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ARTICLE I11.

THE ESCHATOLOGY OF CHRIST, WITH SPECIAL REPERENCE
TO THE DISCOURSE IN MATT. XXIV. AND XXV.

By Prof. O. E. Btowe, D. D., Cincinnati.

INTRODUCTION,

Ir will be admitted, I presume, by every intelligent reader of the
Bible and the commentaries upon it, that there is often very great
vaguenees, uncertainty, and inconsistency in the interpretation of its
language. It will also be admitted, I believe, that these faulty inter-
pretations cannot fairly be attributed to the language itself; for most
readers are convinced that there is scarcely a mode of speech in the
whole compass of literature more simple, direct, and intelligible than
is the language of the Bible as to much the greater portion of it.
There must be some other canse, and the following, I suppoee, will
generally be received as the true canse, namely : Men who profess to
be Christians usually feel obliged to believe what the Bible affirms;
if any passage of the Bible, therefore, understood in its obvious and
true sense, states a sentiment which they are strongly disinclined to
believe, there ia a powerful temptation to reconcile the words to some
other meaning more agreeable to the interpreter. Hence has arisen &
very general practice of interpreting meanings derived from other
sources snfo the words of the Bible, instead of simply explaining the
words themselves according to grammatical usage, the context, and the
patare of the subject. The art of interpretation, instead of being &
simple hydrant by which the waters of life may be drawn out of their
receptacles for our use, has too often been made a sort of forcing-pump,
by which other waters, not of life, have been driven into the Scripta-
ral reservoirs. Some interpreters are in this respect much more guilty
than others, but almost all have participated in the sin more or less.
There is scarcely one who does not find some passage somewhere in the
Bible, in respect to which he would like a little more latitude than the
strictest rules of grammatical interpretation, faithfully carried out, will
allow him; and if he himself takes this latitude, he cannot be very
severe on others when they take the same. Hence the very great
prevalence of the practice in all parties.



160} Literal Iinport of Languege. 453

Esonuox.oeml ‘Txre.

In view of these remarks, I propose to examine, by the strictest
mles of grammatical interpretation, some of the more important
eschatological texts contained in the record of our Lord’s discourses,
particularly Marraew xx1v. 2981, and its parallels Manx xm.
2427 and Loxe xx1. 25—27, and seec what they really import
when thus examined.

The reader, that we may enter upon the subject understandingly, is
. eamestly requested, before we proceed any further with these remarks,
totake the Greek Testament and carefully examine for himself the fol-
lowing eschatological passages from the discourses of Christ recorded

in the Gospels :

. MaTTHEW.
v. 29, 80. x. 88,
xm. 81, 82, xm. 41—48, 49, 50.
xv1. 24--27. xvi, 69,
xxv. 31—46. XXVI 64,
Mgk,
m. 28-—80. voL 84--88.
x. 42-50. x1v, 62.
Luxke.
x. 24—26. . xm 9,10.
‘ Jonw,
v. 2529, vi. 89, 40, 44.

It is the purpose of the following pages to point out and fMlustrate
the right interpretation of these and similar texts. In respect to all
which are cited in the above paragraphs, there is but little differ-
enee of opinion among interpreters of any authority ornote. They are
generally understood in their obvious sense, as being really eschatologie
eal, 38 pertaining to the final judgment and a future state of rewards
wd punishments in the eternal world. The passage in MaTTEHEW
xxv. 29—381, however, though in ail respects similar to these, on
account of the conneetion in which it stands, and some difficulties which
are supposed to arise from the context, has not been so unanimously
agreed upon. To this text, therefere, our attention will be principally
directed; for if it can be shown that this must be understood eschato-
logically, must be interpreted as referring to the final judgment, there
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will be but little difficnlty in applying all the others to the future state ;
while, if the eschatological interpretation of this text be given up, if thia
text is regarded as referring to the Jewish-Roman war, the destruction
of Jerusalem, or any other temporal event, it will not be easy to prove
philologically that any of the other passages, usually considered eschato-
logical, necessarily have reference to an eternal condition of rewards and
punishments in the world to come. The importance of the sabject
justifies and requires a careful, patient, and minute investigation ; and
in order to such an inquiry, we will first make a brief statement of what
we regard as the right

PRINCIPLES OF INTERPRETATION
IN RESPECT TO ALL TOPIC3 OF THIS KIND.

These principles of interpretation, (and in regard to them I sup-
pose there will be no dispute,) are the two following:

L We are never to depart from the obvious meaning of language
without & necessity created by the context or by the nature of the
subject.

1 say a necessity croated by the eontext or by the nature of the subject;
because, if we admit necessities which are created by the theories, the
opinions, or the feelings of the interpreter, interpretation at once be-
comes arbitrary, and we are all afloat on a sea of conjecture. Inter-
pretation then, is the art of forcing meanings into language, and not
the art of eliciting meaning from it.

II. Inasmuch as the use of language is always modified by the
opinions, feelings, and circumstances of those who use it, in the inter-
pretation of any document, its contemporary history is an indispensable

These two principles give three things, and three only, which are
ever allowed to modify the literal meaning of words, namely : 1) the
nature of the subject; 2) the context; and 3) the contemporary
history. When we say of a man that “he files into a passion,”
and of a bird that “she flies into her nest,” the nature of the subject
a$ once indicates which of two very different meanings the word jflies
bears in each of these sentences.

In strict accordance with these principles I now propose to examine
the passage in Matt. xxiv. 29—31; and its parallels in Mark and Luke,
and I earnestly request the reader to keep a strict watch over me, and
see if in any instance I swerve in the least degree from the principles
1 have stated.
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TEXTS TO BR EXAMINED.

Mazxz. xx1V. 2031,
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In regard to these passages it must be observed, that the natare of
the subject is the very thing in dispute respecting them. If the sub-
ject be the day of judgment, the words may be understood in their lite-
ral and most obvious sense; if the subject be the destructioh of Jeru-
salem, the literal and most obvious sense of the words must be entirely
abandoned, given up, and put far away; and for it a metaphorical
meaning must be substituted, so far below the literal, so infinitely infe-
rior to it, (even more unlike it than a picture of Niagara made of paint
and canvas is unlike the roaring, thundering, rushing cataract itself,)
that the very statement of the fact, after a careful reading of the werds,
is almost enough of itself to settle the whole question of eriticism.
Conceding, however, this whole ground, I admit in the outset, for the
argument’s sake, that the subject being the very thing in dispute, the
nature of it cannot come in to modify our interprétation, till we have
ascertained what it is; and accordingly, the only sources left to enable
us to ascertain the meaning of the passages are: 1) the literal import
of the language, 2) the context, and 3) the contemporary history.

THE LITERAL IMPORT OF THE LANGUAGE.

‘What is the literal import of the language, as it stands in the pages
of the Bible, and without any other source of information respecting its
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meaning than what the words thomselves give? Read the paseage in
Matt. 24: 20—31, read it either in the Greek original or in any
competons itransiation, and see what kind of an impression the lan-
guage, considered by itself, most obviously and most naturally makes.
Here it is:

{29) Immediately (et®éuc in the Greek) after the tribulation of those days
shall the sun be darkened, and the moon shall not give her light, and the stars
shall fall from heaven, and the powers of the heavens shall be shaken. (30) And
then shall appear the sign of the Son of man in heaven: and then shall all the
tribes of the earth moumn, and they shall ses the Son of man coming in the clouds
of heaven with power and great glory. (31) And he shall send his angels with
a great sound of a trumpet, and they shall gather together his alect from the four
winds, from one end of heaven to the other.

‘We mrast remember that our Saviour did not utter his speech in
the same language in which the report of his remarks is given. He
probably spake in the conversational Hebrew, the Syro-Chaldsic or
Aramaean dialect, (as it is sometimes called), of his time; and the
report of his remarks is made in Greek. The passage in Matthew,
therefore, is a Greek transiation of what Jesus spoke in Hebrew.
Matthew, therefore, is a translator of what Christ said, and not &
reporter merely. There are two other reporters and transiators of
what oar Saviour ssid on this oocasion, and their report and tranala-
tion is as important as that of Matthew, for all three were divine-
ly inspired to give the ideas with perfect accurscy. * Let us then read
their report and translation, as well as that of Matthew. Haere they
are:

Mark, 18: (34) Bat in those days, after that tribulation, the sm shall be dark-
enesd, and the moon shall not give her light. (25) And the stars of beaven shall
fall, and the powers thas are in heaven shall be sbaken. (36) Apnd theu shall
they see the Son of man coming in the clouds, with great power and glory. (27)
And then he shall send his angels, and shall gather together his elect from the
four winds, from the uttermost part of the earth to the uttermost part of heaven.

Luke 21: (25) And there shall be signs in the sun, and in the moon, and in
the stars; and upon the earth distress of pations, with perplexity; the sea and
the waves roaring. (26) Men's hearts failing them for fear, and for looking afver
those things which are coming on the earth; for the powers of heaven shall be
shaken. (27) And then shall they see the Son of man coming in a cloud, with

powor and great glory.

Observe, in the 29th verse of Matthew, the great changes in
nature, the darkening of the sun and moon, the falling of the stars,
the tossing of the hosts of heaven ; in the 80th verse the sign (oyusior
or visible appearance of Christ in the clouds of heaven and compare
this verse with Matt. 16; 27, Mark 8: 38, Luke 9: 26; in the 3lst
verse compare the angels, the trumpets, the gathering logether of the
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dect for the whols habitable world (éx roiv recodomy dvduws dx’ dxpor
oWparwe fmg dxpny avecey) (po translation scarcely can do justice to
the force of the original), and compare this verse with Matt. 18:
41,42, 1 Cor. 15: 51, 52. 1 Thess, 4: 15—17. 2 Thess. 1: 7—10.
RBev. 20: 11--14. How in all the world were the elect gathered
togather, with a great sound of trumpels, from the very extremilies of
the heavens, at any time during the Roman-Jewish war? 8o far
from being gathered then, they were every where seatiered, liter
ally, spiritually, and in every way. Compare also Mait. 13: 4143,
49, 50. 25: 81—46. Certainly, according éo the literal smport of
tha language, here is e plain and as fearful a description of the great
day of judgment as can be put into human speech. All its expres.
sions, all its figures, all its imagery, taken in their obvious import,
mpst belong to that event, and eannot without extreme violence be
made to refer to any other. Any one who can read these 29th, 80th,
and 31st verses carefully and thoughtfully, and then spimitualiae or
allegorize them into & description of any thing which took place dur-
ing the seige and overthrow of Jerusalem, need never be disturbed
by sny of the most extravagunt allegorising interpretations of the
church-fathers or the medieval mystica; nor can such an inter-
preter find much diffically in making any conceivable descrip-
tion of the day of judgment, that can poeaibly be expressed in human
language, to refer to the destruction of Jerusalem. With sueh lati-
tade of interpretation there is an end of all eschatology, and interpret-
ation itself becomes wholly subjective. The thing needs oaly to be
looked at ; and it must be a blind eye which eannot see through it.
Thus much for the language taken in its literal and obvious sense.
It is alleged, however, that the wsus loguends of the prophetie
writings justifies the application of such language as the above to such
eveats as the siege and destruction of Jerusalem ; that the darkening
of the sun and moon, the shaking and falling of the heavenly bodies,
etc., are prophetic symbols of the overthrow of nations, governments,
ete. All this may be true, or partly true, and yet not reach the point
for which the mssertion is made. Let us examine the texts adduced
on this point, and see how they compare with the descriptions in our
Lord’s discourss. They are such as these. Amos 8:9; «I will
cause the sun to go down at noon, I will darken' the earth in the clear
dsy.” Mieah 3: 6; « Night shall be unto you . . . it shall be dark
unto you . . . the sun shall go down over the prophets, and the day
shall be dark over them.” Ezek. 82:7; “1 will cover the heavens
and make the stars thereof dark, I will cover the sun with a cloud,
and the moon shall not give hethght. All the bright lights of heaven
Vor. VIL No. 27.
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will I make dark over thee.” Jer. 15:9; % Her sun is gone down
while it was yet day.” Isa. 18:10; ¢ For the stars of heaven and
the constellations thereof shall not give their light ; the sun shall be
darkened in his going forth, and the moon shall not cause her light te
shine.” Compare also Psalm 18: 7—14. Here indeed we see strong,
poetic description, highly wrought metaphor; but how immeasunrably
different from the language of our Lord in his discourse! The only
really strong passage, the only one which fairly admits of comparison
with the expressions in the discourse of our Lord, is in Jsa. 84: 4, and
in regard to this prophecy, I accord fully with the following judicious
remarks of Bishop Lowth in his commentary upon it. (Lowth’s
Isaiah, p. 297); “By a figore very common in the prophetical
writings, any eity or people, remarkably distinguished as enemies of the
people and kingdom of God, is put for these enemies in general. This
seems here to be the case with Edom and Botzra. It seems, therefore,
reasonable to suppose, with many learned expositors, that this prophe-
cy has a further view to events still future; to some great revolutions
to be effected in later times, antecedent to that more perfect state of
the kingdom of God upon earth, which the Holy Secriptures warrant
us to expect.”

The passage in Rev. 8: 12—17 is supposed by some to indicate
merely the temporal calamities of the Jews in the Roman war; but I
suppose the chapter is intended as a picture of the ksnd of calamsties,
(foreign conquest, war, famine, pestilence, etc.), by which the Jews, as
the enemies of God’s kingdom, would be swept away; and that the
picture is not confined to the Roman war, but takes in all time till the
final judgment. To this view the next chapter as a picture of the
deliverance of the elect, exactly corresponds. The principle of the
remarks quoted from Lowth is applicable to both these chapters.

TeE CONTEXT.

Let us now coms to our second source of information respecting
the meaning of the text, namely the context. For the present I shall
consider only that part of the context which precedes the text. The
context following the text, and the word sv@dmg in Matt. 24: 29, can
be more appropriately investigated hereafler under the head of
ofjections. In the first place let us read Matt. 24: 21 and Mark
18: 19,

(21) For then shall be great tribula-  (18) For in those days shall be afffic-
tion, {9Aiy:v) such as was not since the | tion, such as was not from the beginning
beginning of the world 1o this time, no, l of the creation which God created unto
nor ever shall be. this time, neither shall be.
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The affliction (&1iww) here spoken of, all will admit to be the
siege and destruction of Jerusalem, for that, all acknowledge, is the
subject of discourse before and after; and no other affliction can
answer to this description, for that was the very climax and acme of
all human suffering, and it is remarkable that Josephus describes it
in almost the same- form of expression, namely: <It appears to me
that the misfortunes of all men from the beginning of the world, if
they be compared to those of the Jews, are not so considerable as they
were.” (Jewish War, Pref. 4.)

And this melancholy testimony is abundantly confirmed by the
narrative which Josephus has himself given of the facts, of which he
was an eye-witness, and by the statements of Tacitus and other histo-
ans.

Now Matthew in our text (24: 29), refers to that affliction when he
says, or, more properly, reports Christ as eaying, uera £y 9diwww 7oy
nuepdy fusivwy, after the affliction of those days, and Mark also (13:
24), in the words dr éxsivaig Taiy qufpaic pera Ty Bliyiy Exeivyy, in
those days AFTER that affliction ; and then they proceed to describe
the events under consideration. Thus they both affirm that the
words of our text refer to something which was to take place AFTER
that affliction, APTER the siege and destruction of Jerusalem, and of
course, according to the testimony of both these evangelists, the words
of our text must refer, not to the destruction of Jerusalem, but to
something which was to take place aflerwards ; how long afterwards we
shall consider by and by.

The context thus far, then, decides the point that the verses under
consideration must refer to some event which was to take place subse-
quent to the destruction of Jerusalem; and to what other event has
any one ever thought of referring them but to the great day of Judg-
ment?

Two, then, of the only three sources of information to which we
can appeal, the literal import of the language, and the context (pre-
ceding if) refer the passage under consideration, necesearily, to the
great day of judgment.

How is it with the third?

THE CONTEMPORARY HISTORTY.

‘We come here to oar third and only remaining source of informa-
tion respecting the meaning of the language under consideration, name.
ly, the contemporary history, or the opinions, feelings, and circumstances
of the apostles and their Master at the time of the delivery of this
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discourse. Our first remark under this head musat be made up of two
elements, namely, the context in connection with the contemporary
history.

The disciples (Matt. 24: 8) had asked our Lord two questions; (1)
when the destruction of the city and temple of Jerusalem, which had
Jjust before been predicted (Matt. 28: $2—39), would take place? and
(2) what would be the sign of his coming and of the end of the world ?
(curzsleing to¥ aidvog).

Whatever others may understand by this second question, the dis-
ciples unguestionably understood by it the great consummation, the
final judgment. This I believe is not often questioned. The Jews
and early Christians, generally, supposed that the final consummation
would immediately follow the destruction of Jerusalem. No fact of
contemporary history, I think, is better attested or more generally
credited than this. This opinion was very prevalent, and nearly if
not guite universal, and some expressions in 1 Thess. 4: 15—18 (then
we which are alive and rematn, etc.) tended to establish the idea that
the great consummation would take place during the existence of the
generation then living. This misunderstanding produeced so much
perturbation, that the apostles felt themselves called upon to utter
solemn warnings against it 2 Thess. 2: 1--8. 2 Pet. 3: 3—14. Now
we bessech you (says Paul in reference to the misunderstanding of his
first epistle) by ths coming of owr Lord Jesus Christ and our gathering
together unto him, that ye be not soon SHAKEN IN MIND, or ¢ TROUBLED,
neither by spirit, nor by word, nor by OUR EPISTLE, A8 THAT THE DAY
or CHzisT 18 AT BAND. He then proceeds to show that 8o many and
such important events were to take place before the final consumma-
tion, that this could not reasonably be supposed to be immediately
impending; but neither he nor Peter undertake to show how distant
the day was, for neither of them knew ; — that had never been revealed to
them. TFor aught thatthey could tell, it might be sooner or later, and
they undoubtedly expected that it would oecur at no very distant date.
On points not revealed to them by inspiration, they did not presame
to decide, for on such points their judgment was as fallible as that of
otber men.

Christ assured the apostles in this very discourse, that he should
not tell them the time in regard to their questions generally (Matt. 24:
86. Mark 13: 32) ; and he afterwards solemnly assured them that the
time was not to be made matter of revelation at all. (Aects 1: 7). How,
then, could the apostles know anything about the time, any more than
we?

In the verses preceding our text, Christ has answered their first
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question as definitely as he intends to answer it, impressing the cer-
tainty of the event without defining the time ; and then, from the 29th
verse he proceeds to answer the second question proposed. He then
proceeds, from Matt. 24: 87 to 25: 80, to give various warnings and
instructions and practical exhortations equally applicable to both events,
— the destruction of Jerusalem and the day of judgment — and finally
closes the whole with a solemn and impressive description of the prin-
cipal scenes of the last great day. Matt. 25: 31—46. In all this he
says not one word to determine whether those two events would be
contemporaneous or not ; he studiously avoids giving any hint either to
correct or confirm their error on that topic ; on the contrary he emphati-
cally assures them that they knew nothing about the time, that he
should tell them nothing about the time; nay, that if he should under-
take to tell them the time, he would be altogether exceeding his com-
mission and his-powers as the Measiah, the Son of God. Mark 13: 32,
How, then, I ask again, were the disciples to know anything about
the time? How could they know that the day of Judgment would nat
immediately follow the destruction of Jerusalem? How could they
know anything at all about the matter, except this, that they knew
nothing ¥

"The light of contemporary history is necessary for the understanding
of these and the other eschatological passages of the New Testament,
because some contend that the Hebrews and early Christians had no
idea of a future state of retribution, and no word even to indicate a
place of future punishment. If this were truly so, some of the expres-
sions of Jesus in this discourse, and in other places, must have sounded
very strangely to them; but as they could not imagine him to be
speaking of things which had no existence and of which they had no
conception, they would probably endeavor to give his words some expo-
sition which would make them apply to circumstances destined to take
place in this world. But if, on the contrary, the doctrine of a future
state of rewards and punishments, of eternal retributions, were as fully
established among them as it has been among Christians since, if they
bad definite and well known expressions to indicate the place of fu-
tare punishment, — then, most unquestionably, they must have under-
stood our Saviour’s discourses, which we have quoted as eschatological,
as referring to a future state; and he, knowing the attitude of their
minds on this subject, must have intended, in these words, to convey to
them ideas of the future state. Of this, certainly, there can be no rea-
sonable doubt on the mind of any one who examines these discourses
of our Lord as they are recorded in the Gospels.

Let us then examine the statements of the proper writers on this

89
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subject ; and first, of Josephus, o Hebrew, a Pharisee, and for some
portion of his life & contemporary of the apostles. The paseages which
1 shall quote from this writer may be found in his Antiquities X VIIL
1. 8, and the Jewish War IL. 8. 11, 14 IIL 8. 5. In giving an ac-
count of the opinions of his own sect, the Pharisess, Josephus says :
“They also believe that souls have an immortal vigor in them, and that
under the earth there will be rewards and punishments, aocording as
they have lived virtuously-or viciously in this life ; and the latter are
to be detained in an everlaating prison, but that the former shall have
power to revive and live again.” They also say “ that the souls of bad
men are subject to elernal punishment’~—while the Sadducees «take
away the belief of the immortal duration of the soul, and the puniah-
ments and the rewards of Hades.” On this subject we know that the
followers of Christ took ground with the Pharisees and agsinst the Sad-
ducees. See Acts 23: 6—9.

Josephus also expresses it as his own opinion that « for bad souls
there is a dark and tempestuous den full of never-ceasing punishments.”
He says: “ The vehement inclinations of baed men to vice are re-
strained by the fear and expectation they are in, that though they
should lie concealed in this life, they would suffer smmortal punishment
after their death.” Agnin, the soul is ever immortal.” ¢ The souls of
those whose hands have acted madly against themselves, are reserved
in the darkest place in Hades.” In these extracts I have used the old
translation of Whiston as being the one in general use, and though
clumsy, faithful and accurate. Let any one who choosos consult the
original. Human language caunot be stronger, more perfectly une-
quivocal as to the opinions of the Hebrews in the time of Christ and the
apostles, The Sadducees were but a small sect, they were the infidels,
the freethinkers of the time; and their opinions never greatly influ-
enced the popular belief; and in respect to the point we are now dis-
oussing, their existence is of no importance whatever.

The other Jewish writers fully corroborate the testimony of Josephus
in this regard ; as is well known to all who are familiar with the Tal-
mud. Paulus (Comment. III. 499) gives us the following extract from
the Tanchuma. ¢ Thy righteousness is as the mountains of the Lord,
Ps. 36: 7. Why are the mountaina compared to it 7 Answer: They
have no end ; and so also the retribution of the rewards of the just in
the future time will have no end. Thy judgments are a great deep.
‘Why is the great deep compared to them 7 Answer: Because no one
is able to search it through ; and so also no one is able to search through
the punishment of the wicked in the future time.” Here the reward
of the righteons and the punishment of the wicked in the future state
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are placed on precisely the same ground ss to imtensity and duration,
Jjust as they are in our Saviour’s discourse, according to the cbvious,
literal import of the words in Matt. 25: 46.

Sach being the prevailing impression on the public mind at the time of
the delivery of our Saviour’s discourses, his language on this subject
could not possibly have been otherwise understood by his hearers than
in its plain, obvioas, literal sense. Precisely the same ideas on this sub-
Jject we acoordingly find prevalent among all the early Christians.
Clement, the companion of Paul (Phil. 4 8), in an epistle to the Co-
rinthians (2 Cor. 8: 12—16) expresses himself 25 follows :

«Thea speaks the prophet concerning those who keep not their seal
(1sa. 66: 24) ; < their worm shall not die and their fire shall not be
quenched, and they shall be for a spectacle unto all flesh.” Let us
therefore repent while we are yet upon the earth; for we are as clay
in the hands of the artificer. For as the poiter, if he make a veasel
and it be turned amiss in his hands, or broken, again he forms it anew ;
but if he have gone 8o far as to throw it into the furnace of fire, he can
no more bring any remedy to it; so we, while we are in this world,
should repent with our whole heart for whatsoever evil we have done
in the flesh, while we have yet the time of repentance, that we may be
saved by the Lord. For after we sball bave departed out of this world,
we shall no louger be able either to confess our sins or to repent in the
other.”

Language cannot be made to express more clearly the idea of eter-
nal punishment in a future world, than it is done in this passage of Cle-
ment. It is true the N. Testament expresses the same sentiment in
language equally plain; but we are required by some to modify the
meaning of the language of the N. Testament, to turn it aside from its
plain literal import on account of what they allege to be contemporary
adverse opinions| But how is it when we show that the contemporary
opinions are precisely the same as those expressed by the language of
the N, Testament understood in its obvious, literal sense? Certainly
we have double proof that Christ and his apostles clearly tanght the
doctrine of endiess retribution in a future state.

But it is said the N. Testament has no word to indicate the place of
future punishmeal, (and if it had not, would that prove there is no fu-
ture punishment?) that the word Gehenna, for example, the term
most frequently used, is derived from the Hebrew GeA-Ainnom, and
means the same thing, namely, a valley on the south side of Jerusalem,
where children were once offered in sacrifice to Moloch, and which sub-
sequently became the receptacle for burning the offal and sweepings of
the city. 2 Kings 28:10. 16: 3,4, 1 Kinga 2:7, Critics of the highes¢
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eminence, and on this subject entirely disinterested, have denied this
etymology altogether, and assigned to the word a very different origin,
as for example Paulus in his Commentar 1. 678.

But allowing that the Greek word yéesya is derived from the He-
brew words i <3 ; does that prove that the two phrases denote the
same thing? that Gehenna is the vale of Hinnom? Is the etymology
of a word always a sure guide to its meaning? Does a derived word
always indicate the same idea as its primitive? Very far from it—
often just the reverse, as every student of languages knows. Our Eng-
lish word constable comes from the Latin comes stabuls, count or super-
sniendent of the stable ; but does that prove that all our constables are
necessarily hostlers? Our English esquire is from the French escuyer,
and that again from the Latin scutum, a shield, and that from the Greek
oxvros a hide, of which shields were originally made ; but does that
prove that our justices of the peace are all tanners ¥ The English word
lady is from the Saxon hlafdig, which comes from a word meaning a
loaf of bread; but does that prove that ladies are loaves of bread?
The argument in all these cases is the same, and as good in any one
of the cases as in any of the others.

It is use which determines the meaning of a word, and not etymology ;
and contemporary history gives ample testimony to the usage, in the
times of Christ and the apostles, in respect to the word Gehenna, s also
Tdgragos, and other words employed to express the same idea. And
first, as to Jewish usage: “Says Rabbi Eliezer, seven things were
created before the world was created ; these are, the law (Prov. 8: 22),
Gehenna, (Isa. 30: 88), paradise (Gen. 2: 8), the throne of glory, the
(heavenly) temple, penitence, and the name of the Messiah” (Paulus,
Comment, III. 495). If the Jews meant by Gehenna a valley in the
neighborhood of Jerusalem, we may well ask, how would that be
created before the world was created 7

The testimony as to Christian usage is no less explicit. Justin Mar-
tyr, a native of Palestine, and born not far from the time of the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, says expressly : « Gehenna is the place where those
who have lived unjustly shall be punished.” (Apol. ad Anton. p. 66.)
Bretschneider’s N. T. Lexicon, art. ysevra.

For numerous examples of the same kind, examine the copious col-
lections made by Wetstein in his Nov. Test. I. 518, 514; and also
Kuinoel’s Comment. 1. 683.

REsULT.

According, then, to all the sources of information which we have or
can have, for the determining of the meaning of the words, namely,
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their literal import, the context, and the contemporary history, our Sa-
viour everywhere, in his eschatological discourses, speaka of the day of
judgment and the eternal retribution in the fature world, and not of the
destruction of Jerusalem in this world ; and this is very emphatically
true in respect to the passage more immediately under consideration,
Matt, 24: 2931,

This destruction of Jerusalem is a very convenient resort, a kind of
universal ertium guid to a certain class of expositors. 'Whatever in the
New Testament wonld make them afraid, if properly understood,
they call it destruction of Jerusalem, and so let it pasa.

The interpretation of the passages in question, it seems to me, is set-
tled, if positive proof can settle anything.

OBJECTIONS.

‘We will now proceed to consider the objections which are urged
with moet plausibility against our interpretation of Matt. 24: 2981,
They are the three following :

1. Christ speaks to the disciples as if they themselves wonld witness
the transactions which he describes, Matt. 24: 83. Lk. 21: 28,

2. He places the yodgment in immediate proximity to the destrue-
tion of Jerusalem, Matt. 24: 29,

8. He says that generation should not pass away till the accomplish-
ment of his predictions, Matt. 24: 84.

Objection 1¢t. Christ speaks to the disciples as if they themselves
would witness the transactions which he describes. Matt. 24: 88.
Lk. 21: 28,

Throughout this address, and in his eschatological discourses geme-
rally, Christ so selects his phraseology as to give his hearers no means
of inferring anything in regard to the time of the judgment. On this
point he intended to keep them ignorant, and he made repeated and
open declarations of this intention. 'Whether it woald be in their own
day, or some subsequent period, they knew not; though they rather
supposed it might be in their own day, and Christ said nothing either to
oonfirm or correct this impression. That the disciples were fully aware
of their own ignorance in this respect is manifest from the fact that they
Tepeated their question to him just before his ascension (Acts 1: 7),
but with no better satisfaction than before, for his reply was: Jt ¢s nat
Jor you to know the times or the seasons— thus peremptorily cutting
them off from all hope of knowing.

In view of all these facts, can any one suppose that Jesus intended to
intimate in Matt. 24: 88 and Lk. 21: 28, that histwelve apostles would
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live to see the destruction of Jerusalem? If he did, he made a great
mistake, for not one of them lived to see the destruction of Jernsalem.
They were all dead before it took place except John ; and he was then
at Ephesns, a great way off, and saw nothing of it. But every one
who heard Christ’s discourse, and every one who bas read it or who
may hereafter read it, since its delivery, will see the day of judgment
and witness the signs of its approach. The objection, so far from
weakening, confirms our interpretation.

Objection 2d. He places the judgment in immediate proximity to
the destruction of Jerusalem. Matt. 24: 29.

This is true, and it is in exact accordance with the genius, the uni-
versal idiom of prophecy. A local temporal event is taken as the sign
and pledge of a universal spiritual transaction; and the two things
ever 8o remote in time, and whatever important events may have inter-
vened between them, are represented in immediate succession. Thus
every considerable temporal deliverance in the Old Testament prophe-
cies, is followed immediately by predictions of the coming of the Mes-
gish and the millenium, as if these three events were all to occur in
immediate snccession. Thus Teainh connects the coming of the Mes-
sish and the millennium immediately with the Jewish deliverance from
the Assyrian oppression (Isaiah ix—xi. compared with Matt. 4: 15, 16),
as if they were to occur in immediate succeasion. Again in other places
the same prophet connects these same events with the deliverance from
the Babylonian captivity, as if they were to occur immediately after that.
Bee Ieaiah xl. and the following chapters. The deliverance from Assyria
was to take place more than two centuries earlier than the deliverance
from Babylonia; and the prophet certainly knew that the coming of the
Messiah and the millennium could not succeed immediately to both the
Assyrian and the Babylonian deliverances; yet in different passages he
connects these events with both the others, in accordance with the genius
and constant custom of prophecy, in which generally the succession of
events only is regarded, and exact chronology studiously avoided.
The prophets themselves, for the most part, knew not the chronology
of the events which they foretold, but only the succession. The apos-
tle Peter expressly informs us (1 Pet. 1: 10—12) that the prophets
who predicted the Messiah, diligently sought to know the time when
he would appear, but could not ascertain it; the most that they counld
learn being that he would not appear in their day.

There is another important principle here, which must not be over-
looked. In 2 Sam. vii. (compare Heb. 1: 5) Solomon, (the son and
vucceesor of David) and the Messigh — the Hebrew temple and the
Christian church — are blended together in prophetic vision, so that it
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is impossible satisfactorily to separate the two elements lingnistically.
Compare also Pa. viii. with Heb. ii., Ps. xvi. with Aects 2: 2531,
and 13: 85, Ps. xxii. with Matt, 27: 85—50. This principle is car-
ried so far and 8o clearly recognized in the Bible, that sometimes the
proper names are actually interchanged. Thus John the Baptist is
called Elijah, (Mal. 4: 5 compared with Matt. 11: 14), and Christ is
called David (Ezek. 24: 28, 24). There is in this way often a two-
Jold reference in prophecy, both in prediction of events and of persons.
Compare Isaiah 7: 14—17 with Matt. 1: 22, 28. No one who admits
that the writers of the New Testament are inspired and divinely
anthorized interpreters of the Old, can consistently deny the exist
ence of this two-fold view in at least several of the scriptural prophe-
cies. I am sorry to see that such critics as Neander, Tholuck, and
Hengstenberg, rather than admit this principle, have concluded,
though reluctantly, (especially the last), to give up the authority of
the New Testament as a correct interpreter of the Old. Everywhere
you find proof of this in the Commentaries on the Psalms by Heng-
stenberg and Tholuck, and in the Life of Christ and History of the
Apostles by Neander. .And so it must needs be: there is meither
logical nor critical consistency without it.

1t is to this principle mainly that Lord Bacon refers (Advancement
of Learning, B. IL), when he speaks of a “latitude which is agreea-
ble and familiar unto divine prophecies, being of the nature of their
author, to whom a thousand years are but as one day ; therefore they
are not fulfilled punctually at once, but have springing and germinant
accomplishment throughout many ages, though the height or fulness of
them may refer to some one age.” In reference to this principle also
we find the following significant remarks of Herder (Werke XIL. 261
ff.) written in vindication of his method of interpreting the Apoca-
lypse. « The more 1 compared the imagery of the whole book (the
Apocalypae), with the prophecy of Christ in Matthew xxiv. and xxv.
and its frightful fulfilment according to Josephus, the more there
seemed to me a resemblance, an , & solution of the vision and
its imagery.” “The whole destruction of Jerusalem l viewed as
Christ viewed it, a8 the sign, the pledge, the type, of the last great
issue of things. “ With that Jesus connected the end of the world
itself, and prefigured his final coming in that first coming.” «The
higher prospect came to John in the same connection; but no figure
pow applies to Jerusalem alone; every thing acquires gigantic pro-
portions ; the view pertains to a bigher, a final, & universal future, yet
still in images borrowed from the first one.” “This whole frightful
history is only the pledge, the symbol, the sign, of still another fulfil-
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ment.” Cempare here the remarks of Lowth quoted on a preceding
poge. (supra p. 458.)

Thundalfaeleonpeﬂedtolehmlolongnlholdtie New Tes-
tament {0 be an anthoritative interpreter of the Old; amd while we
nhhth’uibnthemianocﬁmkyinChﬁsfepkdngtbejmd day
of judgment in direct proximity with the destruction of Jerusalem; it
fn just what be ought to do; it is just what the propheis always do in
all predictions of this kind ; it is one of the most waiform, most com-
stantly oecarring idioms of scriptural prophecy.

Bat there is another peculiarity of prepheey, which will of itwelf
abundantly account for and justify the proximity in question, evem
without recurring at all to the important prineiple just stated.

Eveuts of the same class are ofien represented in snecessive series
without allusion in any one series to events which belong to another
clags, however important these events in themselves may be. In this
respect prophecy may be compared to s series of hisiorieal pictures
suspended in a gallery, in the order of the ocourremce of the transae-
tions, but without any record of the dates. Imagime such a pictare-
gallery in reference to the history of onr own country, in two depart-
ments, one for the peaceful, the other for the warlike evewts. The
first picture in the peaceful series might be the landing at Jamestown,
the second the landing at Plymouth, the third the first harvest, the
fourth the first legislative assembly, the fifih the Congress at Philadel-
phis, the sixth the declaration of independence, the seventk the
insuguration of Washington, the eighth the settlement of Cineinbati,
the ninth the commencement of steam pavigation, the tenth the opes-
ing of the first canal, the eleventh the laying of the first railroad.
Here we bave suocession but not chronology ; you know the order but
not the dates, the intervals of time between the events as they actually
oecurred were widely variant, but their proximity in place as they bang
in the gallery is all the same, however different the absolute intervals
of time ; aad there is no picture in this scries of any warlike evest,
though very numesous and important occurrenees of this kind were
actually all along intermingled with the peaceful eveats.

There may be another series ia the gallery representing only was-
like events, and these may be the Indian massacre in Virgimia;
Philip’s war in New England; capture of Montreal under Wolf;
battle of Lexington ; surrender of Burgoyme; captare of Cornwallis ;
the taking of Washington city ; the battle of Baltimove ; the battle of
New Orleans, ete. Here also the same remarks are applicable as in
the former case, as to succession without chronclogy, order withoot

dates, proximity in place without proximity ia time. The superia-
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endent of the gallery hangs the pictures along close together, without
leaving spaces between the frames corresponding to the intervals of
time which intervened between the transactions represented in the
several pictures. '

Now just so is prophecy constructed — just such a picture gallery
do we have in the prophets — succession without chronology, order
withont dates, proximity in place, without proximity in time. For
illustration take Zechariah ix. 1—10. This was written 200 years
before Alexander the Great, 500 before Christ, and probably at least
2500 before the millennium. Here are four pictnres, namely, (1) the
victories of Alexander, vs. 1-—5; (2) humiliation and eventual con-
version of the Philistine cities, va. 6, 7; (8) safety of the Jewish
nation doring the progress of Alexander, v. 8; (4) advent of the
Messiah, his universal reign, and the mesans by which it is to be
accomplished, vs. 9, 10. Compare Matt. 21: 5.

The destruction of Jerusalem was the first of a long series of
Judgments, which Christ is to execute on his enemies, and which is
to terminate in the great day of judgment. Christ in this discourse
(Matt. xxiv. xxv.) holds up only two pictures, the first and the last of
the series; and in accordance with the universal rule of prophecy,
brings them into immediate proximity of place, though they were
widely separated in time, yet not so widely as some of the events of
the first 10 verses of the ix. of Zechariah, which yet are placed in
the same immediate proximity.

Remember — prophecy is not anticipated history, nor is it written
according to the rules of history — it has rules of its own, which (like
every thing else) must be learned by a laborious process of induction
— by a careful study of the prophetic writers themselves.

'We have said enough to vindicate our interpretation of this verse
even were we to admit that the word sv@ém¢ here is properly trans-
lated by the word smmediately. On this point, however, we offer a
few remarks,

Matthew says #0dwg di uste iy Qhipry 1w fuepwy éxaivw,
and Mark, d» éxsivasc vaic juspous pera Ty Slipw Exsiviy, inthose
days, after that affliction — an expression entirely indefinite as to time,
and indicating only the latter days, or days of the Messiah, as in all the
prophets.  Jesus, as before observed, did not speak in Greek but in the
Aramaean. Matthew and Mark are both (a8 we believe) divinely in-
spired translators of what he did say, and therefore both correct. Our
Saviour, then, must have used some term which was indefinite in its
meaning, and admitting of both transiations. Certainly he could not
bave used a term which was definite as to time, because he had assured

Vou. VIL No. 27. 40
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his disciples that he should not tell them the time. It would be afler
the destruction of Jerusalem, but whether early or late, during their life
or after their death, be never informed them. Paulus, Schott, and others
conjecture that he might have used the word oitre, which is found in
Job 5: 3 in the sense of suddenly, and is there translated in the Septua-
gint by the Greek word evfdm¢. See Schleusner's Sept. Lexicon on
this word. The sv#émg and the uere extend over the whole period
of conflict and trial to the final triumphant decision.

Nothing is more certain, as a philological fact, than that ev@éw¢ is
not universally, always and everywhere to be translated by the English
word smmediately. Every Greek lexicographer will teach us that.
Schleusner gives, as his second definition of the word, subito, suddenly;
and the most recent and most esteemed of the Greek lexicographers
among the Germans. Passow, Rost, and Schmidt, give as one defini-
tion of sv & éwg the German word plételick suddenly. So Liddell and Seott,
in their new Greek-English Lexicon, under :68v¢ give suddenly in the
second class of definitions. Bretschneider, in his N. T. Lexicon, gives
the sense of ev@s0¢ in some connections by ex improviso, unexpectedly.
In the New Testament there are many places where this is evidendy
the meaning of the word. For example Mark 9: 15 xai ev@dng mas
o oglos oy avzoy EeBaufndy, and the whole multitude SUDDENLY
seeing kim were astonished. Says Kuinoel on the passage, “ subitaneus
et tnopinatus, sed peropportunus Christi adventus, erat causa stuporis—
the sudden and wnexpected but very opportune arrival of Chriat, was
the cause of astonishment.” Compare also Lk. 6: 49. Aects 12: 10.
Rev. 4:2. Now this is the meaning of the word which belongs to it in
Matt. 24: 29. He always represents his coming to judgment as a sud-
den, an unexpected coming. Matt. 24: 27, 42, 44, 50. Rev. 8:8. Com-
pare also 1 Thess. 5: 2,8. 2 Pet. 3:10. According to all usage and all
analogy, then, we are authorized and required to translate the verse in
question, Suddenly, or una:pectedly, after the afffiction of those days, ete.
The context plainly requires this, vs. 27, 42, 44, 50. Iknow not why
it ia that so many have supposed themselves, in this case, tied down to
the word immediately. The word sv#imc has quite a latitude of defi-
nitions. In classic Greek it is often used in the exact sense of our Eng-
lish phrases for snstance, for example.

Objection 3d. Bus Christ says, that generation should Bot pass il
the accomplishment of thest predictions. Matt. 24: 84 &y ndve ravra
rémmras.

Ifin this verse Christ meant to tell the time, it is exceadingly strange
that in the verse immediately following he should so solemnly declare,
that no one, not even the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but the Fa-
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ther only, knew anything about the time. Matt. 24: 34, 85. Mark 13:
80, 81. Our English translation here makea a glaring inconsistency
between these two declarations, which the Greek entirely avoids. In
the original there is no word which means fulfilled, or which can in
this place, with any propriety, be so translated. The word here in the
original, the word used by all three of the evangelists, thoogh they very
seldom in other passages use the same word when repeating the same
sentiment, the word here used by all three of the evangeliats, is yévgras,
the subjunctive present, third person singular, of yivoux:. Now what
is the meaning of yiwouas? Hedericus and Schleusner give, as the
first definition, orior, which Lyttleton defines, to arise, to begin, to have a
beginning. The modern German lexicographers, as Schmidt, Rost,
‘Wahl, Passow, and Bretschneider, define yisouas by the German
word entstehen, almost without exception, making this the very first
definition ; and entsiehen, according to Rabenhoorst, Noehden, Adler,
etc., means io degin, to originate, to arise. Take the definition of entstehen,
as given in Weber's Kritisch erklirendes Handwérterbuch der deutschen
Sprache, and you have the exact meaning of the Greek word yivopas
in the passage under consideration. It is this: Entstehen seinen An-
JSang nehmen == to take sts beginning. 'The proper definition of yivopas
i8 o begin to be, to take a beginning. Dr. Robinson, in his Greek Lexi-
con of the New Testament, art. yivouas, says : “This verb is Mid. dep.
intrans. with the primary siguification, to begin to be.” And again, in
the definitions : ¢ 1. 70 begin to be,” etc. 'This, as the appropriate sense
of the word, can be established, not only by the authority of all the best
lexicograpbers, but also by nomberless examples from the elassical
Greek, the Septuagint, and the New Testament. Jobn 8: 58, Jesus
says, npiv APoaap yeviodas fye eiwi, which Kuinoel very properly
translates : anfequam Abraham ESSE COEPISBET, me extitisse. For a like
use of the word in the N. Test. compare Matt. 8:16. John 6:16,17,19
—in the Sept. 1 Chron. 20: 4 (éyévsz0 &m1 woAepog #» Iulsp, there be-
- gan yet @ war tn Gerar — very well translated in the Vulgate, tnitum
est bellum), Ps. 89 (90): 2. Tob. 3:8. Among the classics, Herodotus
(1L 11.) says, mporegoy 7 éué yeviodas, before that I began to be, and
he also uses the word in the same sepse in I. 198. II1. 85. So Xeno-
phon in his Cyropaedia(1.1V.17)says: 78y 82 {onsgns yevousyne,but when
it began to be evening —and also, LVL 42. énaidiy quépa yévyra, when
the day begins to be, and Memorab. IV.VIL19. énsi ionéou éyeviro, afier
it began to be evening. The very common use of the word yivopas in
the sense of to be born, depends entirely on its meaning, begin to be.
'What, then, philologically considered, is the proper translation of the
text? Cloarly this: this generation shall not pass, TILL ALL THESE
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THINGS BEGIN TO BE, or, till all these things TAKE THEIR BEGINNING.
So Luther interprets it, in his note on the passage : Zs wird solches
alles anfangen zu geschehen noch bey dieser zest, weil shr lebet : All this
will begin to take place in the present time, while you are yet alive.
Let there be no quibbling, as if yivopas must always be so translated.
Every word, besides its original, primitive meaning, has also derived
meanings, which are in frequent use. No word, especially no verb of
such extensive use as the Greek yivouas, can ever be translated into
another language, in all ita variety of meanings, by the use of one un-
varying synonym. Try the experiment with the English verbs take,
make, put, and see what infinite absurdities you would fall into.

The destruction of Jerusalem was the first occasion on which Christ
appeared as a judge, taking vengeance on his enemies. Before, he had
appeared as a suffering Redeemer, an atoning sacrifice. The destruc-
tion of Jerusalem was the first in that series of judgments which termi-
nates and is consummated in the great final judgment, which in the
preceding verses had been 5o vividly and so terribly described. The
three judgments degan, now are they going on, and at length they will
be completed, on

“ That day of wrath, that dreadful day,
‘When heaven and earth shall pass away.”

That generation which saw Jesus, the meek, the uncomplaining, the
suffering, victim, should not pass till it had seen him assume the char-
acter of the mighty, the inexorable, the avenging judge, taking ven-
geance on them that know not God and obey not his truth. Compare also
Matt. 16: 28. Mark 9: 1. Lk. 9: 27,

The three evangelists, though they use different words in translating
every other part of this discourse, all use the same word here, in the
same person, number, mode, and tense, — they all say yérpras, thus
showing that they use the word in its peculiar and appropriate sense
of BEGIN TO BE. We will place them side by side, that the identity
may be seen,

Mart. 24: 34. MAaRk 13: 30. Luks 21: 32.
Auiv Aéyw duiv, ob w | Aphv Aéyw Duiv, 8reob | 'Apiv Aéyw fuiv, i1t ob
wapéA9y h yeved ahry, fug ,ur? Wapé?;l?y’r'/ yeved aﬁ-rr’;, 724 1r‘apél'0-u # yeved adre,
av mGvta ravra yévnral. | péxpis od mhvra reita yé- | bwg Gv wavra yévyras.
vyrat,

According, then, to all the rules of critical judgment, which can be
applied to a case of this kind, and in full view of all the objections
which can be urged against our interpretation, we decide unhesitatingly
that these solemn words of the gospels under comsideration are, that
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they were by the disciples understood to be, that they were by our
Saviour intended for a fearful description of the great day of final
jodgment, when the dead, small and great, shall stand before God,
and the books shall be opened, and another book will be opened which
i8 the book of life: and the dead will be judged out of those things
which are written in the books, according to their works. And the sea
will give up the dead which are in it, and death and hell will deliver
up the dead which are in them ; and they will be judged, every man
according to his works. And whoever is not found written in the
book of life, will be cast into the lake of fire. This is the second
death. See Rev. 20: 12—15.

In conclusion, I would say, that even if yivouas had not the mean-
ing which all the best lexicograpfers and the best usage give it, if it
were, as it is often erroneounsly supposed o be, aynonymous with eius,
if it might properly be rendered de fulfilled instead of degin to be;
even in this case, the common usage of the prophetic writers, the style,
structure, and custom of the propbetic speech, would fully justify the
interpretation we have adopted. What more common in the prophe-
cies than to speak of a thing already determsned upon in the divine
counsels as already done? than to speak of a fulfilment a8 completed
when it has decidedly commenced? In prophetic style, when the first
of a series is done, the whole is done. (See Rev.11: 15, Compare
also Nahum, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, on Nineveh, Babylon, Tyre,
Edom, ete.) And i the prediction of an event fully resolved upon
in the divine mind, it is very often spoken of as already past, inso-
much that one of the common rules given for the interpretation of
prophecy is, that the past tense indicates cortasnty of fulfibment. (See
Horne’s Inroduction, vol. ii, p. 640.)

AUTHORITIES.

1 am aware that many of the best scholars, many of the most
Jjudicious, learned and reliable critics, both in our own country and in
Europe, have entertained and with great ability defended the opinion
that the whole of Matt. xxiv. which precedes verse 35 must refer
excluaively to the judgments on the Jews in connection with their
wars with the Romans from Vespasian to Hadrian. They suppose
that in no other way oan a consistent interpretation be made out for
verse 34 Were it not for this verse, and the sv8stg in verse 28,
they would be very glad to interpret vs. 29—381 otherwise. Are
these difficulties really insurmountable? Is not the interpretation
proposed in the preeeding pages fairly and philelogically sustained ?

40%
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I know not that I should have ventured publicly to defend a view
so different from that of many whom I so highly esteem, to whose
judgment I so gladly defer, were it not for the long list of names, no
less venerable, no less worthy of confidence, of thoee who, in one way
and another, confidently afirm that Matt. 24: 29—81 must of necessi-
ty be referred to the great day of final judgment, and who maintain
that view by reasons which seem to me unanswerable. These writers
are found in all generations and of all sorts, from the beginning of
Christian literature to the present hour, church-fathers and reformers,
philologians and preachers, Catholics and Protestant, orthodox and
rationalist, of every shade of belief and unbelief, of every variety of
zeal and indifference.

An enumeration of a few of the games alluded to will fully justify
my statement. In defence of this view we have Chrysostom,
Augustine, Jerome, and the church-fathers generally; Bede, Luther,
Calvin, Gerhard, Hammond, Bengel; Paulus, Schott, D. Schultz,
Olshausen, Fritzache, Neander, Meyer, De Wette, Von Gerlach, Allio-
li, and many others. From some of the more recent of these I now
propose to make a few extracts, to show how the matter is viewed by
the most eminent New Testament scholars of the present day. They
shall be of entirely different schools and different modes of thinking,
and the date shall be given of each work from which the extract is
made.

(1) Neander, (pious, supernaturalist, but hardly orthodox) Zeben
Jesu, 18t ed. 1887, 4th ed. 1847, pp. 561, 562. Speaking of the 24th
of Matthew, he says, that Christ represented therein ¢ partly his tri-
umph in the overthrow of the hitherto sensuous form of the theocracy
and thereby advanced more free and effective diffusion of his kingdom,
partly his last return for the perfecting of this kingdom — the judg-
ment over the degenerated theocracy, and that last judgment — the
final more free and mighty development of the kingdom of God, and
that last completion of the same-—elements corresponding to each
other, the last of which is prefigured in the first.” «In regardtoa
prophet we might with probability say, that in his conception the image
of a glorious development of the future, which disclosed itself before
his prophetic look in moments of religious inspiration, were uncon-
sciously mingled with the perceptions of the present; that things sep-
arated by long intervals of time presented themselves to him as contem-
poraneous.” “In Christ we can suppose no such commingling, no
error.” “But it i3 easy to see how it might happen, that in the
apprehending and reporting of such discourses from the position of the
hearers, the elements which Christ bimself kept separate (though He
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presented them in a certain correspondence with each other and made
no definite limits as to time) might become intermingled.” «It has
already been noted as a peculiarity of the editor of our Greek Mat-
thew, that he collects into one discourse the related ideas which Christ
spoke at different times and in varying circumstancea.” ¢ Therefore
it is not at all surprising that a clear separation of the different ele-
ments cannot here be made ount, and we should not, in order to effect
this, resort to forced interpretations, which are injurious both to the
truth and the love of truth. There is far less of such intermingling,
— the different elements of the judgment on Jerusalem and the last
coming of Christ are much more clearly separated, in the representa-
tion of this last as given by Luke, chapter xxi.; though even here all
difficulties cannot be avoided.” « We may say, perhaps, that Luke
here, as in other places, gives the more original, the truer, the purer
representation of Christ’s discourse.” Any one accustomed to Nean-
der will know very well what he means to say here: Christ was all
right. He kept the two subjects sufficiently distinet, but tke editor of
our Greek Matthew has rather confused and blended them.

(2) Meyer, (rationalist, clear and strong,) Kritisch exegetischen
Kommentar u. d. N. T. 2d. ed. 1844, Vol. L p. 408 — 5.

First remark on the 24th of Matthew. ¢ Exegetically it stands
fast that from the 29th verse onward, Jesns speaks of his zagovsin,
after he had spoken thus far of the destruction of Jerusalem, and, in-
deed, as the immediate antecedent of his magovain. All attempts to
fix in any other place the transition point, where the discourse goes
on to the nagoveie (Chrys. v. 24. Kuinoel, v. 48. Lightf. Wetst. Flait,
Jakn and others 25: 81,) are the products, not of exegesis, but of his-
tory, and lead to the grossest violation of exegesis.”

“The attempt to explain this whole discourse of the Destruction of
Jerusalem (Michaelts, Bahrd:, Ekkerm. and others,) are worthy of
notice only as a sign of their times.”

«1In respect to the difficulty, that Jesus placed his magovoin directly
after the Destruction of Jerusalem, which was not confirmed by the
result, the following things afe to be remarked: (1) Jesus spoke of
his mapgovoie in a three-fold sense; for he designated as his coming,
(a) the communication of the Holy Ghost, which was to come shortly
(John 16: 16 et al.) and did come; (b) the historical revelation of
his dominion and power in the triumph of his work on earth to be
experienced forthwith on his ascension to the Father, of which we
have an evident example preserved in Matt. 26: 64. (¢) his magovoia
in the literal sense for the awakening of the dead, the holding of the
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Jjudgment, and the establishing of his kingdom. This is distinctly set
forth in several passages of John, 5: 28. 6: 40, 54, and it is remarka~
ble that in John the dseorjom avrdy év 7y doydry fuéee coutains
no trace of the proximity of this act, but presupposes the desth of
the believers who were living.”

% Unconscionsly the form of the expeciation passed over to the form
of a promise ; the ideal mapovsia and establishment of the kingdom
became identified with the real, so that the first disappeared in concep-~
tion and tradition, and the last only remained as the object of expecta-
tion, not merely surrounded with all the splendid colors of the prophetic
delineation, but also perplexed with that reference to the destruction of
Jerusalem, in which the promised sdeal magovsia had originally stood
in the picture-language of prophecy.”

8) .De Wette (rationalist, sharp-sighted, fully informed, and consistent),
Kurze Erklirung des Evang. Matth., 3d edition, 1845, p. 259. «It is
undeniable, and is at the present day acknowledged by all unpreju-
diced interpreters (Paul, Schu., Fy., Zech., Ols., Mey.), that in va.
29—381 (of Matt. xxiv.), the discourse is of the coming of the Measiah
to his kingdom ; and that this, according to Matthew, follows directly
after the destruction of Jerusalem. This idea of the near coming of
Christ, is also distinctly expressed in other places (16: 28), and the
apostle Paul likewise cherished it. Only Luke, who probably wrote
after the destruction of Jerusalem, appears to defer it some; for he
limits to the Romans a certain time for the possession of Jerusalem
(21: 24), and introduces the last great decision with an indefinite xai.”

“The distorted interpretations by which all thua far (that is, to v.3l1)
is understood of the destruction of Jerusalem, are scarcely worth notic
ing.” — “Some find in chapters xxiv. and xxv. a double coming of
Christ, one invisible at the destruction of Jerusalem, and the other visi-
ble at the judgment of the world, but they can separate only arbitrarily.
Light., Wetst., Flit., Jakn, explain of the last 25: 31 ff only. Eichh.,
25:14 £ Kuin. finds the transition 24: 43 ff. Also Chrys. separates
arbitrarily, and applies 24: 1-—28 to the destruction of Jerusalem, and
24: 24. 25: 46 to the coming of Christ, when plainly this comes in at
24: 29.”

4) Von Gerlach (pious and strictly orthodox) Das Noue Test. mit An-
merk., 3d edition, 1843. Vol. L p. 147, 148, 150. «In this prophecy of
Jesus, everything arranges itself about the 28th verse. The neces-
sary destruction of the external kingdom of God on account of its cor-
Tuption, is particularly the chief aubject of this prophetic speech, in
which primarily only Jerusalem and the Jewish State are spoken of.
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Yet this stands in the most intimate typical connection with the last
judgment, and Christ himself designates both as his coming.” (Matt.
10: 28. 16: 28. Lk. 17: 22 ff)

«In this picture everything tends to the nearest future (the destruc-
tion of Jerasalem), except that certain features, by their strength, point
particularly to the end of the world; likewise it all tends to the most
distant future (the last judgment), of which the former is but the im-
age, 8o that that which was accomplished but imperfectly and weakly

" in the destruction of Jerusalem, will be thoroughly and powerfully ful-
filled at the entrance of the final judgment. Onthe whole, three divisions
may be recognized (in Matt. 24: 1—31); 1) a general view of the whole
subject (vs. 4—14); 2) a more particular detail of the destruction of
Jerusalem (ve. 15—28; 38) the stronger reference to the end of the
world (vs. 29—81). When we thus view the whole, it is easily com-
prehended how v. 34 can follow upon what precedes, and how the ex-
bortations to watchfulnesa can be so closely connected with the parables
and figures which relate to the last judgment in ch. xxv.”

Again, in the introductory remark to vs.29 ff. « Now follows the
more definite reference to the last times, though even here the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem is still primarily referred to, yet it is chiefly as a
type” (a prefiguring of the other).

5) Alliok (a pious, learned, and candid Roman Catholic) Die Heslige
Schrift ubersetzt und erliutert, 5th edition, 1842, p.972, Note on Matt.
24: 4. “Christ in the reply now following, gives explanations respecting
both events, as the holy fathers unanimously declare, though as to the
separation of the different passages which refer to the one and the other
event, they are of various opinions.” — % Augustine, Jerome, Bede,
and moet of the fathers and interpreters are of opinion, that Christ in
his divine intaition, in which a thousand years are as one day (Ps. 89:
4), represented both events together and in each other. This view
seems to have the best foundation, whether we consider the nature of
the events referred to, or the letter of the prophecy. Both events, the
destruction of Jerusalem and the end of the world, are but parts of the
one great God's-deed, the judgment of God over men. Now gince, in
the prophetic intuition, such events as, gradually taking place in time,
together form but one divine act, are represented under one point of
view with and in each other (compare Isa. xxiv. xxvi. ete.), 8o it is
altogether according to the nature of the case, that Christ should so
announce these events, that the one is communicated in the other and
by the other. This intimate connection of the two is also confirmed
by the latter. In vs. 29, 80, and 31, the prophetic intuition of the end
of the world distinctly and expressly comes forth,” etc.
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% The view of some moderns, that Christ here predicts only the de-
struction of Jerusalem, has against it not only the united voice of anti-
quity, but also the letter of the propheey itself.”

These extracts are brought together for the purpose of showing how
the most eminent Biblical scholars of the present day, of the most di-
verse habits of thooght, and in relations the most widely separated,
and amid all the light of the most recent investigations and discoveries
in Biblical science, have at last come to view the mueh disputed pas-
sage in Matt. 24: 20—31. It seems to be agreed on all hands, that
these verses must be referred to the great day of final judgment, that
they cannot, without the utmost violence to the text and to the idiom
of Holy Writ, be limited to the events connected with the destruction
of Jerusalem. Rather than admit an idea apparently so incredible,
Meyer and De Wette at once and boldly deny the inspiration and acea-
racy of the sacred record ; the pious, learned, and amiable Neander meets
them more than half way on the same ground; while the orthodox
Protestant Von Gerlach, and the orthodox Catholic Allioli, atill retain
the old ides, the patristic idea, of a twofold reference in prophecy.
And this idea of a twofold reference they all, Neander, Meyer, De Wette,
a8 well as Von Gerlach and Allioli, admit to be a New Testament tdea;
and so also does Tholuck, Hengstenberg, Ewald, Rosenmueller, and
the whole host of continental critics, orthodox and rationalist, pions
and not pious, whether they themselves believe in it or not. How can
any one, who reads the N. Testament, help admitting it ?

The interpretation of Matt 24: 20—31, which I have advanced in
the preceding pages, does not depend on the idea of a twofold reference
in prophecy ; it stands firmly on other grounds. Yet I believe fully
that this principle of typical interpretation is clearly recognized and
acted upon as entirely correct by the writers of the New Testament,
and that no one can reject it without at the same time repudiating the
authority of the New Testament writers as divinely inspired inter-
preters of the Old.



