæ causa, ut plus reverentiæ habeat eorum testimonium.” There is a parallel form of adjuration in Jos. B. J. ii. 16. 4, where Agrippa is endeavouring to persuade the Jews to remain in the Roman allegiance: μαρτύρομαι δʼ ἐγὼ ὑμῶν τὰ ἅγια καὶ τοὺς ἱεροὺς ἀγγέλους τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ πατρίδα τὴν κοινήν.

Schleiermacher thinks this mention of one class of angels as ‘elect,’ inconsistent with the Apostle’s warning against genealogies and idle questions: but with the above interpretation such objection falls to the ground. Baur would explain the expression by the gnostic notion of angels more immediately connected with our Lord, alluded to by Irenæus, i. 4. 5, p. 21, οἱ ἡλικιῶται αὐτοῦ ἄγγελοι: see ib. 7. 1, p. 32. But Irenæus’ text is μετὰ τῶν ἡλικιωτῶν αὐτοῦ τῶν ἀγγέλων, which hardly justifies the interpretation: and if it did, the whole lies too far off the matter in our text, to be brought to bear upon it), that thou keep these things (viz. the injunctions, 1 Timothy 5:19-20. De W., taking 1 Timothy 5:20 generally, is obliged, although he confesses that the connexion with 1 Timothy 5:19 would be best if only 1 Timothy 5:19; 1 Timothy 5:21 came together, to explain ταῦτα of 1 Timothy 5:20 only, see below) without prejudice (‘præ-judicium’—previous condemnation before hearing a man’s case: a word only found here), doing nothing according to partiality (bias towards, as the other was bias against, an accused presbyter. Diod. Sic., iii. 27, uses the word in its literal sense: τὸ δένδρον διὰ τὴν γινομένην πρὸς αὐτὸ πλεονάκις πρόσκλισιν τοῦ ζώου, τετριμμένον ἐστί:—Diog. Laert., proœm. 20, in its metaphorical: εἰ δὲ αἵρεσιν νοοῖμεν πρόσκλισιν ἐν δόγμασιν. Thdrt. says well, δύο παρακελεύεται· μήτε τῇ τῶν κατηγόρων ἀξιοπιστίᾳ πιστεύσαντα κατακρίνειν, ἢ φιλαπεχθημόνως διακείμενον τοῦτο ποιεῖν πρὸ τῆς ἀκριβοῦς ἐξετάσεως. μήτε τῶν ἐλέγχων προφανῶς γενομένων ἀναβάλλεσθαι τὴν ψῆφον τῇ πρὸς τὸν κρινόμενον χάριτι τὸ δίκαιον διαφθείροντα).

Verse 22
22 f.] The same subject is continued, and direction given whereby the scandal just dealt with may be prevented: viz. by caution in ordaining at first. The reference is primarily to presbyters: of course extending also in its spirit to all other church offices. This reference, which is maintained by Chrys., Thdrt., Thl., Grot., Est., Flatt, Mack, al., is denied by De W., Wiesinger, and Huther: the two former (as also Hammond, Ellic.) understanding the command of receiving back into the church excommunicated persons, or heretics, which from later testimonies (Cypr., the Nicene council, &c.) they shew to have been the practice: Huther, rightly rejecting this idea, yet interprets it of laying on of hands as merely conveying ecclesiastical blessing on many various occasions. But surely this is too vague and unimportant for the solemn language here used. Regarding the whole, to 1 Timothy 5:25, as connected, and belonging to one subject, I cannot accept any interpretation but the obvious and ordinary one: see especially ch. 1 Timothy 4:14; 2 Timothy 1:6.

Lay hands hastily on no one, nor be partaker in other men’s sins (as he would do by being the means of negligently admitting into the ministry unfit and ungodly persons, being properly held responsible for the consequence of those bad habits of theirs which more care might have ascertained. ἁμαρτίας points to the former ἁμαρτάνοντας):—keep THYSELF (highly emphatic: not merely others over whom thou art called to preside and pronounce judgment in admitting them to the ministry. And the emphasis is peculiarly in place here, as applying to that which has just preceded. If he were to admit improper candidates to the ministry from bias or from negligence, his own character, by his becoming a partaker in their sins, would suffer: whatever thou doest therefore, be sure to maintain, by watchful care and caution, thyself above all stain of blame) pure (not here to be referred to personal purity and chastity, though that of course would be the most important of all elements in carrying out the precept: but as above. On the word, see Ellic.). No longer (habitually) drink water, but use a little wine, on account of thy stomach, and thy frequent illnesses (the question, why this injunction is here inserted, has never been satisfactorily answered. Est., Grot., al., De W., Ellic., al., take it as a modification of σεαυτὸν ἁγνὸν τήρει, so as to prevent it from being misunderstood as enjoining asceticism. But on our explanation of the words, and I may add on any worthy view of the context, such a connexion will at once be repudiated. Chrys. has caught the right clue, when he says δοκεῖ δέ μοι καὶ ἄλλως ἐπίνοσος εἶναι. καὶ τοῦτο δείκνυσι λέγων, διὰ τὰς πυκνάς σου ἀσθενείας, ἀπό τε τοῦ στομάχου, ἀπό τε τῶν ἄλλων μερῶν: but he has not followed it up. Timotheus was certainly of a feeble bodily frame, and this feebleness appears, from other hints which we have respecting him, to have affected his character. See especially 1 Corinthians 16:10-11, and note there. Is it not very possible, that such feebleness, and perhaps timidity, may have influenced him as an overseer of the church, and prevented that keen-sighted judgment and vigorous action which a bishop should ever shew in estimating the characters of those who are candidates for the ministry? If this was so, then it is quite natural that in advising him on this point, St. Paul should throw in a hint, in fatherly kindness, that he must not allow these maladies to interfere with the efficient discharge of his high office, but take all reasonable means of raising his bodily condition above them. I feel compelled to adopt this view, from the close connexion of the next verse with the whole preceding passage, and the exceedingly unnatural isolation of this, unless it bears such a reference. It is impossible to avoid remarking, that the characteristic, but unnecessary anxiety of Ellicott to rescue the apostolic Timotheus from any imputation of feebleness of character has blinded him to the delicate connexion of thoughts here, as frequently in the second Epistle).

Verse 24
24.] The same subject continued: τὸν περὶ τῆς χειροτονίας ἀναλαμβάνει λόγον. Thdrt. If my view of the last verse is correct, the connexion will be found in the fact, that the conservation of himself in health and vigour would ensure his being able to deal ably and firmly with the cases which should come before him for decision. To guide him still further in this, the Apostle subjoins this remark, indicating two classes of characters with which he would have to deal in judging, whether favourably or unfavourably.

Of some men the sins (connects with ἁμαρτίαις ἀλλοτρίαις, 1 Timothy 5:22) are evident (there does not seem to be any relation of time in πρόδηλοι, ‘manifest beforehand,’—for thus the meaning would be,—as in πρόδηλος πότμος, κίνδυνος, &c., that the sins were manifest before they were committed, which would reduce this case to the other (see below): but the προ- seems rather of place than of time,— πρὸ τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν,—openly manifest,—notorious by common report), going before them (so that the man’s bad report comes to the person appointed to judge, before the man himself: not transitive, as Heinrichs,—‘peccata in judicium eos vocant’) to judgment (i.e. so that when they come before thee to be judged of as candidates, their sins have arrived before them): but some men again they (their sins) follow (i.e. after-proof brings out the correctness or otherwise of the judgment. Their characters come before thee unanticipated by adverse rumour: but thou mayest by examination discover those flaws in their conduct which had been skilfully concealed—the sins which, so to speak, follow at their heels. Therefore be watchful, and do not let the mere non-existence of previous adverse rumour lead thee always to presume fitness for the sacred office).

Verse 25
25.] So also (in like manner on the other side of men’s conduct) the good works (of some) are openly manifest: and those which are otherwise situated (which are not πρόδηλα) cannot be hidden (will come out, just as the sins in 1 Timothy 5:24, on examination. The tendency of this verse is to warn him against hasty condemnation, as the former had done against hasty approval. Sometimes thou wilt find a man’s good character go before him, and at once approve him to thee: but where this is not so, do not therefore be rash to condemn—thou mayest on examination soon discover, if there really be any good deeds accompanying him: for they are things which cannot be hidden—the good tree like the bad will be known by his fruits, and that speedily, on enquiry). I have abstained from detailing all the varieties of interpretation of these verses, following as they do those already specified on 1 Timothy 5:20-22. They may be seen shortly enumerated in De W. and Ellicott, and commented on at somewhat tedious length in Wiesinger. Chrys., al., confuse the context by understanding κρίσις of eternal judgment, and the sentiment as equivalent to ἐκεῖ πάντα γυμνά ἐστιν. And so even Ellicott, who in objecting to the above interpretation (which is also Bp. Wordsworth’s) charges it somewhat naïvely with failure in explaining the context. That it only does explain it satisfactorily, is, in my view, the decisive consideration in its favour.

06 Chapter 6 

Introduction
CH. 6.] The Apostle’s exhortations are continued, and pass from ecclesiastical to civil relations: and first to the duties of Christian slaves. This chapter has been charged (Schleierm., al.) with want of coherence. But to a careful observer the thread of connexion is very plain. I have endeavoured to indicate it as we pass on. Such a thread being detected, the idea of Schleierm. (partly approved by De W.) of its being a clumsy compilation out of the Epistles to Titus and 2 Tim. hardly requires refutation.

Verse 1
1.] Let as many as are slaves under the yoke (I have adopted the rendering of De W. and Huther, attaching δοῦλοι to the predicate, as the simpler construction. The other, ‘as many slaves as are under the yoke,’ making ὑπὸ ζυγόν emphatic as distinguishing either 1) those treated hardly, or 2) those who were under unbelieving masters, has undoubtedly something to be said for it, but does not seem to me so likely, from the arrangement of the words. Had ὑπὸ ζυγόν been intended to bring out any distinction, it would have more naturally preceded εἰσίν. I take then ὑπὸ ζυγὸν δοῦλοι as the predicate: ‘bondsmen under yoke’) hold their own ( ἰδίους, as in Ephesians 5:22, al., to bring out and emphasize the relation; see note there) masters worthy of all (fitting) honour, that the name of God and his doctrine (cf. Titus 2:10, where, writing on the same subject, he admonishes slaves ἵνα τὴν διδασκαλίαν τὴν τοῦ σωτῆρος ἡμῶν θεοῦ κοσμῶσιν ἐν πᾶσιν. Hence it would appear that the article here is possessive, and ἡ διδασκ. corresponding to τὸ ὄνομα) be not spoken evil of (Chrys. gives the sense well: ὁ ἄπιστος ἂν μὲν ἴδῃ τοὺς δούλους διὰ τὴν πίστιν αὐθάδως προφερομένους, βλασφημήσει πολλάκις ὡς στάσιν ἐμποιοῦν τὸ δόγμα· ὅταν δὲ ἴδῃ πειθομένους, μᾶλλον πεισθήσεται, μᾶλλον προσέξει τοῖς λεγουένοις. This verse obviously applies only to those slaves who had unbelieving masters. This is brought out by the reason given, and by the contrast in the next verse, not by any formal opposition in terms. The account to be given of the absence of such opposition is, that this verse contains the general exhortation, the case of Christian slaves under unbelieving masters being by far the most common. The exception is treated in the next verse).

Verse 2
2.] But (see above) let those who have believing masters not despise them because (belongs to καταφρονείτωσαν only, containing the ground of their contempt,—not to the exhortation μὴ καταφρονείτωσαν) they (the masters, not the slaves) are brethren, but all the more serve them ( μᾶλλον has the emphatic position: cf. Ephesians 5:11, where it merely signifies ‘rather,’ and the verb has the emphasis, μᾶλλον δὲ καὶ ἐλέγχετε. Cf. also Hom. Od. ο. 369, φίλει δέ με κηρόθι μᾶλλον: and in the same sense ἐπὶ μᾶλλον, Herod. i. 94,— ἐπεί τε δὲ οὐκ ἀνιέναι τὸ κακόν, ἀλλʼ ἐπὶ μᾶλλον ἔτι βιάζεσθαι, iii. 104; iv. 181. “The slaves who were under heathen masters were positively to regard their masters as deserving of honour;—the slaves under Christian masters were, negatively, not to evince any want of respect. The former were not to regard their masters as their inferiors, and to be insubordinate; the latter were not to think them their equals, and to be disrespectful.” Ellicott), because those who receive (mutually receive: the interchange of service between them in the Christian life being taken for granted, and this word purposely used to express it. So Eur. Andr. 742 ff., κἂν … τολοιπὸν ᾖ| σώφρων καθʼ ἡμᾶς, σώφρονʼ ἀντιλήψεται. | θυμούμενος δέ, τεύξεται θυμουμένων, ἔργοισι δʼ ἔργα διάδοχʼ ἀντιλήψεται. This sense, in the active, also occurs Theogn. 110, οὔτε κακοὺς εὖ δρῶν, εὖ πάλιν ἀντιλάβοις. And Plut. Pericl. circa init. has it with the middle and the genitive construction,— τῇ μὲν γὰρ αἰσθήσει, κατὰ πάθος τῆς πληγῆς ἀντιλαμβανομένῃ τῶν προστυγχανόντων …; and so Porphyr. de abstinentia, i. 46, μήτε ἐσθίων πλειόνων ἡδονῶν ἀντιλήψεται. On other senses, see below) the benefit (of their μᾶλλον δουλεύειν. There is an apt and interesting passage in Seneca, de beneficiis, iii. 18: ‘Quæritur a quibusdam, an beneficium dare servus domino possit?’ This question he answers in the affirmative: ‘servos qui negat dare aliquando domino beneficium, ignarus est juris humani: refert enim, cujus animi sit qui præstat, non cujus status:’ and at some length explains when, and how, such benefits can be said to be bestowed. The passage is remarkable, as constituting perhaps one of those curious indications of community of thought between the Apostle and the philosopher which could hardly have been altogether fortuitous. For instance, when Seneca proceeds thus, “Quidquid est quod servilis officii formulam excedit, quod non ex imperio sed ex voluntate præstatur, beneficium est,” we can hardly forbear connecting the unusual sense here of εὐεργεσία after the μᾶλλον δουλευέτωσαν, with the moralist’s discussion) are faithful and beloved.

Very various meanings and references have been assigned to these last words. Chrys., Thl., Grot., Kypke, al., interpret εὐεργεσίας of the kindness of the master to the slave (“quia fideles sunt et dilecti qui beneficii participes sunt (vulg.): primum, quia fide in Deum sunt præditi: deinde diligendi eo nomine quod curam gerant, ut vobis benefaciant: id est ut vos vestiant, pascant, ab injuriis protegant.” Grot.). On the other hand, Ambr. (?), Lomb., Th.-Aq., Calv., Beza, Bengel, al., understand it of God’s grace in redemption. But thus, if we make οἱ τῆς εὐεργ. ἀντιλ. the subject, as by the article it must be, the sentence will express nothing but a truism: if we escape from this by turning those words into the predicate (as E. V., “because they are faithful and beloved, partakers of the benefit”), we are violating the simplest rules of grammar. These things (viz. those immediately preceding, relating to slaves) teach and exhort.
Verses 3-5
3–5.] Designation of those who oppose such wholesome teaching—fervid indeed, and going further (see Prolegg.) than strict adherence to the limits of the context would require, but still suggested by, and returning to the context: cf. 1 Timothy 6:5 fin. and note. If any man is a teacher of other ways (see on ch. 1 Timothy 1:3; sets up as an adviser of different conduct from that which I have above recommended), and does not accede to (so a convert to the true faith was called προσήλυτος: and we have in Origen, ii. 255 (Wolf), προσιόντας τῷ λόγῳ in the sense of just converted, and in ib. 395, προσερχομένους τῷ θείῳ λόγῳ. So also Irenæus, in two places cited by Wolf: see also Philo in reff. There was therefore no need for Bentley’s conjecture, προσέχεται (see itacism in א (1), var. read.) or προσέχει, or προσίσχεται, though the use of these is commoner: see ch. 1 Timothy 1:4 reff. Cf. also Ellic.’s note) wholesome words (reff.), (namely) those of our Lord Jesus Christ (either, precepts given by Him respecting this duty of subjection, such as that Matthew 22:21,—which however seems rather far-fetched: or words agreeing with His teaching and expressing His will, which is more probable), and to the doctrine which is according to (after the rules of) piety,—he is (the apodosis begins here, not as Mack, al., with the spurious ἀφίστασο, 1 Timothy 6:5) besotted with pride (see ch. 1 Timothy 3:6, note), knowing (being one who knows: not, ‘although he knows’) nothing (not οὐδέν, which would be used to express the bare fact of absolute ignorance or idiotcy), but mad after (so Plato, Phædr. p. 228, ἀπαντήσας δὲ τῷ νοσοῦντι περὶ λόγων ἀκοήν, ἰδὼν μὲν ἰδὼν ἥσθη ὅτι ἕξοι τὸν συγκορυβαντιῶντα. Bengel and Wetst. quote from Plut. de laud. propr. p. 546 f, νοσεῖν περὶ δόξαν,—de ira cohib. p. 460 d, ν. περὶ σφραγίδια πολυτελῆ, insanire amore gloriœ, vel sigillorum pretiosorum. See more examples in Kypke. “ περί with a genitive serves to mark an object as the central point, as it were, of he activity (e.g. 1 Corinthians 12:1, the πνευμ. δῶρα formed as it were the centre of the ἄγνοια): the further idea of any action or motion round it is supplied by περί with the accusative. Cf. Winer, edn. 6, § 47. e: Donalds. Gr. § 482.” Ellicott) questionings (reff.) and disputes about words (see ref. The word is found only in ecclesiastical writers: see Wetst. Calv. explains it well, “contensiosas disputationes de verbis magis quam de rebus, vel, ut vulgo loquuntur, sine materia, aut subjecto”), from which cometh envy, strife, evil speakings (the context of such passages as Colossians 3:8, shews that it is not blasphemy, properly so called ( ἐκ δὲ τῆς ἔριδος ἡ κατὰ τοῦ θεοῦ βλασφημία τολμᾶται, Thdrt.), but mutual slander and reproach which is here meant), wicked suspicions (not concerning God ( περὶ θεοῦ ἂ μὴ δεῖ ὑποπτεύομεν, Chrys.), but of one another: not “ ‘opiniones malœ,’ quales Diagoræ, non esse Deum,” as Grot.), incessant quarrels ( δια- gives the sense of continuance; παρατριβή, primarily ‘friction,’ is found in later writers in the sense of irritating provocation, or hostile collision: so Polyb. ii. 36. 5, τὰ μὲν οὖν κατὰ καρχηδονίους καὶ ῥωμαίους ἀπὸ τούτων ἤδη τῶν καιρῶν ἐν ὑποψίαις ἦν πρὸς ἀλλήλους καὶ παρατριβαῖς:—xxiii. 10. 4, διὰ τὴν πρὸς τὸν φιλοποίμενα παρατριβήν: see also iv. 21. 5; xxi. 13. 5; xxiv. 3. 4. According to the other reading, παρά would give the sense of useless, vain, perverse, and διατριβή would be disputation, thus giving the sense ‘perverse disputing,’ as E. V. Chrys., Œc., Thdrt., explain our word ἀπὸ μεταφορᾶς τῶν ψωραλέων προβάτων (Œc.): and Chrys. says, καθάπερ τὰ ψωραλέα τῶν προβάτων παρατριβόμενα νόσου καὶ τὰ ὑγιαίνοντα ἐμπίπλησιν, οὕτω καὶ οὗτοι οἱ πονηροὶ ἄνδρες) of men depraved in mind (reff.; and see Ellic. on the psychology and construction) and destitute of the truth, who suppose that godliness is gain (lit., ‘a gainful trade,’ as Conyb.: see reff.:—and therefore do not teach contentment and acquiescence in God’s providence, as in 1 Timothy 6:6; but strive to make men discontented, and persuade them to use religion as a means of worldly bettering themselves).

Verse 6
6.] He then goes off, on the mention of this erroneous view, to shew how it really stands with the Christian as to the desire of riches: its danger, and the mischief it has occasioned. But (although they are in error in thus thinking, there is a sense in which such an idea is true (‘eleganter et non sine ironica correctione in contrarium sensum eadem verba retorquet.’ Calv.), for) godliness accompanied with contentment (see above, and Philippians 4:11) is great gain (alluding, not to the Christian’s reward in the next world, as Thdrt.,— τὴν γὰρ αἰώνιον ἡμῖν πορίζει ζωήν, Erasm., Calv., al.,—but as Chrys., Thl., Ambr., al.,—the πορισμός is in the very fact of possessing piety joined with contentment, and thus being able to dispense with those things which we cannot carry away with us).

Verse 7
7.] Reason why this is so. For we brought nothing into the world, because neither can we carry any thing out (the insertion of δῆλον or ἀληθές, or substitution of ἀλλά or καί for ὅτι, betray themselves as having all sprung from the difficulty of the shorter and original construction. The meaning appears to be,—we were appointed by God to come naked into the world, to teach us to remember that we must go naked out of it. But this sense of ὅτι is not without difficulty. De W. cites Il. π. 35, γλαυκὴ δέ σε τίκτε θάλασσα, πέτραι τʼ ἠλίβατοι, ὅτι τοι νόος ἐστὶν ἀπηνής,—and Od. χ. 36, ὦ κύνες, οὔ μʼ ἔτʼ ἐφάσκεθʼ ὑπότροπον οἴκαδʼ ἱκέσθαι | δήμου ἄπο τρώων, ὅτι μοι κατεκείρετε οἶκον, in both which it has nearly the sense required, of ‘seeing that.’ The sentiment is found in Job 1:21, Ecclesiastes 5:14; and in words remarkably similar, in Seneca, Ep. 102. 24, ‘non licet plus efferre, quam intuleris.’ See other examples in Wetst.):

Verse 8
8.] but (contrast to the avaricious, who forget this, or knowing it do not act on it: not as De W., = οὖν, which would be a direct inference from the preceding verse) having (if we have) food (the δια- gives the sense of ‘sufficient for our continually recurring wants,’—‘the needful supply of nourishment:’ the plur. corresponds to the plur. ἔχοντες, and implies ‘in each case’) and covering (some take it of both clothing and dwelling: perhaps rightly, but not on account of the plural: see above:—Chrys., al., of clothing only,— τοιαῦτα ἀμφιέννυσθαι, ἃ σκεπάσαι μόνον ἡμᾶς ὀφείλει καὶ περιστεῖλαι τὴν γύμνωσιν. These words occur together (Huther) in Sextus Empiricus ix. 1), with these (so ἀγαπάω, στέργω, χαίρω, &c. take a dative of the cause or object of the feeling. See ref. Luke, and Matthiæ, § 403) we shall be sufficiently provided (the fut. has an authoritative sense: so in Matthew 5:48, and Xen. Hell. ii. 3. 34, cited by Huther, ὑμεῖς οὖν, ἐὰν σωφρονῆτε, οὐ τούτου, ἀλλʼ ὑμῶν φείσεσθε:—but is not therefore equivalent to an imperative, ‘let us be content:’ for its sense is not properly subjective but objective—‘to be sufficed,’ or ‘sufficiently provided:’ and it is passive, not middle).

Verse 9
9.] But (contrast to the last verse) they who wish to be rich (not simply, ‘they who are rich:’ cf. Chrys.: οὐχ ἁπλῶς εἶπεν, οἱ πλουτοῦντες, ἀλλʼ, οἱ βουλόμενοι· ἐστὶ γάρ τινα καὶ χρήματα ἔχοντα καλῶς οἰκονομεῖν καταφρονοῦντα αὐτῶν), fall (reff.) into temptation (not merely ‘are tempted,’ but are involved in, cast into and among temptations; “in ἐμπίπτειν is implied the power which the πειρασμός exercises over them.” Huther) and a snare (being entangled by the temptation of getting rich as by a net), and many foolish and hurtful lusts (foolish, because no reasonable account can be given of them (see Ellic. on Galatians 3:1): hurtful, as inflicting injury on all a man’s best interests), such as sink men (mankind, generic) into destruction and perdition (temporal and eternal, but especially the latter: see the usage in reff. of both words by St. Paul: not mere moral degradation, as De W.).

Verse 10
10.] For the love of money is the (not ‘a,’ as Huther, Conyb., and Ellicott, after Middleton. A word like ῥίζα, a recognized part of a plant, does not require an article when placed as here in an emphatic position: we might have ἡ γὰρ ῥίζα, or ῥίζα γάρ: cf. 1 Corinthians 11:3 (which, notwithstanding what Ellic. has alleged against it, still appears to me to be strictly in point to shew that for which it is here adduced), παντὸς ἀνδρὸς ἡ κεφαλὴ ὁ χριστός ἐστιν, κεφαλὴ δὲ γυναικὸς ὁ ἀνήρ, κεφαλὴ δὲ τοῦ χριστοῦ ὁ θεός. Here in the first clause it is requisite to throw παντὸς ἀνδρός into emphasis: but had the arrangement been the same as that of the others, we should have read κεφαλή (not ἡ κεφ.) παντὸς ἀνδρὸς ὁ χριστός: but no one would therefore have thought of rendering ‘a head’) root of all evils (not, is the only root whence all evils spring: but is the root whence all (manner of evils may and as matter of fact do arise. So that De W.’s objections to the sentiment have no force: for neither does it follow (1) that the covetous man cannot possibly retain any virtuous disposition,—nor (2) that there may not be other roots of evil besides covetousness: neither of these matters being in the Apostle’s view. So Diogenes Laert. vit. Diogen. (vi. 50), τὴν φιλαργυρίαν εἶπε μητρόπολιν πάντων σῶν κακῶν: and Philo de judice 3, vol. ii. p. 346, calls it ὁρμητήριον τῶν μεγίστων παρανομηματων. See other examples in Wetst.): after which ( φιλαργυρία, see below) some lusting (the method of expression, if strictly judged, is somewhat incorrect: for φιλαργυρία is of itself a desire or ὄρεξις, and men cannot be properly said ὀρέγεσθαι after it, but after its object ἀργύριον. Such inaccuracies are, however, often found in language, and we have examples of them in St. Paul elsewhere: e.g. ἐλπὶς βλεπομένη, Romans 8:24,— ἐλπίδα … ἣν καὶ αὐτοὶ οὗτοι προσδέχονται, Acts 24:15) wandered away from the faith (ch. 1 Timothy 1:19; 1 Timothy 4:1), and pierced themselves through (not all round’ or ‘all over,’ as Beza, Elsner, al.: the περί refers to the thing pierced surrounding the instrument piercing: so περιπ. τὴν κεφαλὴν περὶ λόγχην, Plut. Galb. 27: see Palm and Rost, and Suicer, sub voce) with many pains (the ὀδύναι being regarded as the weapons. ἄκανθαί εἰσιν αἱ ἐπιθυμίαι— καὶ καθάπερ ἐν ἀκάνθαις, ὅθεν ἄν τις ἅψηται αὐτῶν, ᾕμαξε τὰς χεῖρας καὶ τραύματα ἐργάζεται· οὕτω καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν ἐπιθυμιῶν τὸ αὐτὸ πείσεται ὁ ταύταις ἐμπεσών, κ. τὴν ψυχὴν ἀλγηδόσι περιβαλεῖ. Chrys.).

Verse 11
11.] But (contrast to τινές above) thou (emphatic), O man of God (the designation of prophets in the O. T.: cf. LXX, 1 Kings 9:6, 7, 8 10, al.; and hence perhaps used of Timotheus as dedicated to God’s service in the ministry: but also not without a solemn reference to that which it expresses, that God, and not riches (see the contrast again 1 Timothy 6:17) is his object of desire), flee these things ( φιλαργυρία and its accompanying evils): but (the contrast is to the following these things, underlying the mention of them) follow after (ref. 2 Tim., where both words occur again) righteousness (see Ellic.’s note and references), piety (so δικαίως, εὐσεβῶς, Titus 2:12), faith (not mere rectitude in keeping trust, for all these words regard the Christian life), love, patience (under afflictions: stedfast endurance: better than ‘stedfastness’ (Conyb.), which may be an active endurance), meek-spiritedness (ref.: we have πραϋπαθέω in Philo de profugis, 1, vol. i. 547,— πραϋπαθής in Basil. M. These two last qualities have reference to his behaviour towards the opponents of the Gospel):

Verses 11-16
11–16.] Exhortation and conjuration to Timotheus, arising out of these considerations.

Verse 12
12.] Strive the good strife (see ref. and ch. 1 Timothy 1:18; 1 Corinthians 9:24 ff. Philippians 3:12 ff.) of the faith (not ‘of faith,’ abstract and subjective: but that noble conflict which the faith,—the profession of the soldier of Christ, entails on him), lay hold upon (as the aim and object of the lifelong struggle; the prize to be gained: so that the second imperative is, as Winer well observes, edn. 6, § 43, not the mere result of the first, as in ‘divide et impera,’ but correlative with it and contemporaneous: ‘strive …, and while doing so, endeavour to attain’) everlasting life, to which thou wast called (here apparently the image is dropped, and the realities of the Christian life spoken of. Some have supposed an allusion to the athletes being summoned by a herald: but it seems far-fetched—and indeed inaccurate: for it was to the contest, not to the prize, that they were thus summoned), and didst confess (we must not supply εἰς ἥν again before ὡμολόγησας, with Mack, al.,—‘in reference to which,’—a most unnatural construction: but regard it, with De W., as simply coupled to ἐκλήθης) the good confession (of faith in Christ: the confession, which every servant of Christ must make, on taking upon himself His service, or professing it when called upon so to do. From the same expression in the next verse, it would seem, that the article rather represents the notoriousness of the confession, ‘bonam illam confessionem,’ than its definite general character. There is some uncertainty, to what occasion the Apostle here refers; whether to the baptism of Timotheus,—so Chrys. (?), Œc., Thl. (alt.), Ambr., Grot., Beng., &c.: to his ordination as a minister,—so Wolf, al.: to his appointment over the church at Ephesus,—so Mack: to some confession made by him under persecution,—so, justifying it by what follows, respecting our Lord, Huther, al. Of these the first appears to me most probable, as giving the most general sense to ἡ καλὴ ὁμολογία, and applying best to the immediate consideration of αἰώνιος ζωή, which is the common object of all Christians. The reference supposed by Thdrt. ( πάντας παρʼ αὐτοῦ δεξαμένους τὸ κήρυγμα μάρτυρας εἶχε τῆς καλῆς ὁμολογίας), Calv., al., to Timotheus’s preaching, is clearly inadmissible) before many witnesses.

Verse 13
13.] I charge thee (ch. 1 Timothy 1:3) in the presence of God who endues all things with life (for the sense, see reff.: most probably a reference to αἰώνιος ζωή above: hardly, as De W., al., after Chrys., to the resurrection, reminding him that death for Christ’s sake was not to be feared: for there is here no immediate allusion to danger, but only to the duty of personal firmness in the faith in his own religious life), and of Christ Jesus, who testified (‘testari confessionem erat Domini, confiteri confessionem erat Timo nei,’ Bengel. See Ellicott’s note) before Pontius Pilate (De W., al. (and Ellicott: see below on ὁμολογ.) would render it, as in the Apostles’ creed, ‘under Pontius Pilate:’ but the immediate reference here being to His confession, it seems more natural to take the meaning, ‘coram:’ and so Chrys., who as a Greek, and familiar with the Creed, is a fair witness)—the good confession (viz. that whole testimony to the verity of his own Person and to the Truth, which we find in John 18., and which doubtless formed part of the oral apostolic teaching. Those who render ἐπί, ‘under,’ understand this confession of our Lord’s sufferings and death—which at least is far-fetched.

There is no necessity, with Huther, to require a strict parallel between the circumstances of the confession of our Lord and that of Timotheus, nor to infer in consequence of this verse that his confession must have been one before a heathen magistrate: it is the fact of a confession having been made in both cases that is put in the foreground—and that our Lord’s was made in the midst of danger and with death before him, is a powerful argument to firmness for his servant in his own confession. Another rendering of this verse is given by Mack, al.: it makes τὴν καλὴν ὁμολογίαν governed by παραγγέλλω, and understands by it the same confession as in 1 Timothy 6:12; ‘I enjoin on thee,—in the presence … and of Christ Jesus who bore testimony before Pontius Pilate—the good confession.’ But this is quite inadmissible. For it is opposed both to the sense of παραγγέλλω, and to the following context, in which ἡ ἐντολή, not ἡ καλὴ ὁμολογία, is the thing to be observed), that thou keep (preserve: cf. ἄσπιλον below, and ch. 1 Timothy 5:22) the commandment (used not to designate any special command just given, but as a general compendium of the rule of the Gospel, after which our lives and thoughts must be regulated: cf. παραγγελία in the same sense, ch. 1 Timothy 1:5) without spot and without reproach (both epithets belong to τὴν ἐντολήν, not to σε, as most Commentators, some, as Est., maintaining that ἀνεπίληπτος can be used of persons only. But this De W. has shewn not to be the case: we have ἡ ἀνεπίληπτος τέχνη in Philo de opif. 22, vol. i. p. 15: ἀνεπιληπτότερον τὸ λεγόμενον in Plato, Phileb. p. 43 c. Besides, the ordinary construction with τηρεῖν is that the qualifying adjective should belong to its object: cf. ch. 1 Timothy 5:22; James 1:27; 2 Corinthians 11:9. The commandment, entrusted to thee as a deposit (cf. 1 Timothy 6:20), must be kept by thee unstained and unreproached. Consult Ellic.’s note) until the appearance (reff.) of our Lord Jesus Christ ( τουτέστι, says Chrys., μέχρι τῆς σῆς τελευτῆς, μέχρι τῆς ἐξόδου. But surely both the usage of the word ἐπιφάνεια and the next verse should have kept him from this mistake. Far better Bengel: “fideles in praxi sua proponebant sibi diem Christi ut appropinquantem: nos solemus nobis horam mortis proponere.” We may fairly say that whatever impression is betrayed by the words that the coming of the Lord would be in Timotheus’s lifetime, is chastened and corrected by the καιροῖς ἰδίοις of the next verse. That, the certainty of the coming in God’s own time, was a fixed truth respecting which the Apostle speaks with the authority of the Spirit: but the day and hour was hidden from him as from us: and from such passages as this we see that the apostolic age maintained that which ought to be the attitude of all ages, constant expectation of the Lord’s return)

Verse 15-16
15, 16.] which in His own times (reff.: τουτέστι τοῖς προσήκουσι, τοῖς ὀφειλομένοις, Chrys. “Numerus pluralis observandus, brevitatem temporum non valde coarctans;” Bengel) He shall manifest (make visible, cause to appear; “display,” Ellic.) (who is) the blessed ( ἡ αὐτομακαριότης, Chrys.) and only Potentate (Baur, al., believe the polytheism or dualism of the Gnostics to be hinted at in μόνος: but this is very unlikely. The passage is not polemical: and cf. the same μόνος in John 17:3), the King of kings and Lord of lords (this seems the place,—on account of this same designation occurring in reff. Rev. applied to our Lord,—to enquire whether these 1 Timothy 6:15-16 are said of the Father or of the Son. Chrys. holds very strongly the latter view: but surely the καιροῖς ἰδίοις, compared with καιρούς, οὓς ὁ πατὴρ ἔθετο ἐν τῇ ἰδίᾳ ἐξουσίᾳ, Acts 1:7, determines for the former: so also does ὃν εἶδεν οὐδεὶς κ. τ. λ. 1 Timothy 6:16, which Chrys. leaves untouched), who only has immortality (Huther quotes (Ps-) Justin M., quæst. ad Orthod. 61, p. 464: μόνος ἔχων τὴν ἀθανασίαν λέγεται ὁ θεός, ὅτι οὐκ ἐκ θελήματος ἄλλου ταύτην ἔχει, καθάπερ οἱ λοιποὶ πάντες ἀθάνατοι, ἀλλʼ ἐκ τῆς οἰκείας οὐσίας. Bengel remarks: ‘Adjectivum immortalis non exstat in N. T. sed ἄφθαρτος, incorruptibilis: neque ἀθάνατος aut ἀθανασία habent LXX. Utrumque habet Sapientiæ liber qui semper Græcus fuit’), dwelling in light unapproachable ( ἄλλο τὸ φῶς αὐτὸς καὶ ἄλλο ὃ οἰκεῖ; οὐκοῦν καὶ τόπῳ ἐμπεριείληπται; ἄπαγε· οὐχ ἵνα τοῦτο νοήσωμεν, ἀλλʼ ἵνα τὸ ἀκατάληπτον τῆς θείας φύσεως παραστήσῃ, φῶς οἰκεῖν αὐτὸν εἶπεν ἀπρόσιτον, οὕτω θεολογήσας ὡς ἦν αὐτῷ δυνατόν. Chrys.), whom no one of men (ever) saw, nor can see (the Commentators quote Theophilus ad Autol., i. 5, p. 341: εἰ τῷ ἡλίῳ ἐλαχίστῳ ὄντι στοιχείῳ οὐ δύναται ἄνθρωπος ἀτενίσαι διὰ τὴν ὑπερβάλλουσαν θέρμην καὶ δύναμιν, πῶς οὐχὶ μᾶλλον τῇ τοῦ θεοῦ δόξῃ ἀνεκφράστῳ οὔσῃ ἄνθρωπος θνητὸς οὐ δύναται ἀντωπῆσαι; These words, as compared with John 1:18, seem to prove decisively that the whole description applies to the Father, not to the Son), to whom be honour and power everlasting, Amen (see ch. 1 Timothy 1:17, where a similar ascription occurs). Some of the Commentators (Mack, Schleierm.) think that 1 Timothy 6:15-16 are taken from an ecclesiastical hymn: and Mack has even arranged it metrically. See ch. 1 Timothy 3:16, 2 Timothy 2:11 ff., notes.

Verse 17
17.] To those who are rich in this present world (no τοῖς before ἐν τῷ νῦν αἰ., because πλούσιοι- ἐν- τῷ- νῦν- αἰῶνι is the designation of the persons spoken of. Had there been a distinction such as Chrys. brings out,— εἰσὶ γὰρ καὶ ἄλλοι πλούσιοι ἐν τῷ μέλλοντι ( τῷ δὲ διορισμῷ ἁναγκαίως ἐχρήσατο· εἰσὶ γὰρ πλούσιοι καὶ τοῦ μέλλοντος αἰῶνος, οἱ τὸν μόνιμον πλοῦτον καὶ διαρκῆ κεκτημένοι. Thdrt.), the τοῖς would have been more naturally prefixed. Such a distinction would besides have been improbable, as drawing a line between the two characters, which it is the object of the exhortation to keep united in the same persons. See the distinction in Luke 12:21) give in charge not to be high-minded ( ταῦτα παραινεῖ, εἰδὼς ὅτι οὐδὲν οὕτω τίκτει τῦφον, καὶ ἀπόνοιαν, καὶ ἀλαζονείαν, ὡς χρήματα, Chrys.), nor to place their hope (i.e. to have hoped, and continue to be hoping: see on ch. 1 Timothy 4:10) on the uncertainty (reff.) of riches (not = τῷ πλούτῳ τῷ ἀδήλῳ, but far more forcible, hyperbolically representing the hope as reposed on the very quality in riches which least justified it. On the sense, Thdrt. says, ἄδηλον γὰρ τοῦ πλούτου τὸ κτῆμα· νῦν μὲν γὰρ παρὰ τούτῳ φοιτᾷ, νῦν δὲ πρὸς ἐκεῖνον μεταβαίνει· καὶ πολλοὺς ἔχων κυρίους, οὐδενός ἐστι κτῆμα. An uncertain author, in the Anthology, having complained of the fickleness of Fortune, says, μισῶ τὰ πάντα τῆς ἀδηλίας χάριν), but in (see var. readd.: no distinction of meaning need be sought between ἐπί and ἐν: see Winer, edn. 6, § 50. 2) God (‘transfertur Ejus officium ad divitias, si spes in iis locatur,’ Calv.), who affordeth us all things richly ( πλοῦτος of a nobler and higher kind is included in His bounty: that βούλεσθαι πλουτεῖν which is a bane and snare in its worldly sense, will be far better attained in the course of his abundant mercies to them who hope in Him. And even those who would be wealthy without Him are in fact only made rich by His bountiful hand: ‘alias nemo foret πλούσιος,’ Beng.) for enjoyment (for the purpose of enjoying: cf. ch. 1 Timothy 4:3, εἰς μετάλημψιν. The term ἀπόλαυσις, the reaping enjoyment from, and so having done with (cf. ἀπέχω &c), forms a contrast to ἠλπικέναι ἐπί, in which riches are not the subject of ἀπόλαυσις, but are looked on as a reliance for the future);—to do good (ref.: ‘to practise benevolence,’ as Conyb.), to be rich in good works (honourable deeds: ἀγαθός is good towards another, καλός good in itself, noble, honourable),—to be free-givers, ready-contributors (Chrys. takes κοινωνικούς for affable, communicative,— ὁμιλητικούς, φησι, προσηνεῖς: so also Thdrt.: τὸ μὲν ( εὐμεταδ.) ἐστι τῆς τῶν χρημάτων χορηγίας· τὸ δὲ τῆς τῶν ἠθῶν μετριότητος· κοινωνικοὺς γὰρ καλεῖν εἰώθαμεν τοὺς ἄτυφον ἦθος ἔχοντας. But it seems much better to take it of communicating their substance, as the verb in Galatians 6:6, and κοινωνία in Hebrews 13:16, where it is coupled with εὐποιΐα), (by this means) (‘therefrom,’ implied in the ἀπό) laying up for themselves as a treasure (hoarding up, not uncertain treasure for the life here, but a substantial pledge of that real and endless life which shall be hereafter. So that there is no difficulty whatever in the conjunction of ἀποθησαυρίζοντας θεμέλιον, and no need for the conjectures κειμήλιον (Le Clerc) or θέμα λίαν καλόν (! Lamb-Bos). For the expression, cf. ch. 1 Timothy 3:13) a good foundation (reff., and Luke 6:48) for the future (belongs to ἀποθησαυρίζοντας), that (in order that, as always: not the mere result of the preceding: ‘as it were,’ says De W., ‘setting foot on this foundation,’ or firm ground) they may lay hold of (1 Timothy 6:12) that which is really (reff.) life (not merely the goods of this life, but the possession and substance of that other, which, as full of joy and everlasting, is the only true life).

Verses 17-19
17–19.] Precepts for the rich. Not a supplement to the Epistle, as commonly regarded: the occurrence of a doxology is no sufficient ground for supposing that the Apostle intended to close with it: cf. ch. 1 Timothy 1:17. Rather, the subject is resumed from 1 Timothy 6:6-10. We may perhaps make an inference as to the late date of the Epistle, from the existence of wealthy members in the Ephesian church.

Verse 20-21
20, 21.] CONCLUDING EXHORTATION TO TIMOTHEUS. O Timotheus (this personal address comes with great weight and solemnity: ‘appellat familiariter ut filium, cum gravitate et amore,’ Beng.), keep the deposit (entrusted to thee: reff. 2 Tim. ( μὴ μειώσῃς· οὐκ ἔστι σά· τὰ ἀλλότρια ἐνεπιστεύθης· μηδὲν ἐλαττώσῃς, Chrys. I cannot forbear transcribing from Mack and Wiesinger the very beautiful comment of Vincentius Lirinensis in his Commonitorium (A.D. 434), § 22 f. p. 667 f.: “O Timothee, inquit, depositum custodi, devitans profanas vocum novitates (reading καινοφωνίας—see var. readd.). ‘O!’ exclamatio ista et præscientiæ est pariter et caritatis. Prævidebat enim futuros, quos etiam prædolebat, errores. Quid est ‘depositum custodi?’ Custodi, inquit, propter fures, propter inimicos, ne dormientibus hominibus superseminent zizania super illud tritici bonum semen quod seminaverat filius hominis in agro suo. ‘Depositum,’ inquit, ‘custodi.’ Quid est ‘depositum?’ id est quod tibi creditum est, non quod a te inventum: quod accepisti, non quod excogitasti: rem non ingenii sed doctrinæ, non usurpationis privatæ sed publicæ traditionis: rem ad te perductam, non a te prolatam, in qua non auctor debes esse sed custos, non institutor sed sectator, non ducens sed sequens. ‘Depositum,’ inquit, ‘custodi:’ catholicæ fidei talentum inviolatum illibatumque conserva. Quod tibi creditum est, hoc penes te maneat, hoc a te tradatur. Aurum accepisti, aurum redde. Nolo mihi pro aliis alia subjicias, nolo pro auro aut impudenter plumbum, aut fraudulenter æramenta supponas: nolo auri speciem, sed naturam plane … Sed forsitan dicit aliquis: nullusne ergo in ecclesia Christi profectus habebitur religionis? Habeatur plane, et maximus … sed ita tamen, ut vere profectus sit ille fidei, non permutatio. Siquidem ad profectionem pertinet, ut in semetipsa unaquæque res amplificetur,—ad permutationem vero, ut aliquid ex alio in aliud transvertatur. Crescat igitur oportet et multum vehementerque proficiat tam singulorum quam omnium, tam unius hominis quam totius ecclesiæ ætatum et seculorum gradibus, intelligentia, scientia, sapientia: sed in suo duntaxat genere, in eodem scilicet dogmate, eodem sensu, eademque sententia. Imitetur animarum religio rationem corporum, quæ licet annorum processu numeros suos evolvant et explicent, eadem tamen quæ erant permanent …”), viz., the sound doctrine which thou art to teach in thy ministry in the Lord, cf. Colossians 4:17. This is the most probable explanation. Some regard it as the ἐντολή above, 1 Timothy 6:14; some as meaning the grace given to him for his office, or for his own spiritual life: but ch. 1 Timothy 1:18, compared with 2 Timothy 2:2, seems to fix the meaning as above. Herodotus has a very similar use of the word, ix. 45, ἄνδρες ἀθηναῖοι, παραθήκην ὑμῖν τὰδε τὰ ἔπεα τίθεμαι. And with this the following agrees: for it is against false doctrine that the Apostle cautions him), turning away from (cf. ἀποτρέπου, 2 Timothy 3:5) the profane babblings (empty discourses: so also 2 Timothy 2:16) and oppositions (apparently, dialectic antitheses and niceties of the false teachers. The interpretations have been very various: Chrys. says, ὁρᾷς τῶς πὰλιν κελεύει μηδὲ ὁμόσε χωρεῖν πρὸς τοὺς τοιούτους; ἐκτρεπόμενός, φησιν, τὰς ἀντιθέσεις. ἄρα εἰσὶν ἀντιθέσεις, πρὸς ἃς οὐδὲ ἀποκρίνεσθαι χρή;—understanding by ἀντιθ., sayings of theirs opposed to this teaching. But this can hardly be. Grot., ‘nam ipsi inter se pugnabant:’ but this is as unlikely. Pelag., Luth., al., understand ‘disputations:’ Mosheim, the dualistic oppositions in the heretical systems: Mack, the contradictions which the heretics try to establish between the various doctrines of orthodoxy: Baur, the oppositions between the Gospel and the law maintained by Marcion. On this latter hypothesis, see Prolegomena. There would be no objection philologically to understanding ‘propositions opposed to thee;’ and τοὺς ἀντιδιατιθεμένους, cf. 2 Timothy 2:25, would seem to bear out such meaning: but seeing that it is coupled with κενοφωνίας, it is much more probably something entirely subjective to the ψευδώνυμος γνῶσις) of that which is falsely-named ( ὅταν γὰρ πίστις μὴ ᾖ, γνῶσις οὐκ ἔστι. Chrys.) knowledge (the true γνῶσις, being one of the greatest gifts of the Spirit to the Church, was soon counterfeited by various systems of hybrid theology, calling themselves by this honoured name. In the Apostle’s time, the misnomer was already current: but we are not therefore justified in assuming that it had received so definite an application, as afterwards it did to the various forms of Gnostic heresy. All that we can hence gather is, that the true spiritual γνῶσις of the Christian was already being counterfeited by persons bearing the characteristics noticed in this Epistle. Whether these were the Gnostics themselves, or their precursors, we have examined in the Prolegomena to the Pastoral Epistles),

Verse 21
21.] which (the ψευδών. γνῶσις) some professing (ch. 1 Timothy 2:10) erred (reff.: the indefinite past, as marking merely the event, not the abiding of these men still in the Ephesian church) concerning the faith.

1Tim 6:22.

22.] CONCLUDING BENEDICTION: The grace (of God,— ἡ χ., the grace for which we Christians look, and in which we stand) be with thee.

On the subscription we may remark, that the notice found in A al., owes it origin probably to the notion that this was the Epistle from Laodicea mentioned Colossians 4:16. So Thl.: τίς δὲ ἦν ἡ ἀπὸ λαοδικείας; ἡ πρὸς τιμόθεον πρώτη· αὕτη γὰρ ἐκ λαοδικείας ἐγράφη. The further addition in rec. al. betrays a date subsequent to the fourth century, when the province of Phrygia Pacatiana was first created. See Smith’s Dict, of Geography, art. Phrygia, circa finem.

