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INTRODUCTION.

fr i necessary to the successful study of any literary productio
that the exact design of the author should be known and kegz
constantly in view. It would be doing great injustice to the author
of Acts, to suppose that he undertook this work without having
before him some one leading object, which should serve as the con-
necting thread of the narrative, and according to which all the
historic details should take place and form.

The conjectures of commentators as to what this leading object
is are various and somewhat conflicting. “The writer's object,”
says Dr. Hackett, “if we are to judge of it from what he has per-
formed, must have been to furnish & summary historﬂ of the origin,
gradual ine and extension of the Christian Church, through
the instrumentality, chiefly, of the Apostles Peter and Paul”"* This
is rather a statement of what he has performed than of the object
for which he performed it. The same defect attaches to Dr. Alex-
ander's conjecture. He esaya: “The book before us is a special
history of the planting and extension of the Church, both among
Jews and Gentiles, by the gradual establishment of radiating cen-
ters, as sources of influence, at certain salmmts throughout a
large part of the empire, inning at J em and ending at
Rome."t+ That the history does exhibit these facts is certainly
true, but that there is behind this a design for the accomplishment
of which these facts are stated, must be equally true.

The author's design is e&uaﬁy misunders by Bloomfield, and
others with him, who say that it was “to give an authentic account
of the communication of the Holy Spirit, and of the miraculous
powers and supernatural gifts bestowed by the Spirit,” and “to es-
tablish the claim of the Gentiles to be admitted into the Church
of Christ.”’] It is true that the history establishes the claim of the
Gentiles to admission into the Church, and also contains an account
of the descent and work of the Holy épirit, yet neither of these can
be regarded as the leading thought around which the contents of
the volume adjust themselves.

Mr. Barnes, in the midst of some detached statements upon this
subject, has approached the true idea in the following character
istic remark: “This book is an inspired account of the character

®0om. on Acts, Iut., p. 19. 1 Com. on Acts, Int., p. 13
§ Groek Tostamont, with English notos, Int. to Acts. 3)



4 INTRODUCTION.

of true revivals of religion.'* But the true idea is still more nearly
approached by a writer in Kitto's Encﬁclopedxa,'who saya: ‘Per
haps we should come still closer to the truth if we were to say
that the design of Luke, in writing Acts, was to supply, by select
and suitable Instances, an illustration of the power and working ot
that religion which Jesus had died to_establish.”}

It is correctly assuroed by Dr. Hackett, in the words above
quoted, that we are to judge of a writer's design by what he has
performed. Bearing in mind the distinction between the work done
and the design for which it is done, a slight glance at the contents
of this book will reveal to us a design which has escaped the
notice of all the above-named writers.

Much the greater part of Acts may be resolved into a detailed
history of cases of conversion, and of unsuccessful attempts at the
conversion of sinners. If we extract from it all cases of this kind,
with the facts and incidents preparatory to each and immediately
consequent upon it, we will have exhausted almost the entire con-
tents of the narrative. All other matters are merely incidental,
The events of the first chapter were designed to 'fre e the apos-
tles for the work of converting men; the gift of the Holy Spirit to
them and to others was to qualify them for it; the admission of
the Gentiles was an incident connected with the conversion of Cor-
neliug, and others after him; the conference, in the fifteenth chapter,.
grew out of these conversions; and the long account of Paul's im-
prisonment in Jerusalem, Cesarea, and Rome, with his sea-voyage
and shipwreck, constitute but the connected history of his preaching
to the mob in Jerusalem, to the Sanhedrim, to Felix, to Festus, to
Agrippa, and to the Jews and Gentiles in Rome. The episode in
the twelfth chapter, concerning the persecutions by Herod, and his
death, is designed to show that, even under such circumstances,
“the word of God grew and multiplied.” All the remainder of the
hisbor{l consists, unmistakably, in detailed accounts of conversions,

Such being the work performed }\7 the auther, we may readily
determine his design by inquiring, Why should any cases of con-
version be put upon record? Evidently, it was that men might
know how conversions were effected, and in what they consisted.
The cases which are recorded represent all the different grades of
human society; all the different degrecs of intellectual and religious
culture; all the common occupations in life, and all the different
countries and languages of the then known world. The design of
this variety is to show the adaptation of the one gospel scheme to
the conversion of all classes of men.

The history of a case of conversion necessarily embraces two
distinct classes of facts: First, the agencies and instrumentalities
employed in effecting it; second, the changes effected in the indi-
vidual who is the subject of it. In the pursuit of his main design,
therefore, the author was led to designate specifically all these
agencies, instrumentalities, and changes. He does so in order that
his readers may know what agents are employed, and how they
work; what instrumentalities must be usetf, and how they are

*Notes on Acts, Int. t Article, Acts.



INTRODUCTION. 5

applied; and what changes must take place, in order to the Scrip-
tural conversion of a sinner.

The chief agent employed in the conversion of men is the Holy
Spirit. It is this fact which led the author to detail so minutely
the descent of the Holy Spirit, and the various gifts and influences
b{z which his work was accomplished. He thus teaches the reader
what part this divine agent performed in the conversion of sinners,
and how he performed it.

Another important agency employed was the personal labor of
the apostles and inspired evangelists. The manner in which their
part of the work was performed is carefully described, in order that
men of every age and country, whose business it is to perform the
part corresponding to theirs, may learn, from their example, how to
perform it Scripturally. But Peter and Paul were the chief laborers
of that generation, and for this reason their names occupy the prom-
inent position assigned them.

It is well known that the recital by men of the process of their
convergion is well calculated both to teach sinners the process
throufh which they must struggle in order to conversion, and to
stimulate them to undertake it.  Men are taught more successfully
and influenced more powerfully by example than by precept. Many
religious teachers of the present day, having discovered the prac-
tical workings of this principle in human nature, depend much
more, in their efforts to convert sinners, upon well-told experiences
than upon the direct preaching of the Word. The success which
has attended this policy should admonish us that these experiences
of conversion recorded in Acts are by no means to be liihtl'; es-
teemed as instrumentalities for the conversion of the worl hey
possess, indeed, this advanmsfz that, in contrast with all the con-
versions of the present day, they were guided by infallible teaching,
and were selected by infallible wisdom from among thousands of
others which had occurred, because of their peculiar fitness for a
place in the inspired record. They have, we may say, twice passed
the scrutiny of infinite wisdom; for, first, all the conversions which
occurred under the preaching of inspire(i men were directed by the
Holy Spirit; and, second, if any difference existed between those put
on record and the others, the Holy Spirit, by selecting these few,
decided in their favor as the best models for subsequent generations.
If a sinner seek salvation according to the model of modern con-
versions, he may be misled; for his model is fallible at best, and
may be erroneons; but if he imitate these ini;fired models, it i8 im-
possible for him to be misled, unless the Holy Spirit itself can
mislead him. Moreover, in g0 far as any man’s supposed conver-
sion does not accord with these, it must be wrong; In so far as it
does accord with them, it must be right.

If it be asked why we may not as well take for our model the
cases of conversion which occurred under the former d‘i;pensation,
or during the life of Jesus, the answer is obvious. e do not
liva under the law of Moses, or the personal ministry of Jesus, but
under the ministry of the B’oly 8pint.  Jesus, just previous to his
ascengion, committed the affairs of his kingdom on earth into the
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hands of twelve men, to be guided by the Holy Spirit, who de-
scended shortly after he ascen ed; and now all that we can know
of Prment terms of pardon must be learned through the teaching
and example of these men. If, then, the conditions of pardon
under any preceding dispensation be found to differ from those pro-
pounded in Acts, in all the points of difference the latter, and not
the former, must be our guide. These are the last, and certainl
the most elaborately detailed communications of the Divine wi
upon the subject, and belong peculiarly to the new covenant under
which we live. If God has made them to differ, in any res
from those under the old covenant, he teaches us, by this very di
ference, that he has thus far set aside the old dxrgx‘ﬁh preference
for the new. In the following pages it is made a leading object to
ascertain the exact terms of pardon as taught by the apostles, and
the Ereciae elements which constitute real conversion to Christ.

The present is pre-eminently a missionary period of the Church.
None has been more so, except the age of the apostles. Especially
is it distinguished by success in the conversion of sinners in pro-
fesgedly Christian lands. Hence, it is & demand of the age that the
true method of evangelizing the world should be known and read
of all men. But the true method can be found only in the labors
of inspired apostles and evangelists, and the record of these labors
is found on}Lin the book of Acts. A failure to understand and to
appreciate this book has been, and still is, a most prolific source
of confusion and error in the popular presentation of the gospel
By failing to discover its chief design, sinners are far more frequently
directed to the Psalms of David for instruction upon the subject of
conversion than to this book, which was written for this express
purpose. There is, therefore, no one book in all the Bible to which
the present generation of Bible readers so much need to have their
attention specially directed. We have endeavored, in this volum
to set forth the labors of these inspired preachers as the true an
infallible guide of the modern evangelist.

Another peculiarity of the present age is, the unlimited ran
given to speculations concerning the agency of the Holy Spirt
in human redemption. A subject into which investigation should
never have been pushed beyond the simple facts and statements of
revelation, has thus become a most fruitful source of ﬁphilozaophica.l
vagaries and of unbridled fanaticism. Whatever differences may
arpear among the many erroneous theories upon the subject, they
all agree in the conception of a direct impact of the Spirit of God
upon the s&jrit of man, by which the latter is enlightened and
sanctified. This conception is not only common to them all, but it
is the fundamental conception in each one of them. Under the
influence of it, the more contemplative theorist receives new revela-
tions, or “speaks as he is moved by the Holy Ghost;” the more
enthusiastic calls for outpourings of the ‘ Holy Spirit and of fire,”
dances, shouts, and falls in spasms; while the transcendentalist,
receiving still further measures of the Spirit, points out mistakes

made by the inspired apostles, and exposes defects in the character
of Jesus,
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Amgng the prevailing Protestant sects, a common theory of spir-
itual influence serves almost as a bond of union. It sometimes
makes them almost forget the conflicts of past ages, melts down
the cold barrier of separating creeds, and brings hereditary enemies
together, to worship, for a time, at & common shrine. It is made
the standard of orthodoxy; and to him who devoutly swears by it,
it serves, like charity, to cover a multitude of sins, while to {:im
who calls it in question, and contents himself with the very words
of Scripture, it is & ban of excommunication. A difference on all
other subjects is tolerated, if there is aaeement on this; an agree-
ment on all other subjects can be no bond of union, if there is a
difference on this. In public discourse all other topics are made
subordinate, and even the preaching of Christ, which was the work
of the apostles, has been supplanted by preacking the Holy Srin‘t.

Various as are the conclusions of these theorists, they all have a
common tendency to disparage the Word of God Precisely as a
man learns to depend uf)on internal admonitions for his relvigious

idance will he feel less detpendence upon the written Word,

ence it is that the masses of the people, who are under the in-
fluence of these teachings, are so deplorably ignorant of the Bible.
To call back the mind of the reader from all such vagaries to the
revealed facts and simple apostolic statements upon this important
aul:iiect, is another leacﬁn’ g object of the following work. e will
find that the book of Acts presents, in living form and unmis-
takable simplicity, the work of the Holy Spirit.

Some sixteen of the twenty-eight chapters of Acts are devoted
almost exclusively to the labors of the Apostle Paul Whatever
can be known of this most heroic and successful of all the apos-
tles must not only be interesting to every reader, but also hi%hly
instructive, as an example of faith in Christ in its higher develop-
ment. Some of the most interesting facts in his history, and those
which throw the greatest light upon his inner life, are not recorded
by Luke, but may be gathered from incidental remarks in his own
epistles. In this obscure position, they must ever escape the notice
of ordinary readers, It i8 proposed, in this volume, to give them
their chronological place in the narrative, thus filling up the blanks
which Luke's design caused him to leave, and rounding out to some
fullness and symmetry the portraiture of this noblest of all human
subjects of Scripture biography.

e have already assumed, in accordance with the universal
judgment of competent critics, that Luke is the author of Acts.
or the evidences on which this judgment is based, I refer the
reader to works devoted to this department of Scripture study. It
appears, from his being distinguished by Paul, in Gal. iv: 11-1
from those “of the circumcision,” that he was a Gentile, but o
what country i8 not certainly known. He was a physician by 'Fro-
fegsion, and is styled by Paul “the beloved physician.”* = This
encomium, together with the fact that he shared with Paul many
of the labors of his life, was his ever-present companion in his im-
prisonment, even his only companion in the closing scenes of his

*COcl. iv: 14,
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life;* and that we detect his presence or absence in the scenes of
the narrative only as he uses the pronoun we or they to describe
the party, are circamstances which indicate a character marked by
great courage and endurance, yet softened by extreme modesty and
warm affections. That he was a most enthusiastic admirer of Paul
is evident both from the devotion with which he clung to his sid
and from the vividness with which every peculiar expression o
countenance and gesture of the apostle impressed his memory. He
frequently records the sweeping motion of the hand with which
Paul arrested the attention of an audience, and the glance with
which he fixed his eyes upon the enemies of the truth. Yet, not-
withatanding this personal admiration, so just is his sense of
propriety that he never pauses for & moment ‘to express his ad-
miration for the wonderful developments of cnaracter which he
portrays. In this, however, he but imitates a distinguishing pecul-
1arity of all the inspired writers.

The book of Acts embraces a period of about thirty years—from
the ascension of Christ, A. D. 33, to the end of the second year of
Paul's imprisonment at Rome, A. D. 63. In the latter part of the

ear 63, or the begiuuinﬁl of 64, while Luke was still with Paul in
Ilom 1t is most likely that the work was published. For the his-
torical connection and chronology of particular events described in
the worlk, the reader is referred to the body of the Commentary.

It was no part of my original design to undertake a revision of
the English text of Acts, but I hoped that, ere this time, an im-
Kroved version of the whole New Testament would be put into the

ands of the public by the American Bible Union. No final revis-
ion of Acts, however, having appeared from that Society, or from
any other sourceﬁ up to this writing, I am constrained to content
myself with such a revision of the text as I have been able to
prepare during the progress of the work. I have aimed to preserve,
in general, the language of the common version. Where the
sriety of a change would be obvious to the reader of the Greek, or

epends merely upon taste, no notes are given to justify it In
cases where a defense seemed to be needed, the reader will find i
either in the body of the work or in foot-notes. I beg the eriti
reader, however, to remember that the revision is designed not for

eneral adoption, but simply for the purpose to which it is applied
1 this Commentary, and that, even here, it is a secondary part of
the undertaking,

In the execution of the work, I have aimed to make not merely
a book of reference, but a volume to be read consecutively through,
with the interest which belongs to the narrative. In order to this
end, I have aimed to make prominent the author's connection of
thought throughout; and, in order to render it the more instructive,
wherever the text presents important issues connected with the
ﬁeat religious questions of the day, I have taken time to elaborate
the argument as freely as the space which I had allotted myself
would admit,

€3 Tim, fv; 11,



COMMENTARY.

ACTS I: 1, 2

1, 2. A warraTIvVE of Jesus of Nazareth, designed to convince
men that he is the Christ, would most naturally begin with his
birth, and terminate with his ascension to heaven. Such was the
“former narrative’” which Luke had addressed to Theophilus, and
he alludes to it as such, in introducing his present work: (1) “ The
i‘ormar narrative I composed, O Theophilus, concerning all that Jesus

egan both to do and to teach, (2) until the day in which, having given
commandment through the Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had
chosen, he was taken up.”

This reference to his former narrative is most appropriate in its

lace, inasmuch as the one now undertaken is baseg entirely upon
1t. The specific reference to “the day in which, having given com-
mandment through the Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had
chosen, he was taken up,” is still more in point, from the fact that
all the authority which the apostles had for the labors Luke is
about to narrate was derived from the commandment given on that
day. The history of that day furnishes but one commandment then
given, which was the apostolic commission. In this commission,
then, Luke locates the starting point of his present narrative.

If we would appreciate the narrative thue briefly introduced to
us, we must begin, with the author, by a proper understanding of
this commission.

During the personal ministry of Jesus, he authorized no human
being to announce his Messiahship. On the cortrary, whenever he
discovered a disposition to do so, he uniformly forbade it, and this not
only to various recipients of his healing power, but to the apostles
themselves. When Peter made the memorable confession, “Thou
art the Christ, the son of the living God,” we are told that, at the
close of the conversation, “he charged his disciples that they should
tell no man that he was Jesus the Christ."* Such was his uniform
injunction on similar occasions. Even when Peter, James, and John
had witnessed his transfiguration, and heard God himself proclaim
him his Son, as they came down from the mount, ‘“Jesus charged
them, saying, Tell the vision to no man, until the Son of man is
risen from the dead.”}

% Matt. xvi: 20, 1 Matt, xvil: 0.

(9



10 ACTSI: 1, 2

This stern prohibition, quite surprising to most readers of the
New Testament, may be accounted for, in part, by a desire to avoid
that political ferment, which, in the existing state of the public
mind, might have resulted from a general belief among the Jews
that he was their Messiah. But there is a much more imperative
reason for it, found in the mental and moral condition of the disci-
ples themselves. Their crude conceptions of the Messiahship, their
gross misconception of the nature of the expected Xingdom, their
misunderstanding of much that he had taught them, and their im-
perfect remembrance of that which they had understood, rendered
them incapable of presenting his claims truthfully. not to say infal-
libly, to the world. Moreover, their faith had not, as yet, acquired
the strength necessary to the endurance of privations and persecu-
tions. hile laboring under these defects, they were most wisely
prohibited from preaching that he was the Christ.

During the last night he spent on earth, Jesus at length informed
them that this restriction would soon be removed, and they should
receive the qualifications necessary to be his witnesses. e Bays:
“The Advocate, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my
name, he shall teach you afl things, and bring all things to your
remembrance, whatsoever I have said to you''* ‘I have man
things to say to you, but you can not bear them now; howbeit
when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all the
truth.”t “He shall testify of me, and you also shall testify, because
1ylou have been with me from the beginning.'f In these words the

ave 8 promise that they shall testify of Jg esus, with the Holy Spirit
for their guide; but the promise looks to the future for its fulfill-
ment.

Finally, “on the day in which he was taken up,” he gives them
the commandment which is to unseal their lips, and authorizes them
to preach the glad tidings to every creature. Without this com-
mandment, they could not have dared to tell any man that he was
the Christ; with it, they are authorized to begin the labors which
our historian is about to narrate. But even yet there is one restric-
tion laid upon them; for they have not yet received the promised
qualifications. ‘“He commanded them that they should not depari
from Jerusalem; but await the promise of the Father, which you
have heard from me."||

Such was the necessity for the commandment in question, and for
the limitation which attended it when given. The items of which it
is composed are not fully stated by either one of the historians, but
must be collected from the partial statements of Matthew, Mark,
»oand Luke. Matthew presents three of them, as follows: “Go dis-
ciple all nations, immersing them into the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teacking them to observe and do all
whatsoever I have commanded you.”§ Mark presents five items ip
these words: “Go preach the gospel to every creature; he who e
lieves and i8 immersed shall be saved; he who believes not shall be
condemned.”] Luke simply states that Jesus said, “ Thus it behoved

2 John xiv: 26, John xvi: 12, 18. John xv: 26, 27.
} Verse 4, below. Matt. xxviii: 19, 20, Mark zvi: 15, 16,
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the Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the third day, and
that repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his name
among all nations, bﬁinning at Jerusalem.”* If we combine these
items, by arranging them in their natural order of succession, we
will have the commission fully stated.
The command quoted by rk, ‘Preach the goepel to ev
creature,” necessarily comes first The command, * Disciple
nations,” is next in_order; for it is by means of preaching that
they were to make disciples. But when a man is made a disciple
he becomes a delicver; and Matthew and Mark agree in the state-
ment that he who believes, or, in Matthew's style, he who is dis-
cipled, is then to be immersed Luke, however, says that repentance
must be preached, and as ;:Kentanoe precedes obedience, we are
compelled to unite it with faith, as antecedent to immersion. Next
after immersion comes Mark's statement, “he shall be saved.” But
salvation may be either that which the pardoned sinner now enjoys,
or that to be enjoyed after the resurrection from the dead: hence
this term would be ambiguous but for Luke's version of it, who
quotes that “remission of sins” is to be preached. This limits the
meaning of the promise to that salvation which consists in remis
sion of sins. Next after this comes the command, “teaching them
to observe and do” what I have commanded you. Finally, they
were to proclaim that they who believed not, and, consequently,
complied not with the terms of the commission, should con-
demned. In brief, they were commanded to go into all the world,
and make disciples of all nations b e]preaching the gospel to every
creature; to immerse all penitent believers into the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, ﬁromisin such the
remission of their sins; then teaching them all their duties and
privil as disciples of Jesus. In the mean time, all were to be
assured that he who believed not should be condemned.
Making this commission the starting point of his narrative, Luke
proceeds, after a few more preliminarﬁ observations, to relate the
manner in which it was executed. This is the key to the whole
narrative. We will find the apostles adhering strictly to its
guidance. Their actions will furnish a complete counterpart to the
items of their commission, and the best exposition of its meaning,
For the strongest confirmation of the brief exposition just given, we
refer to the course of the narrative as set forth in the following
ages.
P 3. As our author is about to present the apostles testifying to the
resurrection of Jesus, he sees proper, in his introduction, to state
briefly the ground of their qualifications for this testimony. He
does this in the remainder of the paragraph of which we have al-
ready quoted a part: (3) “ To whom, also, esented himself alive,

ter his suffering, by many infallible proofs, being seen by them durin,q

orty days, and speaking the things pertaining to. the kingdom of God.”

rom the concluding chapters of the former narratives, we learn
more particularly the nature and number of these infallible proofs.
These, having been fully stated by himself and others, are not here

® Luko xxiv: 40, 47,
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repeated. We learn here, however, a fact not there related: that
the space from the resurrection to the ascension was forty days.

4, 5. To account for the delay of the apostles in Jerusalem after
receiving their commission, and to prepare the reader for the scenes
of the coming Pentecost, the historian next relates a part of_tha
conversation which had taken place on the day of the ascension:
(4) “And being assembled with them, he commanded them not to de-
part from Jerusalem, but to await the promise of the Father, which

ou have heard from me. (5) For John, indeed, immersed in water;
xut you shall be immersed in the Holy Spirit, not many days hence."
The command not to depart from Jerusalem is mistaken, by
some commentators, for the commandment mentioned above, as
being given on the day he was taken up. But, in truth, as we
have Bﬁready seen, the commission constituted that commandment,
while this 18 merely a limitation of the commission, in reference
to the time and place of beginning. The “promise of the Father”
which they were to await, is the promise of the Holy Spirit, which
they had heard from him on the night of the betrayal, and which,
they now learn, is to be fulfilled by their immersion in the Spirit.
On this use of the term immersion see the Commentary, 2: 16-18.

6-8. We are informed by Matthew that Jesus prefaced the com-
mission by announcing, “ All authority in heaven and on earth is
given to me.” It was, probably, this announcement that led to the
inquiry which Luke next repeats. Being informed that all au-
thority was now given to him, the disciples expected to see him
begin to exercise it in the way they had long anticipated. (6) “* Now
when they were come logether, they asked him, saying, Lord, wilt thou
at this time restore the kingdom to Israel? (7) But he said to them, It
i8-not for you to know the times or seasons which the Father has ap-
pointed in his own authority. (8) But you shall receive power, when
the Holy Spirit comes upon you, and you shall be witnesses for me in
Jerusalem, and in all Judea, and Samaria, and to the uttermost part
of the earth.”

The question, “Lord, wilt thou at this time restore the kingdom
to Iserael?"” indicates two interesting facts: First, that the apostles
still misconceived the nature of Christ's kingdom; second, that the
kingdom was not yet established. Both these facts deserve some
attention at our hands, especially the latter.

Their misconception consisted in the expectation that Christ
would re-establish the earthly kingdom of Israel, and restore it to
its ancient glory, under his own personal reign. In his reply, the
Bavior does not undertake to correct this misconception, but leaves
it as a part of that work of enlightenment yet to be effected by the
Holy Spirit.

The time at which the kingdom of Christ was inaugurated is the
point of transition from the preparatory dispensation, many elements
of which were but temporary, into the present everlasting dispensa-
tion, which is to know no change, eitger of principles or of ordi
nances, in the course of time. It is necessary to determine this

int, in order {o know what laws and ordinances of the Bible

ong to the present dispensation. All things enjoined subsequent
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to this Eeriod are binding upon us as citizens of the kingdom of
Cu.ist; but nothing enjoined as duty or granted as a privilege, under
former dispensations, is applicable to us, unless it is specifically ex-
tended to us. It requires no less divine authority to extend into
the kingdom of Christ the institutions of the Jewish kingdom than
it did to establish them at first. This proposition is self-evident.
To fix, therefore, most definitely this period is a matter of trans-
cendent importance, and must here Ezve all the space that it
requires. It is a question of fact, to be determined by positive
Scripture statements.

The expression “kingdom of heaven" is used only by Matthew.
In the connections where he uses this expression, the other three
historians uniformly say ‘“kingdom of God.” This fact shows that
the two expressions are equivalent. Explaining the former by the
latter, we conclude that the ‘“kingdom of heaven” is not heaven,
but simply a kingdom of God, without regard to locality. This

~kingdom 18 also called by Christ his own, as the Son of man; for

he says, “There are some standing here who shall not taste of
death till they see the Son of man coming in his kingdom."* The
Apostle Paul also speaks of the “kingdom of God's dear Son,”t
and staya, “He must reign till he has put all enemies under his
feet.”

Of the kingdom of God, then, Jesus is the king: hence the time
at which he became a king is the time at which “the kingdom of
Christ and of God”| began. Furthermore, as it was Jesus, the Son
of man, who was made king, it is evident that the kingdom could
not have commenced till after he became the Son of man. This
consideration at once refutes the theory which dates the beginning
of the kingdom in the days of Abraham.

But it 18 not only Jesus the Son of man, but Jesus who died,
that was made king. ‘“We see Jesus," says Paul, “who was made
a little lower than the angels, on account of the suffering of death,
erowned with glory and honor.”"§ It was after his death, and not
during his natural life, that he was made a king. It is necessary,
therefore, to reject the other theory, which locates the beginning of
the kingdom in the days of John the Immerser.

Fina]% , it was after his resurrection and his ascension to heaven
that he was made a king. For Paul says, “Being found in
fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedient unto
death, even the death of the cross; wherefore, God hath highly ex-
alted him, and given him a name that is above every name, that at
the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and
things in earth, and things under the earth, and that every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the
Father."] It is here we are to locate that glorious scene described
by David and by Paul, in which God said to him, “Sit thou on
my right hand, till I make thine enemies thy footstool.”** He
“gat down on the right hand of the throne of God,”{t and the
Father said, “ Let all the angels of God worship him.”"II At this

* Matt, xvi: 28. Col. §: 13. 11 Cor. xv: 25. Eph, v: b. %Eeb. ii: 9.
¢ Phil. ii: 8, 11, Ps, cx: 1; Heb. §: 13. Heb. xii: 8,  {] Heb. i: 6.



14 ACTS I1: 6, 8

word, among the gathering and circling hosts of heaven, every
knee was bowed and every tongue confessed that Jesus is ‘“Lord
of lords and King of kings.” It was then that the kingdom of
God was inaugurated in heaven; and it was in immediate anticipa-
tion of it, with all things in readiness awnd waiting, that Jesus said
to his disciples, as he was about to ascend on high, *“ All authority,
in heaven and on earth, is given to me”

Having now fixed the time at which the kingdom was inaugu-
rated in heaven, we are prepared to inquire when it began to be
administered on earth. It began, of course, with the first adminis-
trative act on earth, and this was the sending of the Holy Spirit
upon the apostles on the day of Pentecost. On that occasion, Peter
says, “This Jesus has God raised up, whereof we are witnesses.
Therefore, being 2o the right hand of God ezalted, and having re-
ceived from the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit, he has shed

orth this which you now see and hear.” “Therefore, let all the

ouse of Israel know assuredly, that God has made that same
Jesus whom you have crucified, both Lord and Christ."* This
event is here assumed as the proof of his exaltation, and the his-
tory shows it to be the first act of the newly-crowned King which
tog( effect on earth. These facts are consistent with no other coh-
clusion than that the kingdom of Christ was inaugurated on earth
on the firat Pentecost after his ascension.

We might assume that the above argument is conclusive, and
here dismiss the subject, but for some passages of Scripture which
are supposed to favor a different conclusion. It was said by Jesus,
“The law and the prophets were until John; since that time the
kingdom of God is preached, and every man presses into it."}
Again: “ Woe unto you, Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for you
shut up the kingdom of heaven against men; for you neither go in
yourselves, nor will you suffer those who are entering, to go in."}
And again: “If I cast out demons by the Spirit of God, then is
the kingdom of God come to you.”| It is argued, from these and
kindred passages, that the law and the prophets ceased, as author-
ity, with the beginning of John's ministry; that the kingdom of
heaven then began, and men were pressing into it, while Scribes
and Pharisees were striving to keep them from entering it; and
that Jesus recognizes it as an existing institution, in the remark,
“Then is the kingdom of God come to you."

But there are other passages in the gospels which appear to con-
flict with these, and are inconsistent with this conclusion. The
constant preaching of John, of Jesus, and of the Seventy, was,
“The kingdom of heaven i8 at hand;" 7yywe, “is near.” Jesus ex-
claims, “Among them who are born of women there hath not
arigen a greater than John the Immerser; notwithstanding, he that
is least in the kingdom of heaven is greater than he’§ Again:
“There are some standing here who shall not taste of death #ll
they see the kingdom of God.”{ And, finally, the question we are
now considering, “ Lord, wilt thou at this time restore the kingdom

®Acts fi: 32-36. 4 Luke xvi: 186. § Matt. xxiii : 13, | Matt. xii: 28,
¢ Matt. xi: 11. ¥ Luke ix; 27.
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to Terael?” It is evident, from these passages, first, that John was
not in the kingdom, for otherwise the least in the kingdom could
not be greater than he; second, that the generation then living were
yet to see the kingdom of God; third, that the disciples themselves
were still looking for it in the future. If it be urged, in reference
to the first of these conclusions, that the kingdom, of which John
was not a citizen, is the kingdom in its future glory, the assumption
is refuted by the very next verse in the context: “From the days
of John the Immerser till now the kingdom of heaven suffers vio-
lence, and the violent take it by force.”* Whatever may be the
true interpretation of these rather obscure words, they certainly can
not refer to the kingdom of glory.

Now, no hypothesis upon this subject can be accepted which
does not provide for a complete reconciliation of these apparently
conflicting passages of Scripture. The hypothesis that the kingdom
was inaugurated by John can not do so; for, in that case, it 18 in-
conceivable that John himself was not a member of it, and equally
so that he ghould constantly preach, “The kingdom of heaven is
near.” Again: if it was inaugurated during the personal ministry
of Jesus, it is unaccountable that he should state, as a startling
fact, that some of those present with him should live to see it, or
that the disciples themselves should be ignorant of its existence.
This hypothesis, therefore, is incapable of reconciling the various
statements on the subject, and must, for this reason, be dismissed.

On the other hand, if we admit, according to the irresistible force
of the facts first adduced in this inquiry, that the kingdom was
inaugurated in heaven when Jesus was coronated, and that it began
to be formally administered on earth on the next succeeding Pente-
cost, there is no difficulty in fully reconciling all the passages quoted
above. It was necessary to the existence of the kingdom on earth
not only that the king should be upon his throne, but that he
should have earthly subjects. In order, however, that men should
acknowledge themselves his subjects the moment that he became
their king, it was necessary that they should be previously prepared
for allegiance. This preparation could be made in no other way
than by inducing men, in advance, to adopt the principles involved
in the government, and to acknowledge the right of the proposed
ruler to become their king, This was the work of John and of
Jesus. When men began, under the influence of their teaching, to
undergo this preparation, they were, with all propriety of speech,
paid to be pressing into the kingdom of God. Those who opposed
them were striving to keep them from entering the kingdom; and
to both parties it could be said, “The kingdom of God is come to

ou” It had come to them in the influence of its principles.
“From the days of John the Immerser the kingdom of heaven
was preached,” not as an ezisting institution, but in its elementary

rinciples, and by asserting the pretensions of the prospective king.

‘hus, we find that the various statements in the gospels upon this
subject, when harmonized in the only way of which they are capa-

* Matt. xi: 12.
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ble, lead us back to our former conclusion, with increaged confidence
in its correctness.

We may pursue the same inquiry in an indirect method, by de-
termining when the previous kingdom of God among the Jews
terminated. As they both, with their conflicting peculiarities, could
not be in formal existence among the same people at the same
time, the new one could not begin till the old one terminated.
That the law and prophets were until John, Jesus declares; but he
does not declare that they continued no longer. On the contrary,
he was himself “a minister of the circumcision,”* and kept the law
till his death. The law and the prophets were, until John, the only
revelation from God. Since then the gospel of the coming kingdom
was preached in addition to it, and was designed to fulfill the law
and the prophets by preparing the people for a “better covenant.”
Even the sacrifices of the altar, however, continued, with the sanc-
tion of Jesus, up to the very moment that he expired on the cross.
Then “the vail of the temple was rent in two from the top to
the bottom,” indicating the end of that dispensation. All the sac-
rifices being then fulfilled in him, and a new and living way being
consecrated for us, not under the vail, as the high priest had gone,
but through the vail—that is to say, his flesht—he put an end to
the priesthood of Aaron,f and took out of the way the handwriting
of ordinances, nailing it to his cross|| At the death of Christ,
therefore, the old kingdom came to its legal end, and on the next
Pentecost the new kingdom began.

Regarding this, now, as a settled conclusion, we proceed to con-
sider, briefly, the Savior's answer to the question which has detained
us so long. He said to them, “It is not for you to know the times
or the seasons which God has appointed in his own authority.” By
the expression “in his own authority,” I suppose he intended to
indicate that the times and seasons of God's purposes are reserved
more specially under his own sovereign control, and kept back more
carefully from the knowledge of men, than the purposes themselves.
It is characteristic of prophesy that it deals much more in facts
and the succession of events than in definite dates and periods.
The apostles were to be agents in inaugurating the kingdom, but,
as proper preparation for their work did not depend upon a fore-
knowledge of the time, it was not important to reveal it to them.

But it was allimportant that they should receive the necessary

ower: hence Jesus adds, ‘ But you shall receive power, when the

oly Spirit comes upon you." The power here promised is not
authority, for this he had given them in the comm ssion; but it is
that miraculous power to know all the truth, and work miracles in
froof of their mission, which he had promised them before his death.

Ie says to them, virtually, It is not for you to know the time at

which I will establish my kingdom, but you shall receive power to
inaugurale it on earth when the Holy Spirit comes upon you. This
is an additional proof that the kingdom was inaugurated on the day
of Pentecost.

While promising them the requisite power, Jesus takes occasion

¢ Rom. xv: 8, 1 Heb., x: 20, 1 Heb. vil: 11, 12. I Col. ii: 14.
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to mark out their successive fields of labor: first “in Jerusalem,”
next, ‘“in all Judea,” then “in Samaria,” and finally, “to the utter-
most part of the earth.” It is not to be imagined that this arrange-
ment of their labors was dictated by partiality for the Jews, or was
merely designed to fulfill prophesy. It was rather foretold through
the prophets, because there were good reasons why it should be so.
One reason, suggested by the commentators generally, for beginnin
in Jerusalem, was the propriety of first vindicating the claims o
Jesus in the same city in which he was condemned. But the con-
trolling reason was doubtless this: the most devout portion of the
Jewish people, that portion who had been most influenced by the
preparatory preaching of John and of Jesus, were always collected
at the great annual festivals, and hence the most successful begin-
ning could there be made. Next to these, the inhabitants of the
rural districts of Judea were best prepared, by the same influences,
for the gospel; then the Samaritans, who had seen some of the mir-
acles’ of Jesus; and, last of all, the Gentiles. Thus the rule of sue-
cess was made their guide from place to place, and it became the
custom of the apostles, even in heathen lands, to preach the gospel
“ first to the Jew” and “then to the Gentile.” The result fully jus-
tified the rule; for the most signal triumph of the gospel was in
Judea, and the most successful approach to the Gentiles of every
region was through the Jewish synagogue.

9. Having now completed his ‘brief notice of the last interview
between Jesus and the disciples, Luke says, ﬁ) “And when he had
spoken these things, while they were beholding, he was taken up, and a
cloud received him out of their sight”” We learn, from Luke's former
narrative, that it was while Jesus was in the act of blessing them,
with uplifted hands, that he was parted from them and borne aloft
into heaven.* The cloud which floated above formed a back-
ground, to render the outline of his person more distinct while in
view, and to suddenly shut him off from view as he entered its
bosom. Thus all the circumstances of this most fitting departure
were calculated to preclude the suspicion of deception or of optical
illusion.

It has been urged by some skeptical writers, that the silence of
Matthew and John, in reference to the ascension, who were eye-
witnesses of the scene, if it really occurred, while it is mentioned
only by Luke and Mark, who were not present, is ground for sue-

icion that the latter derived their information from impure sources.
Even Olshausen acknowledges that, at one time, he was disquieted
on thid point, because he could not account for this peculiar differ-
ence in the course of the four historians.f That the testimony of
Mark and Luke, however, is credible, is made apparent to all who
believe in the resurrection of Jesus, by simply inquiring, what became
of his body after it was raised? It was certainly raised immortal
and incorruptible. There is nothing in his resurrection to distin-

uish it from that of Lazarus, or the widow's son of Nain, so that
ﬁe should be called “the first fruits of them who slept,”f but the
fact that he rose to die no more. But when he was about to leave

® Luke xxiv: 50, 51, t Conu. in loco, 11 Cor, xv: 20,
2
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the earth, there was only this alternative, that his body sbould re-
turn again to the grave, or ascend up into heaven. So far, there-
fore, is the account of the ascension from being incredible, that even
if none of the historians had mentioned it, we would still be con-
strained to conclude that, at some time, and in some manner, it did
take place.

We may further observe, that though Matthew and John do not
mention the ascension, the latter reports a conversation with Mary
the Magdalene at the sepulcher, in which Jesus clearly intimated
that it would take place. He said to her, * Touch me not; for I am
not yet ascended to my Father.”* And that his ascension would be
visible, he had intimated to the disciples, when he said, “ Doth this
offend you? What if you shall see the Son of Man ascend up where
he was before?"}

But still the question recurs, why should Matthew and John omit
an account of this remarkable event, and why should Luke and
Mark, who were not eye-witnesses, make mention of it? It would
be sufficient to answer, For a similar reason, no doubt, to that
which led each of these writers to omit some interesting facts which
are mentioned by others.

But we may find a still more definite answer by examining the
last chapter of each of the four gospels. It will be observed, that
John saw fit to close his narrative with the fishing scene which
occurred on the shore of Galilee, making no mention at all of the
last day’s interview. Of course, it would have required a departure
from this plan to have mentioned the ascension. Matthew brings
his narrative to a close with the scene on a mountain in Galilee,
whereas the ascension took B]ace from Mount Olivet, near Jerusa-
lem. There was nothing in his closing remarks to suggest mention
of the ascension, unless it be his account of the commission; but
the commission was really first tiiven to them at that time,} though
finally re&)eated on the day of the ascension.]|] On the other hand,
Mark and Luke both choose, for their concluding phs, such
a series of events as leads them to speak of the last day's interview;
and as the ascension was the closing event of the day, it would
have been most unnatural for them not to mention it. Still fur
ther, in the introduction to the book of Acts, the leading events
of which are to have constant reference to an ascended and glorified
Redeemer, Luke felt still greater necessity for giving a formal ac-
count of the ascension.

10, 11. Not only the ascension of Jesus to heaven, but his future
coming to judgment, is to be a prominent topic in the coming nar-
rative, hence the introduction here of another fact, which not even
Luke had mentioned before. (10) “And while they were gazing into
heaven, as he went away, behold, two men stood by them in white apparel,
(11) who also said, Men of Galilee, why stand ye gazing up into heaven?
This same Jesus, who was taken up from you into heaven, shall so come,
in the same manner that you have seen him going into heaven.” These
“two men in white apparel” were, undoubtedly, angels in human
form. This is the natural conclusion from the words they utter, and

* John xx: 17. $John vi: 63 $ Matt, xxvili: 16-18. § Mark xvi: 14-10,
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is confirmed by the fact that two others who appeared at the sepule
cher, and are called “men in shining garments” by Luke* are
called “two angels in white” b John.‘gr Luke speaks of them ac-
cording to their appearance; John, according to the reality.

It should be observed that the angels stated not merely that Jesus
would come again, but that he wmﬂd come in like manner as the
nad seen him go; that is, visibly and in his glorified humanity. It
is a positive announcement of a literal and visible second coming.

12. At the rebuke of the angel, the disciples withdrew their long-
ing gaze from the cloud into wghich Jesus Ead entered, and, cheered
by the promise of his return, (12) “ Then they returned into Jerusa-
lem from the Mount called Olivet, which is near Jerusalem, distant a
Sabbath-day's journey.” The ascension took place near Bethany,}
which was nearly two miles from Jerusalem,|| and on the further
side of Mount Olivet. It was the nearer side of the Mount, which
was distant a Sabbath-day's journey, or seven-eighths of a mile
‘We learn, from Luke's former narrative, that they returned to Jeru-
salem “with great joy.”g Their sorrow at parting from the Lord
was turned into joy at the hope of seeing him again.

13. “ And when they were come in, they went up inlo an upper room,
where were abiding Peter, and James, and John, and Andrew, Philip
and Thomas, Bartholomew and Matthew, James son of Alpheus, and
Simon Zelotes, and Judas brother of James.” This enumeration of
the apostles very appropriately finds place here, showing that all of
those to whom the commission was given were at their post, ready
i.o l})legin their work, and waiting for the promised power from on
high.

14. The manner in which these men spent the time of their
waiting, which was an interval of ten days, was such as we would
expect: (14) “ These all continued with one accord in prayer and
supplication, with the women, and Mary the mother of Jesus, and with
his brothers.”” 'The chief scene of this worship was not the upper
room where the eleven were abiding, but the temple; for we learn,
from Luke's former narrative, that they ‘were continually in the
temple, praising and blessing God.”|

The mother of Jesus is here mentioned for the last time in New
Testament history. The fact that she still remained with the disci-

les, instead of returning to Nazareth, indicates that John was faith-
ful to the dying request of Jesus, and continued to treat her as his
own mother.** Though the prominence here given to her name
shows that she was regarded with great respect by the apostles, the
manner in which Luke speaks of her shows that he had not dreamea
of the worship which was yet to be offered to her by an idolatrous
church.

Whether those here called the *brothers” of Jesus were the sons
of Mary, or more distant relatives of Jesus, is not easily determined,
from the fact that the Greek word is ambiguous. The Catholic
dogma of the perpetual virginity of Mary is dependent upon the
solution of this question, but it properly belongs to commentaries

* Luke xxiv: 4. John xx: 12. 1 Luke xxiv: 50. | John xi: 18,
8 Luke xxiv: b 9 Luke xxiv: 63. o John xix : 26, 27.
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on the gospels, and to these the reader iz referred for the argu.
ments, pro and con.

15-18. We next have an account of the selection of an apostle
to fill the place of Judas. There is no intimation that Jesus had
authorized thie procedure; on the contrary, it would be presumed
that, as he himself had selected the original twelve, he would, in
like manner, fill the vacancy, if he intended that it should be filled.
Neither had the apostles yet received that power from on high
which would enable them to act infallibly in & matter of this kind.
From these considerations, it has been supgosed by some that the
whole procedure was both unauthorized and invalid. But the fact
that Matthias was afterward “ numbered with the eleven apostles,'*
and that the whole body were from that time called “the twelve,"t
shows that the transaction was sanctioned by the apostles even after
they were fully inspired. This gave it the sanction of ingpired au-
thority, whatever may have been its origin. Moreover, Jesus had
promised them that they should sit upon twelve thrones judging the
twelve tribes of Israel,] and the fulfillment of this promise required
that the number should be filled up. The Apostle Paul was not
reckoned among ‘“the twelve.” He distinguishes himself from them
in 1 Cor, xv: 5, 8: “He was seen by Cephas, then by the twelve,” and
““he was seen by me also, as by one born out of due time.”

The particular time within the ten days, at which this selection
was made, is not designated. The incident is introduced in these
terms: (15) “ And in those days, Peter stood up in the midst of the
disciples, and said, (the number of the names together was about one
hun£-ed and twenty,) (18) Brethren, this scripture must needs have been
Julfilled which the Holy Spirit, through the mouth of David, spoke be-
Jore concerning Judas, who was guide to them that seized Jesus. (17) For
he was numbered with us, and had oblained part of this ministry.
(18) Now this man purchased a field with the reward of iniquity, and fall-
ing headlong, he burst asunder in the midst, and all his bowels gushed
wt‘ll

The parenthetical statement that the number of names together
were about one hundred and twenty is not to be understood as in-
cluding all who then believed on Jesus, but only those who were
then and there assembled. Paul states that Jesus was seen, afler
his resurrection, by “above five hundred brethren at once.”|| The
hundred and twenty were, perhaps, all who were then in the city
of Jerusalem.

The statement in reference to the fate of Judas is supposed
by most commentators to be part of a parenthesis thrown in hy
Luke, though some contend that it is part of Peter's speech.d If
the latter supposition is true, there was no ambiguity in it to the
original hearers, for they all well knew that the field referred to was
purchased by the Sanhedrim with money which Judas forced upon
them, and which was invested in this way because they could find
no other suitable use for it.f Xnowing this, they could but under-
stand Peter as meaning that Judas had indirectly caused the field

© Acts i: 286. Acts vi: 2. Matt. xim; 28, y
11 Cor. xv: 6. Alcxander in looo, Mutt. xxvii: 3-8,
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to be purchased. Bul hether the words are Peter's or Luke's, it
must be admitted that 4 reader unacquainted with the facts in the
case would be misled by them. Luke, however, presumed upon the
information of his first readers, and that knowledge of the facta
which they possessed has been transmitted to us by Matthew, so that
we have as little difficulty as they did in discovering the true meaning
of the remark.

As respects the manner of the death of Judas, the common method
of reconciling Luke's account with that of Matthew is undoubtedly
correct. We must suElPose them both to be true, and combine the
separate statements. The whole affair stands thus: * He went out
and hanged himself;"* and, by the breaking of either the limb on
which he hung, or the cord, “falling headlong, he burst asunder in
the midst, and all his bowels gushed out.”

19. The next statement, (19) * And it was known to all the dwellers
in Jerusalem, so that that field is called, in their proper tongue, Aceldama,
that is to say, the field of blood,” is undoubtedly a parenthesis by Luke.
Peter was addressing the very people in whose proper tongue the
place was called Aceldama, and would not, of course, translate it to
them. Hence, we can not attribute these words to him. But Luke
was writing in Greek, and felt called upon to translate Hebrew
words which he might use into Greek, and the fact that this is done
here prove the words to be his.

20. The historian now resumes the report of Peter’s speech, which
he had interrupted by the parenthesis, In the remarks already
quoted, Peter bases the action which he ﬂroposes, not upon an
commandment of Jesus, but upon a prophesy utiered by Davi
We also states, as the ground for the application of that prophesy
dhich he is about to make, the fact that Judas had been numbered
with them, and had “obtained part of this ministry,” He now
quotes the prophesy alluded to: (20) * For it is written in the book
of Psalms, Eet his habitation be desolate, and let no man dwell therein.t

is office let another take."'}

These two passages from the Psalms, when read in their original
context, seem to apply to the wicked in general, and there is not the
slightest indication that David had Judas in prophetic view when
he uttered them. This is an instance, therefore, of the particular
application of a general prophetic sentiment. If it be proper that
the habitation of a wicked man should become desolate, and that
whatever office he held should be given to another, then it was
pre-eminently proper that such a crime as that of Judas should be
thus punished, and that so important an office as that of Judas
ahoultr be filled by a worthy successor.

21, 22. It is of some moment to observe here that the question on
which Peter is discoursing has not reference to the original appoint-
ment of an apostle, but to the selection of & successor to an apostle.
The qualifications, therefore, which are found necessary to an elec-
tion, must always be possessed by one who proposes to be a suc-
cessor to an apostle. e states these qualifications in the next sen-
tence: (21) “ Wherefore, of these men who have accompanied us all the

@ Mutt., xxvii: 8. 1 Po. Ixix : 25, $Ps.cix: 8,
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time that the Lord Jesus went in and cut among us, (22) beginning
Jrom the immersion of John till the day he was taken up from us,
must one be made a witness with us of his resurrection.” ’lPhere being
no other instance in the New Testament of the selection of a suc-
cessor to an apostle, this is our only scriptural guide upon the sub-
ject, and, therefore, it is unscriptural for any man to lay claim to
the office who has not been a companion of Jesus, and a witness
of his resurrection. The reason for confining the selection to those
who had accompanied Jesus from the beginning, is because such
would be the most reliable witnesses to his identity after the resur-
rection. One less familiar with his person would, ceteris paribus, be
less perfectly guarded against imposition. Peter, here, like Paul in
1 Cor. xv, makes the whole value of apostolic testimony depend
upon ability to prove the resurrection of Jesus.

23-26. “Then they appointed two, Joseph, called Barsabas, who was
surnamed Justus, and Matthias. (24) And they prayed, and said, Thou
Lord, who knowest the hearts of all men, show which one of these two
thou hast chosen (25) to receive the lot of this ministry and apostleship,
Jrom which Judas, by transgression, fell, that he might go to his own

lace. (26) And they gave forth their lots, and the lot fell upon
ﬂfatthiax, and he was numbered together with the eleven apostles.”

It will be observed that the brethren did not themselves select
Matthias; but, having first appointed two persons between whom
the choice should be made, t{l)ey prayed the Lord to show which
one he had chosen, and then cast lots, understanding that the one
upon whom the lot fell was the Lord's choice. The reason that
they did not make the selection themselves was evidently becanse
they thought proper that the Lord, who had chosen Judas, should
also choose his successor. If it be inquired why, then, they ven-
tured to confine the Lord's choice to these two, the most plausible
answer ie that suggested by Dr. Alexander, that, after a careful ex-
amination of the parties present, these were the only two who pos-
sessed all the qualifications named by Peter. Whether the selection
of these two was made by the whole body of the disciples, or by the
apostles alone, it is unimportant to determine. The case does not,
as many have supposed, furnish a precedent on the subject of pop-
ular election of church officers; for the selection of the two persons
between whom an election was to be made, was not the election
itself; and when the election took place, it was made by the Lord,
and not by the disciples or the apostles, One of them cast or drew
the lots, but the Lord determined on whom the lot should fall,

The Irayer offered by the apostles on this occasion is a model of
its kind. They had a single object for which they bowed before the
Lord, and fo the proper presentation of this they confine their words.
They do not repeat a single thought, neither do they elaborate one
beyond the point of perspicuity. The question having reference to
the spiritual as well as the historical characteristics of the two indi.
viduals, most appropriately do they address the Lord as xapdwyvwora
the heari-knower. 'I‘};ney do not pray, Show which thou wilt choose
or dost choose, as though there was need of reflection with the Lord
before the choice; but, “show which one of these two thou Aast
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chosen.” They describe the office they desire the Lord to fill, as
the “ministry and apostleship from which Judas, by transgression,
fell, that he maight go to his own place” He had been in a place
of which he had proved himself unworthy, and they have no hesi-
tation in referring to the fact that he had now gone to his own
place. That ﬁlace is, of course, the place to which hypocrites go
after death. Here is a simple address to the Lord, beautifully ap-
prorriate to the petition they are about to present; then the petition
itself concisely expressed, and the prayer 18 concluded. 8o brief a
prayer, on any occasion in this voluble age, would scarcely be rec-
ognized as a prayer at all, so prone are men to the delusion that
they will be heard for their much speaking.

II: 1. Thus far our author has been engaged in preliminary
statements, which were necessary to the proper introduction of his
main theme. He has furnished us a list of the eleven apostles, and
the appointment of the twelfth; rehearsed briefly their qualifications
as witnesses of the resurrection; informed us that they were in Jeru-
salem, dwelling in an upper room, but spending the most of their
time in the temple, and waiting for the promised power to inaugu-
rate on earth the kingdom of Christ. He now proceeds to give an
account of the descent of the Holy Spirit, and enters upon the main
theme of his narrative, (1) * When the day of Pentecost was fully come,
they were all with one accord in one place.”

he day of Pentecost was the fiftieth day after the Passover. It
was celebrated, according to the law of Moses, by offering the first
fruits of the wheat harvest, in the form of two loaves made of fine
flour.* On account of the seven weeks intervening between it and
the Passover, it is styled, in the Old Testament,  the feast of weeks.”
But the fact that it occurred on the fiftieth day, gave it, in later
ages, under the prevalence of the Greek language, the name of Pen-
tecost, which is a Greek adjective, meaning jfiftietA.

This is one of the three annual festivals at which the law required
every male Jew of the whole nation to be present.t+ The condemna-
tion and death of Jesus had occurred during one of these feasts, and
now, the next universal 'gathering of the devout Jews is most wisely
chosen as the occasion for the vindication of his character and the
beginning of his kingdom. It is the day on which the law was given
on Mount Sinai, and henceforth it is to commemorate the giving of a
better law, founded on better promises. It is remarkable that the
day of giving the law was celebrated throughout the Jewish ages,
without one word in the Old Testament to indicate that it was de-
signed to commemorate that event. In like manner, the day of the
week on which the Holy Spirit descended has been celebrated from
that time till this, thougﬁ no formal reason is given in the New Test-
ament for its observance. The absence of inspired explanations,
however, has not left the world in doubt upon the latter subject;
for the two grand events which occurred on that day—the resurreo
tion of Jesus and the descent of the Holy Spirit—are of such trans.
cendent importance, that all minds at once agree in attributing to
them, and especially to the former, the celebration of the day.

® Lov. xxili: 15-17. $ Ex. xxiif: 14-17.
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That we are right in assuming that this Pentecost occurred on the
first day of the week, there is no room to doubt, though Dr. Hackett
advocates a different hypothesis. After stating that the Lord was
crucified on Friday, he says, “ The fiftieth day, or Pentecost, (begin-
ning, of co with the evening of Friday, the second day of the
Passover,) would occur on the Jewish Sabbath.” He scems to
have forgotten, for the moment, that Friday was “preparation day,"#*
and that Saturday was, therefore, the first day of unleavened
bread.t According to the law, the count began on “the morrow
after” this day, which was Sunday& Counting seven full weeks
and one day from that time, would throw the fiftieth day, or Pente-
cost, on Sunday, beginning at six o'clock Saturday evening, and clos-
ing at the same hour Sunday evening. As certainly‘as Jesus arose
on Sunday, he died on Friday; and as certainly as this Friday was
the preparation day of the Passover, so certainly did the Pentecost
occur -on Sunday.

Why Luke uses the expression, “ When the day of Pentecost was
Jully come,” is best explained in this way. The day began with
sunset, and the first part of it was night, which was unsuited for the

purpose of these events. The day was not fully conle until day-

It is important to determine who are the ies declared by Luke
to be “all with one accord in one place;” for upon this depends the

uestion whether the whole hundred and twenty disciﬁlee, or only

e twelve apostles, were filled with the Holy Spirit The words are
almost uniformly referred, by commentators, to the hundred and
twenty. Any one who will read the first four verses of this chapter,
noticing the connection of the pronoun * they,” which occurs in each
of them, will see, at a glancg?I that it has, throughout, the same an-
tecedent, and, therefore, all the parties said in the first verse to be
together in one place, are said in the fourth to be filled with the
Holy 8pirit, and to egak in other tonguea. The question, then, Who
were filled with the Holy Spirit? deP_ends upon the reference of the
pronoun “they” in the statement ‘ They were all together in one
place.” Those who sup that the whole hundred and twenty are
referred to, have to go back to the fifteenth verge of the preceding
chapter to find the antecedent. But, if we obliterate the unfortu-
nate separation between the first and second chapters, and take the
last verse of the former into its connection with the latter, we will
find the true and obvious antecedent much nearer at hand. It
would read thus: “The lot fell upon Matthias, and he was numbered
together with the eleven apostles. And when the day of Pentecost
was fully come, they were all with-one accord in one place” It is
indisputable that the antecedent to they is the term apostles; and it
is merely the division of the text into chapters, severing the close
grammatical connection of the words, which has hid this most ob-
vious fact from commentators and readers. The apostles alone,
therefore, are said to have been filled with the Holy Spirit. This
conclusion is not only evident from the context, but it is required
by the very terms of the promise concerning the Holy Spirit. It

@ John xix: 1. { Lov. xxiit: 5-7. 3 Low xxili: 16
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was to the apostles alone, on the night of the befrayal, that Jesus
had promised the miraculous aid of the Spirit, and to them alone
he had said, on the day of ascension, ‘ You shall be immersed in the
Holy Spirit." It involves both a perversion of the text, and & mis-
conception of the design of the event,* to suppose that the immer-
sion In the Holy Spirit was shared by the whole hundred and
twenty.

2 ivt was the apostles, then, and they alone, who were assembled
together; (2) “ And suddenly there came a sound out of heaven, as of
a rushiﬁ%migmy wind, and it jfilled all the house where they were sit-
ting.” hat house this was has been variously conjectured; but
the supposition of Olshausen, that it was one of the thirty spacious
rooms around the temple court, described by Josephus and called
olxot, houses, is most agreeable to all the facts. herever it was
the crowd described below gathered about them, and this requireti
more space than any private house would afford, especially the up-
per room where the apostles had been lodging.

3, 4. Simultaneous with the sound, (3) “ﬁherc appeared to them
tongues, distributed; as of fire, and it sat upon each one of them. (4)
And they were all filled with the Holy Spirit, and began to speak in
other tongues, as the Spirit jave them utterance.” This is the immer-
sion in the Holy Spirit which had been promised by Jesus, and for
which the apostles had been waiting since his ascension. It is
highly important that we should understand in what it consisted,
and the necessity for its occurrence.

There is not, in the New Testament, a definition of the immersion
in the Holy Spirit, but we have here what is possibly better, a liv-
ing instance of its occurrence. The historian gives us a distinet
view of men in the act of being immersed in the Spirit, so that, in
order to understand it, we have but to look on, and tell what we
gee and hear. We see, then, flaming tongues, like flames of fire,
distributed so that one rests upon each of the twelve apostles. In
the clause, ‘it sat upon each of them,” the singular grononn it is
used after the plural tongues, to indicate that not all, but only one
of the tongues sat upon each apostle, the term distributed having
already suggested the contemplation of them singly. We see this,
and we hear all the twelve at once speaking in languages to them
unknown. We see a divine power present with these men, for to
no other power can we attribute those tongues. We hear the un-
mistakable effects of a divine power acting upon their minds; for
no other power could give them an instantaneous knowledge of lan-
guages which they had never studied. The immersion, therefore,
consists in their being so filled with the Holy Spirit as to be at-
tended by a miraeulous thsical power, and to exercise a miraculous
intellectual power. If there is any other endowment conferred upon
them, the historian is silent in reference to it, and we have no right
to assume it. Their ability to speak in other languages is not an
effect upon their tonQea directly, but merely a result of the knowledge
imparted to them. Neither are we to regard the nature of the sen-
timents uttered by them as proof of any miraculous moral endow-

& Bea bulow, On versea 3, 4.
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ment; for pions gentiments are the only kind which the Spirit of
God would dictate, and they are such as these men, who had been
for some time ‘continually in the temple, praising and blessing
God,’* and “continuing with one consent in prayer and supplica-
tion,"t would be expected to utter, if they spoke in public at all.

We have already eaid something of the necessity for this event;}
baut, at the risk of some repetition, we must here advert to the sub-
ject again. What the apostles needed, at this point in their history,
was not moral cou or devoutness of spirit; for they had already
recovered from the alarm produced by the crucifixion, and were now
boldly entering the temple together every day, and spending their
whole time in devout worship, Their defects were such as no de-
gree of courage or of piety could supply. It was power that they
wanted—power to remember all that Jesus had taught them; to
understand the full meaning of all his words; of his death; of his
resurrection; to pierce the heavens, and declare with certainty things
which had transpired there; and to know the whole truth concern-
ing the will of God and the duty of men. There is only one source
from which this power could be derived, and this the Savior had
promised them, when he said, “ You shall receive power (dtvauw,)
when the Holy Spirit comes upon you.”|| This power tlu:i'l now re-
ceived, and uKon the exercise of it depends the entire aunthority of
apostolic teaching.

But: power to establish the kingdom and to proselyte the world
involved not merely the possession of the miraculous mental power
above named, but the ability to prove that they did possess it. This
could best be done by an indisputable exercise of it. To exercise it,
however, by merely beginning to a])mk the truth infallibly, would not
answer the purpose, for men would inquire, How can youn assure us
that this which you speak ig the truth? To answer this question
satisfactorily, they gave such an exhibition of the suﬂerhuman
knowledge which they possessed as could be tested by their hear
ers. They miﬁht have done this by penetrating the minds of the
auditors, and declaring to them their secret thoughts or past his-
tory; but this would have addressed itself to only one individual at
8 time. Or they might, like the prophets of old, have foretold some
future event, the occurrence of which would prove their inspiration;
but this would have required some considerable lapse of time, and
would not, therefore, have answered the purpose of immediate con-
viction. There is, indeed, but' one method conceivable, by which
they could exhibit this power to the immediate conviction of a mul-
titude, and that is the method adopted on this occasion, speaking in
other ton{'ua, as the Spirit gave them utterance. If any man doubts
this, let him imagine and state, if he can, some other method. True,
they might have wrought miracles of healing, but this would have
been no exhibition of miraculous mental endowments. If wrought
in confirmatign of the claim that they were inspired, it would have
proved it; still, the proof would have been indirect, requiring the
minds of the audience to pass through a course of reasoning before
reaching the conclusion. The proof, in this case, is direct, being an

¢Lukoxxiv: 83.  fActal: 14, $Com.1: 2 I Actsi: 8.
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exhibition of the power which they claimed. By the only method,
then, of which we can conceive, the apostles, as soon as they be-
came possessed of the promised power, exhibited to the multitude
an indisputable exercise of it..

It shovld be observed, that this exhibition could be available to
its purpose only when individuals were present who understood the
languages spoken. Otherwise, they would have no means of testin
the reality of the miracle. Hence, to serve the purpose of proo:
where this circumstance did not exist, the apoatlz: were supplied
with the power of working physical miracles; and inasmuch as this
circumstance did not often exist in the course of their ministry, they
had resort almost uniformly to the indirect method of proof by a
display of miraculous physical power.

5. The circumstances of the present occasion were happily suited
to this wonderful display of divine power, the like of which had
never been witnessed, even in the astonishing miracles of Moses
and of Jesus. (5) “Now there were dwelling in Jerusalem, Jews, de-
vout men, from every naition under heaven'  The native tongues of
these Jews were thore of the nations in which they were born, but
they had also been instructed by their parents in the dialect of
Judea. This enabled themm to understand the tongues which were
spoken by the ayposties, and to test the reality of the miracle.

6-12. “ And when this sound occurred, the multitude came together,
and were confounded, because each one heard them speaking in.his own
dialect” The historian seems here to exhaust his vocabulary of
terms to express the confusion of the multitude upon witnessing
this scene. Not content with saying they were confounded, he adds
(7) “ And all were amazed, and marveled, saying to one another, Beho
are not all these who are spealing, Galiléans? (8) And how do we
hear, each one in our awn dialect in which we were born? (9) Parthi-
ans, and Medes, and Elamites, and those inhabiting Mesopotamia, Judea
and Cappadocia, Pontus and Asia, (10) Phrygia and Pamphylia,
Egypt and the parts of Lybia about Cyrene; and Roman strangers,
both Jews and proselytes, (11) Cretes and Arabians; we hear them
speaking in our own tongues the wonder{ul works of God." Not yet
satisfied with his attempts to express their feelings, Luke adds, (12)
“ And they were all amazed, and perplexzed, saying one to another,
What does this mean?"”

13. We have in this last sentence an instance of the peculiar use
of the term all in the New Testament, to signify the great mass; for,
after saying that “all were amazed,” etc., Luke immediately adds,

13) “ But others, mocking, said, These men are full of sweet wine.
he wine was not new, as rendered in the common version; for new
wine was not intoxicating; but it was old, and very intoxicating,
though by a peculiar process it had been kept sweet. .

In order that we may discriminate accurately concerning the
effects of this phenomenon, we must observe that the only effects
thus far produced upon the nfultitude, are perplexity and amaze-
ment among the greater part, and merriment among the few. It
was impossible that any of them, without an explanation, could un-

¢80 Hackots,
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derstand the phenomenon; and without being understood, it could
have no moral or religious effect upon them. It was, indeed, quite
natural, that some of the audience, to whom meost of the languages
spoken at first sounded like mere gilberish, and who were of too
trivial a disposition to inquire further into the matter, should exclaim
that the apostles were drunk. This being true of the phenomenon
while unexplained, it is evident that all the moral power which it
is to exert upon the multitude must reach their minds and hearts
through the words in which the explanation is given. To this ex-
planation our attention is now directed.

14, 15. “ Then Peter, standing up with the eleven, lifted up his voics
and said to them, Men of Judea, and all you who dwell in Jerusalem,
be this known to you, and hearken to my words: (15) for these men are
not drunk as you suppose, secing it is but the third hour of the day.”
After all that has been said of this defense against the charge of
drunkenness, it must be admitted that it is not conclusive; for men
might be drunk, as they often were and are, at any hour of either
day or night. S8till, the fact that men are not often found drunk
so early in the day, rendered the defense sufficiently plausible to ward
off the present effect of a charge which had been preferred in mere
levity, while Peter relies upon the speech he is about to make for
a perfect refutation of the charge, and for an imJ)rcssion upon the
multitude, of which they little dreamed. He proceeds to speak in such
a way as only a sober man could speak, and this is the best way to
refute a charge of drunkenness.

16-18. Peter continues: (16) *“ But this is that whick was spoken
through the prophet Joel; (17) And it shall come to pass in the last
daye, says God, I will {our out from my Spirit upon all flesh; and
your sons and your daughters shall f“ hesy, and your young men shall
see visions, and your old men shall Jr,eam dreams : (18) And on my
men-servants and on my maid-servants, in those days, I will pour out
Jrom my Spirit, and they shall dprophuy."

From this passage it is evident that the immediate effects of the
outpouring of the Spirit, so far as the recipients are concerned, are
mental, and not moral effects. The prophery contemplates, not a
miraculous elevation of the moral nature, but an inspiration of the
mind, by which prophesy, and prophetic dreams and visions would
be experienced. If the entrance of the Holy Spirit into men, to
o]perate by an abstract exertion of divine power, which is certainly
the nature of the operation here contemplated, was designcd to take
effect iinmediately upon the heart, it is certainly most unaccounta-
ble, that neither by the prophet foretelling the event, nor by Luke
describing it, is one word said in reference to such an effect. On the
contrary, the only effects foretold by the pro%het are dreams, visions,
and prophesy, and the only one described by the historian is that
%veciea of prophesy which consists in speaking in unknown tongues.

e desire to note such observations as this, wherever the text sug-
gests them, in order to correct prevailing errors upon this subject. ft
will be found the uniform testimony of recorded facts, that the power
of the Holy !igirit took immediate effect upon the intellectual facul-
ties, leaving the moral nature of ihspired men to the effect of the
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‘deas revealed, in precisely the same manner that the hearts of their
ll;ear:rs were affected by the same ideas when uttered by inspired
ps.

It is quite common with {vedobaptiat writers and speakers to make
use of the expression, “I will pour out from my Spint,” to prove that
pouring may be the action of baptism. The substance of the argu-
ment, as stated by Dr. Alexanderﬁ i as follows: “The extraordinary
influences of the Holy Spirit are repeatedly deseribed, both in the
language and the types of the Old Testament, as poured on the re-
cipient. . . . Tlus effusion is the very thing for which they (the
apostles) are here told to wait; and therefore, when they heard it
called a baptism, whatever may have been the primary usage of the
word, they must have seen its Christian sense to be compatible with
such an application.” That the apostles must have expected some-
thing to occur, in their reception of the Holy Spirit, to which the
term baptism would properly apply, is undoubtedly true, for Jesus
had promised that they should be baptized in the Holy Spirit. Bu
in the event itself, there are two facts clearly distinguishable, an
capable of separate consideration: 1st. The coming of the Holy Spirit
upon them, called an owtpouring. 2d. The e¢ffect which followed
this coming. It is important to inquire to which of these the term
baptism is applied. Dr. Alexander, and those who argue with him,
assume that 1t is applied to the former. He says, * This effusion is
the very thing’ which they had “heard called a baptism.” If this
assumption is true, then the conclusion follows, that &e baptism con-
sisted in that movement of the Spirit expressed by the word pour :
otherwise there would be no ground for the assumption that the
word pour is used as an equivalent for the word daptize. If the act
of pourin%; then, was the baptism, most undoubtedly the thing poured
was the thing daptized; but it was the Holy Spirit that was poured,
;:d no:.l. the apostles; hence, the Holy Spirit, and not the aposties, was

tize
he absurdity of this conclusion drives us back to search for the
baptism in the effect of the outpouring, rather than in the outpour-
ing itself This, indeed, the langua%e of the Savior unquestionably
requires; for he says, “ You shall é¢ baptized.” These words express
en ¢ffect of which they were to be the subjects. This effect can not
be expressed by the term pour, for the apostles were not and could
not be poured. The effect was to depend upon the coming or pour-
ing; for Jesas explains the promise, “ You shall be baptized in the
8pirit,” by saying, “ You shall receive power when the Holy Spirit
eomes upon yow." This is still further proof that it is an effect which
the outpouring of the Bpirit produced, that is called a baptism. But
if it be said, that, at any rate, we have here a baptism ¢ffected by
uring, we reply that this very fact proves the baptiem and the pour-
;ng to be two £ﬂmnt things; and that an immersion may be effected
ouring.

v e further remark, that there was no literal pouring in the case;
for the Holy Spirit is not a liquid, that it might be literally poured.
The term pour, here, is used metaphorically. In our vague concep-

®Boo further on this subject, Com. X2 9, 16, 1 Com. §: &
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tion of the nature of Spirit, there is such an analogy between it and
a subtile fluid, that the action, which, in the plain style of the Savior,
is called a coming of the Spirit, may, in the highly figurative style
of the prophet Joe¢l, be properly styled an outpouring of the Spirit.
The analogy, therefore, which justifies the use of the word pour, is
not that between baptism and the act of pouring, but that between
a subtile fluid and our inadequate conceptions of spirit.

We now proceed to consider the propriety of styling the effect in
question an immersion. When Jesus said, “John baptized in water,
but you.shall be baptized in the Holy Spirit,” his words sugges
an analogy between John's baptism and that of the Spirit = But
they could not have so far mistaken this analogy as to su};’pose that
their bodies were to be subjects of the Spirit baptism, for this is for-
bidden by the very nature of the case. But they would naturally
expect that their spirits would be the subjects of the baptism in the
Spirit, as their bodies had been of the baptism in water. The event
corresponded to this expectation; for theK were * filled with the Holy
Spirit;”’ he pervaded and possessed all their mental powers, so tlna?
as Jesus had J)lromised, it was not they that spoke, but the Spirit o
their Father that spoke in them.* Their spirits were as literally
and completely immersed in the Holy Spirit, as their bodies had been
in the waters of Jordan.

19, 20. So much of Peter's quotation from Joel as we have now
considered was in process of fulfillment at the time he was speak-
ing, and is of quite easy interpretation; but not so with the remain-
ing portion; (19) “And I will show wonders in heaven above, and
signs on the earth below, blood, and fire, and smoky vapor. (20) The
sun shall be turned into darkness, and the moon into blood, before that
great and illustrious day of the Lord come. (21) And it shall come to
pas‘:i. f’hat every one who will call on the name of the Lord shall be
save

It is quite evident that there was nothing transpiring at the time
of Peter's specch to which the multitude could look as the fulfill-
ment of these words; hence the remark with which he introduces
the quotation, * This is that which was spoken by the prophet Joel,”
is to be understood only of the manifestation of the Holy Spirit.
The remainder of the prediction must have still looked to the future
for its fulfillment. How far in the future is not indicated, except
that the events mentioned were to take place ‘before that great and
illustrious day of the Lord.” This day of the Lord is certainly
spoken of as a day of terror and danger; and no doubt the salva-
tion contemplated in the words, “every one who will call on the
name of the Lord shall be saved’" is salvation from the dangers of
“that great and illustrious day.” The interpretation of the whole
gassage, therefore, depends upon determining what is meant by that

ay. Is it the day of the destruction of Jerusalem, or of the final
judgment? The best way to settle this question is to examine the
ixqse of the phrase, “day of the Lord,” in both Old Testament and
ew.
In the first eleven verses of the second chapter of Joel, the phrase

¢ Matt. x: 20,
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“day of the Lord” occurs three times, and designaten a time when
the land should be desolated by locusts, insects, and drought. But
with the passage now under consideration, in the latter part of the
same chapter, the prophet begins a new theme, and therefore speaks
of some other great and terrible day. Throughout the prophesics
of Joel, and of all the Old Testament prophets, this phrase 18 used
invariably to designate a day of disaster. Isaiah calls the time in
which Babylon was to be destroyed, “the day of the Lord,” and
says of it, “The stars of heaven, and the constellations thercof, shall
not give their light; the sun shall be darkened in its going forth,
and the moon shall not cause her light to shine.”* Ezekiel, in like
manner, foretelling the desolation of Egypt, says, “The day of the
Lord is near; a cloudy day; it shall be the time of the heathen.”+
Obadiah uses the same phrase in reference to the destruction of
Edom;} Amos, in reference to the captivity of Israel;|| and Zecha-
riah, in reference to the final siege of Jerusalem.§ An induction of
these passages establishes the conclusion that “ the day of the Lord,”
with the prophets, is always a day of calamity, the precise nature
of which is to be determined in each case by tfl'e context. In some
cases the context is so obscure as not to determine the reference
with certainty. The text before us possesses some of this obscurity,
yet with the aid of the above remarks, and the use made of the
gassage by Peter, we may determine the reference with no small
egree of certainty.

t i8 evident, from Peter's application of the first part of the
quotation to the advent of the Spirit, that the latter part, which is
contemplated as still future, was to be fulfilled after the scene then
transpiring. Now, if the dangers of the day, as indicated by the
words employed, were such as coucerned the Jews alone, there
would be good ground to suppose that reference was had to the
destruction of Jerusalem. But the parties contemplated in the
prophesy are “all flesh ;" therefore, all classes of men are embraced
In the prophetic view, and the “day of the Lord” must, according
to Old g‘est,ament usage, be a day of terror in which all are inter-
ested. But in the destruction of Jerusalem’ the Jews alone had
any thing to dread; hence this can not be the reference. It must,
then, be the day of judgment; for this is the only day of pre-emi-
nent terror yet awaiting all mankind.

This conclusion is confirmed by the invariable usage of New
Testament writers. The apostolic writings afford little ground in-
deed for the prominence that has been given by commentators to
the destruction of Jerusalem, in their interpretations of prophesy.
There was another and far different day, in their future, to which
they gave the appellation, “the day of the Lord.” Paul says, * De-
liver such a one to Satan for the destruction of the flexh, that the
spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.”J ‘‘We are your
rejoicing, even as ye also are ours, in the day of the Lord Jesus.'**
“Yourselves know perfectly that the day of the Lord so comes as a
thief in the night"'f1 ‘ But the day of the Lord will come as a thief

oXsa. xiif: 9-11.  { Erzek.xxx:3. 10b. 15, JAmosv:18.  §Zech, xiv: 1,
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in the night”* These are all the occurrences of this expression in
the New Testament, and they show conclusively that ‘‘the day of
the Lord,” with the apostles, was the day of judgment.

The great and illustrious day must not be confounded with the
‘“signs and wonders,”” mentioned by the prophet; for these are to
occur before that day. Whatever may be the exact symbolic mean-
ing of the “blood and fire, and smoky vapor,” and the darkening
of the sun and moon, they represent events which are to take place
before the day of judgment.

Having now determined the reference of the day in question, we
can at once decide what salvation is contemplated in the declara-
tion, “ Every one who will call on the name of the Lord shall be
saved.” The only salvation connected with the day of judgment is
the salvation from sin and death. The reference, therefore, is to
this, and not to salvation from the destruction of Jerusalem.

This salvation is made to depend upon calling on the name of the
Lord, an expression equivalent to prayer. It is, of course, acceptable
prayer which is intended, and it therefore implies the existence of
that disposition and conduct necessary to acceptable worship. Cer-
tainly no one calling upon the name of the Lord while persisting
in dieobedience can ie included in this promise.

Thus far, in his discourse, Peter has directed his attention to the
single object of proving the inspiration of himself and his associates.
This was lo ica.rly necessary previous to the utterance of a gingle
word by authority, and most logically has he conducted his argu-
ment. The amazement of the people, upon beholding the miracu-
lous scene, was a tacit acknowledgment of their inability to account
for it. They were well prepared, therefore, to hear Peter's explana-
tion. But if even he had attributed the effects which they witnessed
to any less than divine power, they must have rejected his explana-
tion as unsatisfactory. The question with them, indeed, was not,
whether this was a divine or human manifestation, but, admitting its
divinity, they asked one another, “ What does this mean?” When,
therefore, Peter simply declares, that this is a fulfillment of Joel's
prophesy concerning the outpouring of* the Spirit of God, they had
no alternative but to receive his explanation, while the fact that
it was a fulfillment of prophesy gave to it additional solemnity.

If Peter had closed his discourse at this point, the multitude
would have gone away convinced of his inspiration, but not one
of them woul§ have been converted. All that Eas yet been said and
done is preparatory; a necessary preparation for what is to follow.
We are yet to search for the exact influence which turned their
minds and hearts toward Jesus Christ.

22-24. 1t is impossible, at this distance of space and time, to
realize, even in a faint degree, the effect upon minds so wrought up
and possessed of such facts, produced by the announcement next
made by Peter. (22) “Men q)P Isracl, hear these words. Jesus of
Nazareth, a man approved by God among you, by miracles and won~
ders and signs, which God Jlfd by him, in the midst of you, as you
yourselves also know; (23) him, delivered by the determined purposs

©2 Peter iil ; 10,
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and foreknowledge of God, you Rave taken, and by wicked hands
Rave crucified and slain : (24) whom God has raised up, having loosed
the pains of death, because it was not possible that he should be held
under it” Filled with amazement, as they were already, by a visi-
ble and audible manifestation of the Spirit of God, they now see
that the whole of this amazing phenomenon is subservient to the
name of that Nazarene whom they had despised and crucified.
This conviction is brought home to them, too, in a sentence so
replete with overwhelming facts, as to make them reel and stagger
under a succession of fearful blows rapidly repeated. In one breath
they have heard no less than seven startling propositions: 1st. That
Jesus had been approved by God among tﬂem, by miracles and
wonders and signs, which God had done by him. 2d. That they,
themselves, knew this to be so. 3d. That it was not from impotence
on his part, but in accordance with the purpose and foreknowledge
of God, that he was yielded up to them. 4th. That when thus

ielded up they had put him to death by the torture of crucifixion.

th. That they had done this with wicked hands., 6th. That God
had raised him from the dead. T7th. That it was not possible that
death should hold him.

Here is a complete epitome of the four gospels, condensed into
one short sentence. The name “Jesus of Nazareth” brought vividly
before their minds a well-known personage, and all his illustrious
history flashes across their memory. The first assertion concerning
him is an a) to his miracles as a demonstration that he was
from God. ere i8 no need of argument to make this demon-
stration clear; nor of evidence to prove the reality of the miraclesi
for they were done “in your midst, as you yourselves also know.
The fearfulness of the murder is magnified by the thought, that he
bhad been voluntarily delivered to them, in accordance with a delib-
erate purpose of God long ago declared by the '})rophets. The man-
ner of his death makes it more fearful still. They had nailed him
to a cross, and compelled him to die like a felon. These thin
being 80, how penetrating the appeal to their consciences, * wit
wicked hands you have crucified and slain him!” This was no
time for nice distinctions between what & man does himself, and
what he does by another. The “wicked hands” are not, as some
supiose, the hands of Roman soldiers, who had performed the actual
work of his execution, but the hands of wicked Jewa. Here, before
him, were the very persons who had been assembled but fifty days
before at the Passover, and had taken a hand in the proceedings of
that awful day. He appeals to their individual consciousness of

ilt; and this gives an intensity to the effect of his discourse upon
fl‘:eir hearts, which it could not otherwise have possessed. Conscious
of fearful guilt in having thus cruelly murdered the attested servant
of God; and suddenly revealed to themselves as actors in the dark-
est scene of prophetic vision, how shall they endure the additional
thought, that God has raised the crucified from the dead? Never
did mortal lips pronounce, in so brief a space, so many thoughts of
so terrific import to the hearers. We might challenge the world to
find a para.lkso to it in the speeches of all her orators, or the songs
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of all her poets. There is notl., indeed, such a thunderbolt in the
burdens of all the prophets of Israel, nor among the mighty voices
which echo throu, Sxe ages of the Apocalypse. It 18 the first
announcement to the worl(r of & risen and glorified Redeemer.
25-28, There are two points in this announcement which required
roof, and to the presentation of this Peter immediately proceeda
%aving stated that Jesus was delivered according to the determined
purpose of God, he now quotes that erpose as expressed by David
mm 16th Psalm. (25) “For David says concerning him, I foresaw
the Lord always before my face; for he ts on my right hand, that I
shoula not be moved. (26) Therefore did my heart rejoice, and my
tongue was glad. Moreover, my flesh shall rest in hope; (27) because
thou wilt not leave my soul in hades, neither wilt thou suffer. thy Holy
One to see corruption. (28) Thou hast made known to me the ways of
life; thou. wilt make me full of joy with thy countenance.” Only 8o
much of this quotation as refers to the resurrection suits the special
purpose of the speaker, the preceding portion serving only to con-
nectedly introduce it
The words, “ Thou shalt make known to me the ways of life,” con-
stitute the affirmative assertion of a restoration to life, which had
been negatively expressed in the statement, * Thou wilt not leave my
soul in ﬁadee, neither wilt thou suffer thy Holy One to see corrup-
tion.” The words, “Thou wilt make me full of joy with thy coun-
tenance,” no doubt refer to that joy set before Jesus, for which “he
endured the cross, despising the shame, and is now set down at the
right hand of the throne of God."*
t is commonly agreed among interpreters, that in the sentence,
“ Thou wilt not leave my soul in hades, neither wilt thou suffer thy
Holy One to see corruption,” there is no distinction intended be-
tween the condition of the soul and that of the body; but that the
whole is merely equivalent to the statement, Thou wilt not leave me
among the dead. I am constrained, hawever, to adopt the opinion
advanced, but not defended, by Olshausen, that the apostle does in-
tend to fix our attention upon the body and soul of Jesus separately.
The most obvious reason for this opinion is the fact that his body
and soul are spoken of separately, and with separate reference to
their respective places of abode during the period of death. The soul
can not see corruption, neither can the body go into hades; but when
men die, ordinarily, their bodies see corruption, and their souls enter,
not the grave, but hades. The words in question declare, in refer-
ence to both the soul and body of Jesus, that which must have oc-
curred in his resurrection, that the one was not left in hades, neither
did the other see corruption. The apostle, in commenting upon
them, makes the distinction still more marked, by saying, (verse 31
below), “ He spoke of the resurrection of Christ, that his soul should
not be left in hades, nor his fesh see corruption.” Why do both
the prophet and the apostle so carefully make the distinction, unless
they wish to fix attention upon it?
The term kades designates the place of disembodied spirita. It is,
as its etymology indicates, (a privative idew to see) the unseen. The

¢ Heb. xii: &
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Grecks were good at giving names to things. When they watched
a friend sinking into the arms of death, they could see, by the mo-
tion of the frame and the light of the eye, the continued presence
of the soul, until at last, the muscles were all motionless, and the
eye fixed and leaden. They could still gee the body, and afler it had
been deposited in the grave they could revisit it and see it again,
But where is the soul? ~ You see it no longer. There are no signs of
its presence. It is gone; and its invisible abode they call kades, the
unseen. That the soul of Jesus entered hades is undeniable. That
it returned again to the body at the resurrection is asserted by Peter;
and it is this return which was predicted by the prophet, and which
caused the exultation both of himself and the apostle.

The resurrection of Jesus is not appreciated by the religious world
now, as it was by the apostles. As respects the return of his soul
from hades, Protestant writers have fled so far from the justly-ab-
horred purgatory of the Catholic, and the gloomy soul-sleeping of the
Materialist, that they have passed beyond the Scripture doctrine, and
either ignore altogether the existence of an intermediate state, or
deny that the souls of the righteous are short of ultimate happiness
during this period. On the other hand, they have so great a tend-
ency to absolute spiritualism in their conceptions of the future state,
that they fail to appreciate the necessity for the resurrection of the
body of Jesus, or to exult, as the apostles did, in anticipation of the
resurrection of their own bodies. As long as men entertain the idea
that their spirits enter into final blies and glory immediately after
death, they can never be made to regard the resurrection of the body
as a matter of importance. This idea has even produced a general
skepticism among the masses, in reference to a resurrection of the
body; for men are very apt to doubt the certainty of future events
for which they see no necessity. As respects the resurrection of the
body of Jesus, the most popular conception of its necessity is no
doubt this, that it was merely to comply with the predictions of the
prophets and of Jesus himself. It would be far more rational to
suppose that it was made a subject of prophesy, because there was
some grand necessity that it should occur.

It would occupy too much space, in & work of this kind, to fully
develop this subject, we must, therefore, content ourselves with only
a few observations, tne compiete vindication of the correctness of
which we must forego.

When the eternal Word became flesh, he assumed all the limita-
tions and dependencies which belong to men; “for it behooved him
to be made in all things like his brethren.”* One of these limita-
tions was the inability to work without a body; hence, to him, as
well a8 to his brethren, there was a night coming in which he could
not work. He says, “I must work the works of him who.sent me
while it is day; the night is coming when no man can work."{
This night can not be the period after the resurrection, for then he
did work. It must, tken, be the period of death, while his soul was
absent from his body During this period, he himself asserts, he
could do no work, and certainly neither history nor prophesy refer

¢ Heb. i1: 17, $John ix: 4
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to any work which he then did. It was the Jewish Sabbath amon
the living, and he observed it with absolute stillness in hades. I
he had appeared to his disciples, as angels appear to men, convino
ing them that he was still alive, and could then have gone to heaven
in his mere spiritual nature, who could say there was any necessity
for a resurrection of that body in which all his sufferings were en-
dured, and through which all temptations had reached him? But
this could not be. Hades was to him a night of inactivity, as it is
to all his disciples, though to neither is it a state of unconsciousness,
If it had continued forever, then the further work of redemption,
which could only be effected by a mediator in heaven, a Christ on
the throne, sending down the Holy Stgiri directing the labors of
men and angels, and finally raising the dead to judgment, would
have remained undone forever. It was this thought which caused
the exultation of the apostles, in view of the recovery of his soul
from the inactivity of hades, and its reunion with the uncorrupted
and now incorruptible body. *“He was delivered for our offenses,”
but “was raised again for our justification.”* His death was the
atonement, enabling God to be just in justifying those who believe
on Jesus; but his resurrection enabled him to enter heaven with hia
own blood, securing eternal redemption for us. The resurrection
was, therefore, an imperious necessity in his case, and it will be in
ours; for not till he comes again will we enter the mansions he is
preparing for us, and receive the crown of righteousness which he
will give to all them who love his appearing.

29-31. Having exhibited, in the quotation from David, “the de-
termined purpose and foreknowledge of God,” in reference to the
resurrection of Jesus, the apostle, never overlooking the logical ne-
cessities of his argument, next considers the only objection which his
hearers would be likely to urge against his prophetic proof. In the
words quoted, David speaks in the first person, and this might Jead
some to object, that he was speaking of himself, and not of the Mes-
siah. If, however, it be proved that he did not speak of himself, they
would readily admit that he spoke in the name of the Christ. PDeter
proves thie, in these words: (29) * Brethren, let me freely speak to you
of the patriarch David, that he is both dead and buried, and his sep-
ulcher is with us to this day. (30) Being a prophet, then, and know-
ing that God had sworn to him, that from the fruit of his loins ke would
raise up the Christ, according to the flesh, to sit on his throme; (31)
Joreseeing this, he spoke of the resurrection of the Christ, that his soul
was not left in hades, neither did his flesh see corruption.”” David's
own flesh having seen corruption, as they themselves admitted, and
his soul being still in hades, there was no alternative but to admit
that he spoke of the Messiah. This brief argument not only refuted
the supposed objection, but opened the minds of his hearers to an
entirely new conception of the prophetic throne of David, and of the
Messiah who was to occupy it; showing, that instead of being the
ruler of an earthly kingdom, however glorious, he was to sit upon
the throne of the whole universe.

82, 33. Thus far in his argument, the speaker has proved that the

* Bom. iv: 28, $Jobn xiv: 3,8; 3Tim. iv: &
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Messiah must rise from the dead to ascend his throne; but he has
yet to fprove that Jesus was thus raised, and was, therefore, the Mes-
siah of whom David had spoken. He proves the resurrection by the
testimony of himself and the eleven other witnesses standing with
him: (32%“ This Jesus has God raised up, of which we are all wit-
nesses.’ ere were twelve unimpeached witnesses testifying to a
sensible fact, and presenting their testimony with all the authority
belonging to miraculously attested messengers from God. This was
sufficient, as to the resurrection. But it must also be proved that
after he arose he ascended to heaven and sat down upon his throne.
It would be unavailing, for this purpose, to urge the fact that the
twelve had seen him ascend; for their eyes had followed him no
further than the cloud which received him out of sight. But he pre-
sents, in proof, this immersion in the Holy Spirit, which the multi-
tude were witnessing, and which could be effected by no one beneath
the'throne of God. (33) * Therefore, being to the right hand of God
exalted, and having received from the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit,
he has shed forth this which you now see and hear”” What they then
saw and heard was both the proof that he who sent it down had
ascended the throne of heaven, and the assurance that Peter spoke
by divine autherity in declaring this fact.

34, 35. One more point established, not 8o much in proof of the
exaltation of Christ, as to show that it also was a subject of proph-
esy, and this inimitable argument will be complete. (34) “ For
David kas not ascended into the heavens, but he himself says, The
Lord said to my Lord‘ Sit thou at my right hand, (.’:? until I make
thy foes thy éootatool.' The Pharisees themselves admitted that in
this passage David referred to the Messiah, and had been much puz-
gled by the admission in a memorable conversation with Jesus ;*
but Peter, unwilling to take any thing as granted, which might after
ward be made a ground of objection, carefully guards the applica-
tion, as he had done that of the previous guotation from David, by
the remark that David himself had not ascended to heaven; hence
he could not, in these words, be speaking of himself. This admitted
it must be granted that he :Xoke of the Messiah, for certainly David
would call no other his Lo

36. The progressive advances of his argument being now complete,
those of them which needed proof being sustained by conclusive
evidence, and the remainder consisting in facts well known to his
audience, he announces his final conclusion in these bold and confi-
dent terms: (3630;‘ Therefore, let all the house of Israel know assur-
edly, that God made that same Jesus whom you Aave crucified
both Lord and Christ.”

37. It has already been observed, that up to the moment in which
Peter arose to address the audience, although the immersion in the
Holy Spirit had occurred, and ita effects had been fully witnessed by
the people, no change had taken place in their minds in reference to
Jesus Christ, neither did they experience any emotion, except confu-
gion and amazement at a phenomenon which they could not compre-
hend. This fact proves, conclusively, that there was no power in the

*Matt. xxii: 43-8.
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miraculous manifestation of the Spirit, which they witnessed, in itself
alone, to produce in them the desired change. All the power which
belonged to this event must have come short of the desired effect,
but for a medium distinct from itself, through which it reached the
minds and hearts of the people. That medium was the words of
Peter. He spoke; and when he had announced the conclusion of his
argument, Luke says: (37) “ Now when they heard this, they were
pierced to the heart, and said to Peter and the other apostles, Brethren,
what shall we do?” In this exclamation there is & manifest confession
that they believe what Peter has preached to them; and Luke's declar-
ation that they were pierced to the heart shows that they felt intensely
the power of the facts which they now believed. Since Peter began to
speak, therefore, & change has taken place both in their convictions
and their feelings. They are convinced that Jesus is the Christ, and
they are pierced to the heart with anguish at the thought of having
murdered him. In the mean time, not a word is said of any influence
at work upon them, except that of the words spoken by Peter; hence
we conclude that the change in their minds and hearts has been
effected through those words. This conclusion was also drawn by
Luke himself; for in saying “when they heard this, they were pierced
to the heart and cried out,” he evidently attributes their emotion and
their outery to what they heard, as the cause of both.

1f Luke had regarded the change effccted as one which could be
groduccd only by the direct agency of the Holy Spirit, he could not

ave expressed himself in these words, for his language not only
entirely 1gnores such an influence, but attributes the effect to a differ-
ent instrumentality. We understand him, therefore, to teach that the
whole change thus far effected in these men. was produced through
the word of truth which they heard from Peter.

Let it be observed, however, that what they had heard concerning
Christ, they had heard not as the words of the mere man Peter; for,
previous to introducing the name of Jesus, he had clearly demon-
strated the inspiration of himself and the other apostles. This being
established béyond the possibility of a rational doubt, from the mo-
ment that he began to speak of Jesus they were listening to him as
an inspired man. But the Jews had long since learned to ascribe
to the words of inspired men all the authority of the Spirit who spoke
through them; hence this audience realized that all the power to con-
vince and to move, that the authority of God himself could impart to
words, belonged to the words of Peter. If they could believe God,
they must believe the oracles of God which find utterance through
Peter's lips. They do belicve, and they believe because the words they
hear are recognized as the words of God. Faith, then, comes by hear-
ing the word of God; and he who hears the admitted word of God,
must believe, or deny that God speaks the truth. This is true, whether
the word is heard from the lips of the inspired men ‘who originally
ﬁ‘ave it utterance, or is received through other authentic channels

he power by which the word of (od produces faith is all derived
from the fact that it is the word of God.

No words, whether of men or of God, can effect moral changes in
the feclings of the hearer, unless they are believed; nor can they when



ACTS II: 38. 89

felieved, unless they announce truths or facts calculated to produce
such change. In the present instance, the facts announced placed
the hearers in the awful attitude of murderers of the Son of God, who
was now not only alive again, but seated on the throne of God, with
all power in his hands, both on earth and in heaven. The belief of
these facts necessarily filled them with the most intense realization
of guilt, and the most fearful anticipation of punishment. The for
mer of these emotions is expreased by the words of Luke, * They were
picrced to the heart;” the latter, in -their own words, “ Brethren, wkat
shall we do?’' They had just heard Peter, in the language of Joel
speak of a possible salvation; and the question, What shall we do

unquestionably means, What shall we do to be saved ?

38. This is the first time, under the reign of Jesus Christ, that this
most important of all questions was ever propounded; and the firat
time, of course, that it was ever answered. Whatever may have been
the true answer under any previous dispensation, or on any previous
day in the world’s history, the answer given by Peter on this day of
Pentecost, in which the reign of Christ on earth began, is the true and
infallible answer for all the subjects of his authority in all subsequent
time. It deserves our most profound attention; for it announcés the
conditions of pardon for all men who may be found in the same state
of mind with these inquirers. It is expressed as follows: (38) * T%hen
Peter said to them, Repent and be immersed, every one of you, in the
name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins, and you shall receive
the gift of the Holy Spirit.” -

‘That the offer of pardon, made to the world through Jesus Christ,
is conditional, is denied only by the fatalist. We will not argue this
point, except as it is involved in the inquiry as to what the condi-
tions of pardon are. When we ascertain the prescribed conditions of
pardon, both questions will be settled in settling one.

Pardon is the chief want of the human soul, in its most favorable
earthly circumstances. The rebel against God's government, though
he lay down his arms and become a loyal subject, can have no hope
of happiness without pardon for the past; while the pardoned peni-
tent, Kumbly struggling in the service of God, knows himself. still
guilty of shortcomings, by which he must fail of the final reward,
unless pardoned again and again. The question as to what are the
conditions of pardon, therefore, necessarily divides itself into two; one
having reference to the hitherto-unpardoned sinner, the other to the
saint who may have fallen into sin. It is the former class who pro-
pounded the question to Peter, and it is to them alone that the answer
under consideration was given. We will confine ourselves, in our pres-
ent remarks, to this branch of the subject, and discuss it only in the
light of the passage before us.

If we regard the question of the multitude, What shall we do? as
eimply a question of duty under their peculiar circumstances, without
special reference to final results, we learn from the answer that there
were two things for them to do—Repent, and be immersed. If Peter
bad stopped with these two words, his answer would have been satis-
factory, in this view of the subject, and it would have been the-conclu-
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sion of the world, that the duty of a sinner, “pierced to the heart” by
a sense of guilt, is to repent and be immersed.

But if we regard their qlt:estion as having definite reference to the
salvation of which Peter had already ;}:oken, (verse 21,) and their
meaning, What shall we do to be saved? then the answer is equally
definite: it teaches that what a sinner thus affected is to do to be
saved, is to repent and be immersed.

From these two observations, the reader perceives, that so far as the
conditions of salvation from past sins are concerned, the duty of the
sinner is most definitely taught by the first two words of the answer,
taken in connection with their question, without entering upon the
controversy concerning the remainder of the answer. If it had been
Peter's design merely to give an answer in concise terms, without ex-
planation, no doubt he would have confined it to these two words, for
they contain the only commands which he givea.

But he saw fit to accompany the two commands with suitable ex-
lanations. He qualifies the command to be immersed by the clause,
‘in the name of Jesus Christ,” to show that it is under his authority

that they were to be immersed, and not merely under that of the
Father, whose authority alone was recognized in John's immersion.
That we are right in referring the limitl:f clause, “in the name of
Jesus Christ,”’ to the command b¢ immersed, and not to the command
repent, is evident from the fact that it would be incongruous to say,
% Repent in the name of Jesus Christ.”

Peter further explains the two commands, bg stating their specifie
design; by which term we mean the specific blessing which was to
be expected as the consequence of obedience. It is “ for the remission
of sins”” To convince an unbiased mind that this clause depends
upon both the preceding commands, and expresses their design, it
would only be necessary to repeat the words, “ Repent and be immersed
in the name of Jesus Christ for the remiesion of sins” But, inas-
much as it has suited the purpose of some controversialists to dis-
pute this proposition, we here give the opinions of two recent repre-
‘s.:ntative commentators, who can not be suspected of undue bias in its

vor.

Dr. Alexander (Presbyterian) says, “The whole phrase, to (or to-
ward) remission of sins, Xescribee this as the end to which the multi-
tude had reference, and which, therefore, must be contemplated in the
answer.” Again: “The beneficial end to which all this led was the
remission of sins.”

Dr. Hackett (Baptist) expresses himself still more satisfactorily:
Yo dpearw Guapriwv, in order to the forgiveness of sins, (Matt. xxvi: 28;
Luke iii: 3,) we connect, naturally, with both the preceding verba.
This clause states the motive or object which should induce them to
repent and be baptized. It enforces the entire exhortation, not one
part of it to the exclasion of the other.”

The connection contended for can not be made more apparent by
argument; it needs only that attention be called to it, in order to be
perceived by every unbiased mind. 1t is ible that some doubt
might arise in reference to the connection of the clause with the term
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repent, but one would imagine that its connection with the command
be immersed could not be doubted, but for the fact that it has been
disputed. Indeed, some controversialista have felt so great neces-
sity for denying the last-named connection, as to assume that the
clauge “for the remission of sing” depends exclusively upon the term
repent, and that the connection of thought is this: “ Repent for the
remission of sins, and be immersed in the name of Jesus Christ.” It
is a sufficient refutation of this assumption to remark, that, if Peter
had intended to say this, he would most certainly have done so: but
ke has said something entirely different; and this shows that he
meant something entirely different. If men are permitted, after this
style, to entirely reconstruct the sentences of inspired apostles, then
there is no statement in the Word of God which may not be per-
verted. We dismiss this baseless assumption with the remark, that
it has not been dignified by the indorsement of any writer of respect-
able attainments, known to the author, and it would not be noticed
here, but for the frequency of its appearance in the pulpit, in the
eolumns of denominational newspapers, and on the pages of partisan
tracts.

The dependence of the clause, “for the remission of sins,” upon
both the verbs repent and be immersed, being established, it would
seem undeniable that remission of sins is the blessing in order to
the enjoyment of which they were commanded to repent and be im-
merse«i. This is universally admitted so far as the term repent is
concerned, but by many denied in reference to the command be im-
mersed; hence the proposition that immersion is for the remission
of sins is rejected by the Protestant sects in general. Assuming that
remission of sins precedes immersion, and that, so far as adulis are
concerned, the only proper subjects for this ordinance are those
whose gins are already pardoned, it is urged that for in this clause
means “an account of ' or “ because of.”” Hence, Peter is understood
to command, “Repent and be imnmersed on account of remission of
8ing already enjoyed.” But this interpretation is subject to two insu-

rable objections. 1st. To command men to repent and be immersed

ecause their sins were already remitted, is to require them not onl{
to be immersed on this account, but to repent because they were al-
ready pardoned. There is no possibility of extricating the interpre-
tation from this absurdity. 2d. It contradicts an obvious fact of the
case. It makes Peter command the inquirers to be immersed be-
.cause their sins were already remitted, whereas it is an indisputable
fact that their sins were not yet remitted. On the contrary, they
were still pierced to the heart with a sense of guilt, and by the ques-
tion they propounded were seeking how they might obtain the veclx

ardon which this interpretation assumes that they already enjoyed.
gertainly no sane man would assume a position involving such ab-
surdity, and 8o contradictory to an obvious fact, were he not driven
to it by the inexorable demands of a theory which could not be other-
wiee sustained.

We observe, further, in reference to this interpretation, that even
if we admit the propriety of supplanting the preposition for by the
phrase on account of, the substitute will not answer the purpose for
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which it is employed. The meaning of this phrase varies, according
as its object 18 past or fufure. ‘‘On account of”" some past event
may mean because it has taken place; but on account of an event yet
in the future, would, in the same connection, mean in order that it
might take place, e same i8 true of the elt,{uivalent phrase “be-
cause of” If, then, the parties addressed by Peter were already par-
doned, “on account of the remission of sins” would mean, because
their sins had been remitted. But as it is an indisputablé fact that
the parties addressed were yet unpardoned, what they are command-
ed to do on account of remission of sins must mean, in order that
their sing may be remitted. Such a rendering, therefore, would not
even render the obvious meaning of the passage less perspicuous
than it already ia. .

It will be found that any other substitute for the preposition for,
designed to force um the IYassage a meaning different from that
which it obviously bears, will as signally fail to suit the purpose of
its author.” If, with Dr. Alexander, we render, Repent and be im-
mersed “to (or toward) remission of sins,” we still have remission
beyond both repentance and immersion, and dependin% upon them
as preparatory conditions. Indeed, this rendering would leave it un-
certain whether repentance and immersion would bring them ¢t
remission of sins, or only toward it, leaving an indefinite space yet
to pass before obtaining it.

f, with others still—for every effort that ingenuity could suggest
has been made to find another meaning for this passage—we render
it, Repent and be immersed unto or info remission of eins, the at-
tempt is fruitless; for remission of sins is still the blessing unte which
or into which repentance and immersion are to lead the inquirers.

Sometimes the advocates of these various renderings, when dis-
heartened by the failure of their attempts at argument and criticism,
resort to raillery, and assert that the whole doctrine of immersion
for the remission of sins depends upon the one little word for in the
command, “be immersed {‘or the remission of gins.” If this were
true, it would be no humiliation; for a doctrine based upon a word
g‘ God, however small, has an eternal and immutable foundation.

ut it is not true. On the contrary, you may draw a pencil-mark
over the whole clause, “for the remission of sins,” erasing it, with
all the remainder of Peter's answer, and still the meaning will re-
main unchanged. The connection would then read thus: * %rethren,
what shall we do? Then Peter said to them, Repent, and be im-
mersed every one of you in the name of the Lord Jesus” Remem-
bering now that these parties were pierced to the heart with a sense
of guilt, and that their question means, What shall we do to be saved
Jrom our sins? the answer must be understood as the answer to that
question. But the answer is, Repent and be immersed ; therefore, to
repent and to be immersed.are the two things which they must do in
order to be saved from their sins.

The reader now perceives, that, in this first announcement to sin-
ners of the terms of ‘;:ardon. 80 guardedly has Peter expressed him
self, and so skillfully has Luke interwoven with his words the historie
facts, that whatever rendering men have forced upon the leading
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term, the meaning of the whole remains unchanged; and even when
you strike this term and its dependent words out of the text, that
same meaning still stares you in the face. This fact is suggestive
of more than human wisdom. It reminds us that Peter spoke, and
Luke wrote, as they were moved by the Holy Spirit. That infinite
wisdom which was dictating a record for all time to come is dis-
played here, providing for future controversies which no human be-
mg could anticipate. Like the sun in the heavens, which may be
temporarily obscured by clouds, but will still break forth again, and
shine upon all but those who hide from his beams, the light, of truth
which God has suspended in this passage may be dimmed for a mo-
ment by the mists of partisan criticism, but to those who are willing
to see it, it will still send out its beams, and guide the trembling
sinner unerringly to pardon and peace.

If there were any real ground for doubt as to the proper transla-
tion and real meaning of the words eic dgeorv auapriaw, for the remis-
sion of sins, when connected with the term immersion, a candid
inquirer would resort to its usage when disconnected from this term,
and seek thus to determine its exact import. It happens to occur
only once in a connection suitable to this purpose, but no number
of occurrences could more definitely fix its meaning. When insti-
tuting the supper, Jesus says, “ This is my blood of the new cove-
nant, shed for many for the remission of sins, tic dpearv duapriov. It
is impossible to doubt that the clause here means in order to the
remission of sins. In this case it expresses the object for which
something is to be done; in the passage we are discussing, it ex-
presses the object for which something 18 commanded to be done:
the grammatical and logical construction is the same in both cases,
and, therefore, the meaning is the same. Men are to repent and be
immersed in order to the attainment of the same blessing for which
the blood of Jesus was shed. The propitiation through his blood
was in order to the offer of pardon, while repentance and immersion
are enjoined by Peter upon his hearers, in order to the attainment
of pardon.

The careful reader will have observed that in stating the condi-
tions of remission of sins to the multitude, Peter says nothing about
the necessity of faith. This omission is not sufficiently accounted
for by the fact that faith is implied in the command to repent and
be immersed; for the parties now addressed were listening to the
terms for the first time, and might fail to perceive this implication.
But the fact is, that they did already belicve, and it was a result of
their faith, that they were pierced to the heart, and made to cry oug
‘What shall we do? This Peter perceived, and therefore it woul
nave been but little less than mockery to command them to believe,
It will be observed, throughout the course of apostolic preaching,
that they never commanded men to do what they had already done,
but took them as they found them, and enjoined u{)on them only
that which they yet lacked of complete obedience. In the case be-
fore us, Peter was not laying down a complete formula of the con-
ditions of pardon; but was simply informing the parties before him
what they must do in order to the remission of their sins. Being
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believers already, they must add to their faith repentance and im
mersion. .

Before dismissing this topic, we must remark that the doctrine of
immersion for the remission of sins does not assume that immersion
is the only condition of remission, but simply that, it is one among thres
conditions, and the last of the three. Administered previous to faith
and repentance, as in the case of infants, it is not only absolutely
worthless, but intensely sinful.

The exact meaning of the term repent will be considered below,
under iii: 19.

After commanding the inquirers to repent and be immersed for the
remission of sins, Peter adds the promise, “and you shall receive the
gift of the Holy Spirit.” The gift of the Holy Spirit should not be
confounded with the Holy Spirits gifts, nor with the fruits of the
Spirit. The fruits of the Holy Spirit are religious traits of character,
and they result from the gift of the Holy Spirit. The latter expres-
sion means, the Holy Spirit gs a gt;ft. It is analogous to the expres-
sion, “promise of the Holy Spirit,’ in verse 33, above, where Peter
says, “having received from the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit,
he has shed forth this which you now see #nd hear.” The gi{fs of
the Holy Spirit were various miraculous powers, intellectual and
physical. These were conferred only upon a few individuals, while
the gift of the Spirit is promised to all who repent and are immersed.

39. Peter does not limit the promise of the Holy Spirit to his pres-
ent audience; but adds, (39) “ For the promise is to you and to your
children, and to all that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God
shall call” That we are right in referring the word promise, in
this sentence, to the promise of the Holy Spirit just made by Peter,
is evident from the fact that this is the only promise made in the
immediate context.

Some pedobaptist commentators have affected to find in the words,
“The promise is to you and your children,” a show of authority for
infant membership in the Church of Christ* But Mr. Barnes, though
of that school himself, has the candor to say of this expression, ** It
does not refer to children as children, and should not be adduced to
establish the lpropriet.y of infant b:‘rtism, or as ap{‘)licable particularly
to infants. It is a promise, indeed, to parents, that the blessings of
salvation shall not be confined to parents, but shall be extended also
to their posterity.” That this is the true conception of the apostle's
meaning is demonstrated by the fact that the promise in question is
based upon the conditions of rerentance and immersion, with which
infants could not possibly comply

The extenston of this promise “to all who are afar off,” is not to
be limited to all the Jews who were afar off; but it is f‘roperly quali-
fied by the additional words “even as many as the Lord our God
shall call” It included, therefore, every individual who should, at
any future time, be a subject of the goapel call, and guarantees to
us, of the present generation, the gift of the Holy Spirit upon the
?me terms on which it was oﬂ‘eredg to Peter's hearers on the day of

entecost.

¢ Alex,
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40. The historian has now concluded his report of Peter's dis-
course, but informs us that he has given only an epitome of it. g!’O)
“ And with many other words did he testify and exhort, saying, Save
yourselves from this untoward generation.” The term testify refers to
the argumentative portion of his discourse; and the term exkort to
the hortatory portion. The latter naturally and logically followed
his statement of the conditions of pardon, and the substance of it
is compressed by Luke into the words, “ Save yourselves from this
untoward generation.” The command to save themselves must sound
quite strange in the ears of such modern theoriets as affirm that men
have no ability to do, or say, or think any thing tending to their
own salvation. But this only shows how far they have departed
from apostolic speech and thought. Peter had proposed conditions
of pardl::n which they could comply with, and now their salvation
depended upon their compliance with these conditions. When they
complied with them, they saved themselves, To be saved from that
untoward generation was not, as the conceit of Universalists would
have it, to escape the siege of Jerusalem; for the great mass of them
escaped that, by dying a natural death before it took place. It was
to escape the fate which the mass of that generation were destined
to meet in eternity, on account of their sins. We will more fully
discuss the exact import of the term saved in this and similar con-
pections under verse 47, below.

41. The multitude, who had been so pierced to the heart by Peter's
discourse, as to cry out, “ Brethren, what shall we do ?"” were happily
surprised to find the terms of pardon so easy. (41) * Then they gladly
received his word, and were immersed; and the same day there were
added about three thousand souls.” The pronoun they identifies the par-
ties immersed with those who had cried out, What shall we do? It
shows that they promptly complied with the command which Peter
had given them. The word which they gladly received can not be
the main part of Peter's speech, for this had pierced them to the
heart; but it is the word of his answer, which gave their feelings

t relief by opening to them so easy a method of escape from the
oom which they dreaded, and which they so richly deserved.

Times without number the objection has been urged, and as often
refuted, that three thousand men could not have been immersed in so
short a time, and with the inadequate supply of water afforded in
Jerusalem. As to the quantity of available water, Dr. J. T. Barclay,
in his work entitled “ The City of the Great King,” written during
a residence of three years and a half in Jerusalem, as a missionary,
shows that Jerusalem was anciently better supplied with water than
any other city known to history not permeated by living streams.
Even to the present day, though most of the public reservoirs are
now dry, such as the supposea pool of Betherda, 365 feet long by
131 in breadth, and the lower,pool of Gihon, 600 feet long by 260 in
breadth, there are still in existence bodies of water, such as the pool
of Siloam, and the pool of Hezekiah, affording most ample facilities
for immersing any number of persons.

As to the want of time for the immersion of 8o many, any one who
will make the mathematical calculation, without which it is folly to
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offer the objection, will find that there was the greatest abundance
of time. Allowing that Peter's speech commenced at nine o'clock,
as he himself states in verse 15, and that the exercises at the temple
closed at noon, we have left six hours till sunget. To immerse sixty
men in an hour would be very deliberate work for one administrator.
But there were twelve administrators, hence, each hour there were not
less than seven hundred and twenty persons immersed. At this rate,
in less than four and one-fourth hours the whole multitude would be
immersed, leaving the sun nearly two hours high when the last can-
didate emerged from the water. In view of this simple calculation,
which a child could make, it is trully" astonishing that so many grave
critics and preachers should urge this objection. It strikingly illus-
trates the blinding effects of partisan zeal.

Now that the three thousand are added to the Church, we may
glance back over the history of the day, and learn upon what prepar-
ation they were received to the fellowship of the disciples. To accom-
plish this, we must first consider their state of mind before Peter
spoke to them, and then observe the changes through which they
passed. Being Jews, then, they were already believers in the true
God, and in the inspiration of the Old Testament scriptures. Luke
declares, also, that they were *“devout men.” * They were, however,
unbelievers in reference to Jesus Christ, and they were guilty of par-
ticipating in his crucifixion.f At the moment that Peter arose to
a{)eak, they were full of amazement at witnessing the immersion of
the twelve in the Holy Spirit, but their religious character remained
unchanged. Peter speaks; and, at the conclusion of his argument,
there is an evident change in their convictions. But they believe
now nothing additional to what they did at first, except what Peter
has proved to them. Ie has attempted to prove, however, only two
propositions: first, That he and the eleven were inspired; second,
That Jesus of Nazareth was now both Lord and Christ. The tirst,
moreover, was established only as a means of proving the second.
Several other subordinate facts were also proved for the same pur-
pose, so that the whole speech is properly resolved into an attempt
to prove the single proposition with which it concludes, that * God
has made that same Jesus whom you have crucified both Lord and
Christ.” This, then, is what the three thousand believed, and this
is all that distinguished their faith when immersed, from what it was
before they heard the gospel from Peter’s lips.

But another change had occurred within them. Under the influ-
ence of their new faith, they were pierced to the heart with a sense
of guilt. This is the “godly sorrow” which “ works repentance,”}
and it prepared them to promptly obey Pcter's command, “ Repent,
and be immersed.” They repented, and were immersed. Their con-
version, therefore, consisted in believing that Jesus is the Christ,
repenting of their sins, and being immersed. This entitled them to
membership in the Church, and so it does every human being Who
does likewise.

42, Having been immersed simply upon their faith in Jesus Christ,
these young disciples had many subordinate objects of faith to become

@ Yerso 5. { Verso 23, 32 Cor. vil: 10,
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acquainted with, and many duties yet unknown, in which to be in-
structed. In giving an account of these matters, Luke is far more
brief, adhering strictly to the chief purpose of his narrative, which is
to give the process and means of conversion, rather than a history of
the edification and instruction of the converted. He closes this section
of the history with a brief notice of the order established in the new
Church, first describing their order of worship. (42) “ And they con
tinued steadfastly in the apostles' teaching, and in fellowship, and in
breaking the loaf, and in prayers.”

The nﬂostles were as yet the only teachers of the Church, and in
this work they were executing the second part of their commission,
which required them to teach those whom they immersed all thin
that Jesus had commanded. The same command which made it
their duty to teach, made it also the duty of the disciples to learn
from them, and to abide by their instruction. This duty the first
disciples faithfully complied with, though it has been grievously neg-
lected b{ their brethren of later ages.

For the purpose of being taught by the apostles, they must have
assembled toiether, and this was the_occasion for manifesting their
{'ellowahip, which term expresses their common participation in re-
igious privilegea. It has been urged by some writers, that the term
xocvwvia should here be rendered contribution, instead of fellowship, and
that it refers to contributions which were regularly made in the
public assemblies, for the poor. That the term 18 used in this limited
sense in at least two places in the New Testament must be admitted,
viz.: in Rom. xv: 16, “It hath pleased them of Macedonia to make
a certain contribution for the poor of the saints in Jerusalem;” and
in 2 Cor. ix: 13, where Paul says the saints “glorify God for your
liberal contribution to them and to all men.” But such is not, by
any means, its common usage. It usually occurs in such connections
as the following: * You were called into the fellowship of his Son
Jesus Christ.”"* “The favor of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of
God, and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you."{ *And
truly our fellowship i with the Father and with his Son Jesus
Christ."t “We have fellowship with one another.”||

The radical idea in this terrg is that of participation in common,
We have fellowship with God, because we are made partakers of the
divine nature, as we escape the corrnption which is in the world
through lust. We have fellowship with the Son, because of the com-
mon sympathies which his life and sufferings have established be-
tween himself and us; and with the Spirit, because we partake of
the strengthening and enlia;\tening influences of his teachings, and
because he ,dw‘elfs in us. e have fellowship with one another, be-
cause of the mutual participation in each other's affection and good
offices. The term is also used in reference to the Lord’s supper.
“The cup of blessing which we blesg; is it not the fellowship of the
blood of Christ? The loaf which we break, is it not the fellowship
of the body of Christ?"'8 We purtake in common of the benefits of
his broken body and shed blood, wnich are symbolized in the cup
and the loaf.

*10or,1:9 $20Cor. xili: 14. $1Johni: S J1Johni:7. §1Cor.x:10
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From the meaning of the term, as thus exemplified, originates its
use in the sense of contribution; for in the act of contributing to the
necessities of others, we allow them to participate in the blessings
which we enjoy. We are not authorized, however, by the rules of
criticism, to give it this limited signification, except where the con-
text clearly requires it. Seeing that Christians enjoy fellowship with
80 many sources of happiness, the term unrestricted must embrace
them all. In the present instance the context imposes no limitation
upon its meaning, and it would be quite arbitrary to restrict it to
the sense of contribution. The use of the article before axvnwnia can
not be pleaded as a ground for such restriction; for it only indicates
the notoriety of that which the term designatea. Still, the idea of
contributing to the wants of poor brethren is involved in the fellow-
ship of Christians, and by the statement that they continued stead-
fastly in the fellowship, we understand that they continued in the
common participation of religious enjoyments, including contributions
for the poor. Whether these contributions were made at every meet-
ing or not, we are not informed; but they were certainly made when
circumstances required.

Together with the apostles’ teaching and the fellowship, Luke
enuwmerates * breaking the loaf and prayers,” as part of the exercises
in which the disciples continued. The freqluency with which the loaf
was broken is not intimated here. 1t will be discussed under chap-
ter xx: 7. This brief statement shows merely that this institution,
according to the Savior's command, was observed from the very be-
ginning of the Church. ‘

The prayers mentioned are those that were offered in public. The
number of prayers offcred on any occasion, or the order in which the
rrayers, the instruction, breaking the loaf, and the other acts of fel-
owship followed each other, is not intimated. Luke's silence in refer-
ence to these particulars mnay have arigen from the fact that there
was no invariable order of exercises; or may have been intended to
prevent the order in the Jerusalem Church from being regarded as
an authoritative precedent. Jt shows clearly the intention of the
Ioly Spirit that the assemblics of the saints should be left to the
exercize of their own discretion in matters of this kind, and furnishes
a most singular rebuke to the hundreds of party leaders who have
since attempted to impose authoritative rituals upon the congrega-
tions. 1f the example of the Church in Jerusalem, in this respect,
though its exercises were directed by the whole body of the apostles,
was not binding upon other Churclies, what body of uninspired men
shall have the presumption to bind what God has purposely left free?

43. Next to this brief notice of the cxercises of the Church, we
have a glance at the effect of the scenes just described, upon the sur-
rounding community. (43) “ And fear came upon_cvery soul, and
muny wonders and signs were done by the apostles.””  This fear was not
that which partakes of aversion, for we learn below, (47) that man
were daily added to the Church; but it was that silent awe whic
miracles naturally .inepired, mingled with respectful deference to a
people of such holinesa.

44, 45. We are ucxt introduced to a striking instance of the fellow
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ship previously mentioned. 344) “ Now all who delieved were together,
and had all things common, (45) and sold their possessions and goods,
and distributed them to all, as any one had need.” This was not a
community of goods, by which all were placed on a pecuniary level;
for distribution was made only as any one had need. It was only
such a liberality to the poor as should characterize the congregations
of the Lord in every age and country. Poor brethren must not be
allowed to suffer for the necessaries of life, though it require us to
divide with them the last loaf in our possession. * He who has this
world’s goods and sees his brother have need, and shuts up his com-

assion from him, how dwells the love of God in him?"* We will,

ereafter, see that the Church in Jerusalem was not the only one
which engaged in this sﬂecies of benevolence.t This conduct was in
marked contrast with the neglect of the poor which was then com-
mon among the Jews, even in violation of their own law, and which
was universal among the Gentiles. Nothing of this kind had ever
been seen on earth before. We will refer to the subject again, under
iv: 32, below.

46, 47. The further history of the Church, for a short time, is con-
densed into this brief statement: (46) “And they, continuing daily with
one accord in the temple, and breaking bread from house to house, re-
ceived their food with gladness and singleness of heart, (47) praising
God, and having favor with all the people. And the Lord added those
saved every day to the Church.”

Whether the disciples continued to offer sacrifices or not—on which
question gsee Com. xxi: 18-26—that they should “ continue dafly with
one accord in the temrle,” was most natural, The temple had been
to them and their fathers, for many generations, the house of God
and the place of prayer. The apostles had been led to its eacred pre-
cincts by the Savior himself, and here it was that the Holy Spirit
had come upon them. Their most holy local associations were con-
nected with it, and it would have been doing great violence to their
feelings to require them at once to abandon it. This natural rever
ence for the place continued till its destruction by Titus; and even
to this day, the hill where the temple once s has a peculiarly
sacred place in the hearts of Christians. The “breaking bread,”
xAavréc dprov, mentioned in this sentence, is not the “ breaking of the
loaf,” # xAdoiu Tovdprov, of verse 42; but refers to common meals of
which they partook *from house to house.” This is evident from
the connection: “breaking bread from house to house, they received
their food with gladness and singleness of heart.” It was that break-
ing of bread in which they *received their food,” which was not
done in king of the emblematic loaf. There is no evidence that
the emblematic loaf was ever broken in mere social gatherings. It
belongs exclusively to the Lord's day.}

By the expression “singleness of heart” is meant the concentra.
tion of their affections and desires upon a single subject. This de-
votion and concentration of thought could but result, as it did, in
giving the disciples *favor with all the people,” and causing daily
additions to the Church,

‘lJo%n fit: 17. t 8oo Com. xi: 27-30. xx:2-3, $Beexx: T,
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Those added to the Church daily were not “such as should be
saved,” as rendered in the common version, but roix cwfoufvous, the
saved. In what sense they were saved, i8 & question of some im-

rtance. Dr. Hackett says: “The doctrine is that those who em-

race the gospel adopt the infallible means of being saved.” This is,
undonhwdqo? true doctrine; but it is not what is taught in the pas-
sage; for Luke spiaks not of those who daily embraced the means of
2lvation, but of those who were saved. The view expressed by Alex-
ander, that “men are eaid to be saved, not only in reference to the
final consummation, but to the inception of the saving work,” is a
nearer approach to the true conception, but still falls short of it. It
is not an inception of the saving work, of which Luke speaks, but
the salvation referred to is complete; the parties spoken of being
. called “the saved” Both these learned commentators, by keeping
their minds fixed upon a future state as offering the only fulfillment
of the word “zaved,” have failed to discover the exact sense in which
it is here used by the historian. Primarily, the term save means
simply to make safe. In the religious sense, it means to make safe
from the consequences of sin. If men had never sinned, they could
not be saved, seeing they would be already safe. But having sinned,
they are saved when they are madc safe from the consequences of
their gins. This is done when their sins are forgiven. At the mo-
ment a penitent sinner obtains pardon, he is, so far as the past is
concerned, completely saved. It is in this sense that the parties in this
case added to the Church are called “the saved.” Paul uses the term
in the same sense when he says of God, “ According to his mercy
he saved us, by the laver of regeneration, and the renewing of the
Holz Spirit,"*

The fact that the Lord added the saved, or pardoned, to the Church,
justifies two conclusions; first, That men are entitled to membership
in the Church the moment they are pardoned; second, That men
should join the Church, not as a means of obtaining pardon, but be-
cause they have already obtained it. The former conclusion shows
that it is unscriptural to admit, as some g‘artiea do, that certain per-
sons are pardoned, and yet refuse them Church-fellowship. The lat-
ter condemns the practice observed by others, of receiving persons to
mert:ixberehip “as & means of grace;”" i. e, a8 & means_of obtaining

ardon.
¥ 11I1. 1-10. Thus far, the labors of the apostles had met with un-
interrupted and most astonishing success. Luke is now about to
introduce us to a series of conflicts, in which success and temporary
dcfeat alternate in the history of the Jerusalem Church.

(1) “ Now Peter and John were going up together into the temple at
the hour of prayer, the ninth hour. (2) And a certain man, lame from
his birth, was carried thither, whom they laid every day at the gate of
the temple which is called Beautiful, to ask alms of those entering into
the temple: (2) who, secing Peter and John about to go into the temple,
askea alms. ? And Peter, earnestly looking on him, with John, sai:
Look on us. (8) And ke gave heed to them, expecting to receive some-
thing from them. (6) But Peter said, Silver and gold I have not; but

® Tites 11): 5. Sooalso $ Tim. §:9; 1 Cor. 1: 18
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what I Rave, this I give you. In the name of Jesus Christ of Naca-
reth, rise up and walk. (7) And seizing him by the right hand, he
li{tcd him up, and immediat:‘lly his feet and ankles received strength;
(8) and leaping forth, he stood and walked, and entered with them into
the temple, walking, and leaping, and praising God. (9) And all the
people saw him walking and praisin 10) and recognized hi
that it was he who sat for alms at the Beautiful gate of the temple. A
t“l:%we;cﬂhdwithwmdcrandammathatwhich happened
m.

This is by no means the first miracle which had been wrought by
the apostles since the day of Pentecost; for we have seen, in chapter
ii: 43, that many sjﬁns and wonders had been wrought, by which
the people were fill ith.awe. But the circumstances attending
this miracle were calculated to awaken, a8 it did, an unusual excite-
ment. The Beautiful gate of the temple, 8o called because of its
maguiﬁcent folding doors, fifty feet high and forty wide, covered with
ﬁ-Ol and Corinthian brass, was the favorite pass-way into the temple.

he subject of this cure, being laid every day at this gate to beg,
was well known to all who frequented the temple. From the nat-
ural curiosity of the benevolent in reference to the afflictions of those
to whom they minister, it was ]yrobably known to all that he had
been a crip{) e from his birth. Besides this, the time of the cure was
when a multitude of pious people were entering the temple for even-
ing pra!er; and their attention was unexpectedly arrested by the leap-
ing and shouting of the man who was heal As they witnessed
his ecstasy, and saw him clingin§ to Peter and John, no one asked
the meaning of the scene, for all saw at once that the cripple had
been healed by the apostles, and they stood gazing in amazement
upon Peter and John.

11-15. The apostles took a position in one of the open colonnades
which faced the inner side of the temple wall, called Solomon’s Por-
tico. (11) ‘“ And while the lame man who was healed was holding fast
Peter and John, all the people ran together to them on the portico called
Solomon's, greatly wondering.” The admiration of the multitude was
directed toward Peter and John; and was understood by Peter to
indicate that they attributed the cure rather to the singular holiness
of himself and John, than to the power of their master, He determ-
ined to take advantage of the circumstances, by turning their ex-
cited thoughts into the proper channel. (12) “ Then Peter, secing this,
answered to the people, Men of Israel, why do you wonder at this, or
why do you Ioolf 80 carnestly on us, as though by our own power or
piety we_haa caused this man to walk? (13) The God of Abrakam,
and of Isaac, and of Jacob, the God of our fathers, has glorified his
son Jesus, whom you delivered up, and rejected in the presence of Pilate,
when he had determined to let him go. (14) But you rejected the holy
and just, and desired a murderer to be granted to you; (15) and you
killed the author of life, whom God has raised from the of which
we are witnesses.”

In this age the apostle makes the same statement, in substance,
witn which he introduced the main theme of his former discourse.
The antithetical style adopted on this occasion gave to it a foroe
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acarcely excelled by his former discourse, while it was even more
penetrating to the consciences of his hearera. The fact that the God
of their fathers had glorified Jesus, is contrasted with the fact that the
had delivered him up to die; their refusal to let him be released, wit
the cruel Pilate’s determination to let him go; their rejection of one
holy and jm;ta with their demand that a murderer should be released
to them; and their murder of him, with his authorship of all life.
These four points of antithesis form the four stegs of a grand climax.
‘Whom the God of your fathers glorified, you have delivered up to
die. Your criminality is hightened by the fact, that when even a
heathen judge declared him innocent, and desired to release him to
you, you rejected him. Even this does not express the enormity of
iour guilt, for you yourselves knew him whom gou rejected to be

oly and just, and preferred the release of one whora you knew to
be & murderer. But, above all, in murdering him, you put to death
the author of life, who has arisen from the dead. e might chal-
lenge the pages of all the classics for a climax more thrilling in its
effect upon the audience, or for a happier combination of ¢limax and
antithesis. The effect upon the multitude was overwhelming.* The
facts declared were undeniable, except the resurrection, and of this
the men who had just healed the cripple were the witnesses.

16. But Peter does not stop short with this climax, terminating in the
resurrection from the dead. He proceeds to prove his present power
and glory by the facts which were then filling them with amazement.
(16) “And his name, through faith in his name, has made this man
atrong, whom you see and know. Even the faith which is through him,
has given him this perfect soundness in the presence of you all” In
this verse, there is one of those repetitions common with extempora-
neous speakers, and designed to express more edly a thought
alrcady uttered. Perhaps the formula employed by Peter in the act
of healing, “ In the name of Jesus of Nazareth, rise up and walk,”
suggested to him the phraseology, * his name, through faith in his
name, has made this man strong.” But lest the superstitious audi-
ence might imagine that there was some charm in the mere name of
Jesus, 8 mistake which was afterwards made by certain Jews in Ephe-
sus,} he adds, “ The faith which is through him has given him this
perfect soundness.” The faith was not that of the cripple; for it is
clear, from the description, that he had no faith. When Peter said
to him, * Look on us,’ the man looked up; expecting to receive alma.
And even when Peter told him, in the name of Jesus, to rise up and
walk, he did not attempt to move till Peter * took him by the right
hand, and lifted him up.” He exhibited no faith, either in Jesus, or
in Peter's healing power, till after he found himself able to stand and
walk. We must locate the faith, therefore, in the apostles; and in
this we are sustained by the fact that the exercise of miraculors
power, by those in possession of spiritual gifts, was always dependent
ﬂ]l)lon their faith; Peter was empowered to walk upon the water; but,
when his faith wavered, he began to sink, and Jesus said, “ O thou
of little faith, wherefore didst thou doubt?” Nine of the apostl
once, having failed to cast out a deueon, asked Jesus, “ Why co

® 800 below, on verse 17, 1 Acts xix: 13,
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we not cast him out?” He replied, “ Because of your unbelief”* In
answer to their prayers, also, many miracles were wrought, but it
was only ‘“the prayer of faitA"” which could heal the sick.t

It must be Lere observed that faith was necessary to the exercise
of spirituatgiﬁs, already imparted, and that no faith, however strong,
ever enabled the uninspired to work miracles. The notion, thercfore,
which has existed in some minds, from time to time, ever since the
apostolic period, that if our faith were strong enough, we, too, could
work miracles, has as little foundation in scripture as it has in ex-
periment.

17-18. At this point in the discourse there is a marked change
in Peter's tone and manner, which we can attribute to nothing else
than some visible indication of the intense pain produced by what
he had already said. He had made a most terrific onslaught upon
them, and exposed their criminality in unsparing termns; but now,
induced by some perceptible change in their countenances, he softens
his style and extenuates their fault. 517) “ And now, brethren, I know
that you did it in ignorance, as did also your rulers, (18) But those
things which God had before announced through the mouth of all his
prophets, that the Christ should suffer, he hath thus fulfilled.” That
they acted in ignorance of the real character of Jesus was an exten-
uation of their crime, but it did not render them innocent; for the
preceding remarks were intended to convict them of crime, and in his
preceding discourse he charged that with wicked hands they had cru-
cified and slain him. Peter assumes, what none of them could hon-
estly delg', that it was by wicked motives they were impelled to the
fatal dee

In connection with this assertion of their criminality, he states
another fact hard to be reconciled with it in the lphilosophy of man
that, in the commission of this crime, God was fulfilling what he had
declared through his prophets should be done. Once before, in speak-
ing of this same event, Peter had brought these two apparently con-
flicting facts, the soverei%nty of God, and the free agency of man,
into juxtaposition, when he said, * Him, being delivered by the de-
termined purpose and foreknowledge of God, you have taken, and with
wicked hands have crucified and slain.” That God had predeterm-
ined the death of Jesus can not be denied without contradicting both
the prophets and the apostles; and that they acted wickedly in doing
what God had determined should be done, Peter affirms, and three
thousand of them on Pentecost, with many more on this occasion,
admitted it. If any man can frame a theory by which to philo-
sophically recontile these two facts, we will assent to it, if we can
understand it; but unless both facts, unaltered, have a place in the
theory, we must reject it. We reject every man who dentes either of
the facts; but while he admits them both, we will not dispute with
him about the theory upon which he attempts to reconcile them.
This much, fidelity to the word of God on the one hand, and broth-
erly kindness on the other, demand of us. In the mean time, it is
better to follow Peter's example. He lays the two facts side by side,
appealing o the prophets for the proof of one, and to the consciences

¢ Matt, xvii: 14, tJumos v 15,
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of men for the proof of the other, and there he leaves them, seeming
not to realize that he had involved himself in the slightest difficuliy.
It is folly to attempt to climb where we are certain of a fall.

19-21. Having now fully demonstrated the Messiahship of Jesus,
and exposed the criminality of those who had condemned him, the
apostle next presents to his hearers the conditions of pardon. (19)
“ Repent, therefore, and turn, that your sins may be dlotted out, and that
seasons of refreshing may come from the presence of the Lord, 520) and
he may send Jesus Christ, who has before preached to you, (21) whom
heaven must retain®* until the time of the resioration of all things which
God has spoken, through the mouth of all his holy prophets, since the
world began.

Here, as in his former statement of the conditions of pardon, the
apostle makes no mention of faith. But, having labored, from the
beginning of his discourse, to convince his hearers, they necessarily
understood that his command, based as it was, upon what he had
said, implied the assumption that they believed it. A command
based upon an argument, or upon testimony, always implies the suffi-
ciency of the proof, and assumes that the hearer is convinced. More-
over, Peter knew very well that none would repent at his command
who did not believe what he had said; hence, in every view of the
case, he proceeded, naturally and safely, in omitting the mention of faith,

In the command “Reﬁnt and turn,’ the word “turn” expresses
something to be done subsequent to repentance. There is no way
to avoid this conclusion, unless we suppose that turn is equivalent to
repent; but this is inadmissible, because there could be no propriety
in adding the command turn, if what it means had been already ex-
pressed In the command repent. We may observe, that the term
reform, which some critics would employ instead of repent, would in-
volve the passage in a repetition not less objectionalff; To reform
and to turn to the Lord are equivalent expreesions, hence it would be
8 useless repetition to command men, Reform, and turn.

In order to a proper understanding of this passage, it is necessary
to determine the exact scriptural import of the term repent. The
most popular conception of its meaning is “godly sorrow for sin.”
But, according to Paul, “ godly sorrow works repentance in order to
salvation.”t Instead of being identical with repentance, therefore, it
is the immediate cause which leads to repentance. Paul says to the
Corinthians, in the same connection, * I\r:w I rejoice, not that you
were inade gorry, but that you sorrowed tc repentance.” This remark
shows that it is sorrow which brings men to repentance, and also
implies that there may be sorrow for sin without repentance. That
there is a distinction between these two states of mind, and that sor-
row for sin may exist without repentance, is also implied in com.
manding those on Pentecost who were already pierced to the Aeart
to repent. It is also evident from the case of Judas, who experience:i
the most intense sorrow for sin, but was not brought to repentance.
His feeling is expressed by a different tern in the original, which is

*Roceive 1eommon version) is the literal meaning of the original $¢lsedxs, but it {a cers

taioly used in the senso of retain. Hoaven had already received him; 1t »as yet to
vetain him, $ 8 Cor. vif: 30,
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never used to exprees the change which the gospel requires, and is
equivalent to regret, though sometimes, as in his case, it expresses
the idea of remorse. .

In thus tracing the distinction between “godly sorrow" and repent-
ance, we have ascertained the fact that repentance is produced by
sorrow for sin, and this must constitute one element in tﬁe definition
of the term. Whatever it is, it is produced by sorrow for sin. 1s it
not, then, reformation? Reformation is certainly produced by sorrow
for sin; but, as we have already observed, turning, which is equiva-
lent to reforming, is distinguished, in the text before us, from repenting.
The same distinction is elsewhere apparent. John the Immerser, in
requirinﬁ the people to “bring forth fruits meet for repentance,”
clearly distinguishes between repentance and those deeds of a re-
formed life which he styles fruits meet for repentance. With him,
reformation is the fruit of repentance, not its equivalent. The dis-
tinction is that belween fruit and the tree which bears it When
Jesus speaks of repenting seven limes a day,* he certainly means
something different from reformation; for that would require more
time. Likewise, when Peter required those on Pentecost to rcpent
and be immersed, if by the term repent he had meant reform, he
would certainly have given them time to reform before they were
immersed, instead of Immersing them immediately. Finally, the
original term is sometimes used in connection with such prepositions
as are not suitable to the idea of reformation. As a general rule it
is followed by amo, or ex, which are suitable to either idea; but in
2 Cor. xii: 21, it is followed by em: with the dative: * Many have not
repented, em: of the uncleanness, and fornication, and lasciviousness

ich they have committed.” Now men do not reform of their evil
deeds, neither will the preposition, in this case, bear a rendering
which would suit the term rqform*f Reform, then, does not express
the same idea as repent, but, as we have geen above, reformation is
the fruit or result of repentance.

Seeing now that repentance is produced by sorrow for sin, and re-
sults in reformation, we can have no further difficulty in ascertaining
exactly what it is; for the only result of sorrow for sin which leads
to reformation, is a change of the will in reference to sin. The etymo-
logical meaning of peravola is & change of mind; but the particular
tlement of the mind which undergoes this change is the will. Strictly
defined, therefore, repentance is a change of the will, produced by sor-
roa:({'or sin, and lead[:‘eng to reformation. If the change of will is not
produced by sorrow for ein, 1t is not repentance, in the religious sense
though it may be perawta, in the classic sense. Thus, Esau “foun
no place for ueravolag, a change of mind, though he sought it carefully
with tears.”’{ Here the word designates a change in the mind of
Isaac in reference to the blessing which he had already given to
Jacob; but this change did not depend upon sorrow for sin, hence
it was not repentance, and should not be so translated. Again, if the
change of will, though produced by sorrow for sin, is one which does
not lead to reformation, it is not repentance; for there was a change

¢ 1 Luk ii: 4.
4 B‘orutlroxovnmuon of this criticiam, I am indobted to my friend and brother, H. T,
Anderson. § Heb, :1
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in the will of Judas, produced by sorrow for gin, yet Judas did not
repent. The change in his case led to suicide, not to reformation;
it is, therefore, not expressed by uerawéw, but ()y perapbdopas.  Our
definition, therefore, is complete, without redundancy.*

We can now perceive, still more clearly than before, that in the
command, “Repent and turn,” the terms repent, and turn, express
two distinct changes, which take place in :ﬁe order of the words.
Their relative meaning is well expressed by Dr. Bloomﬁeldz who says
that the former dendtes “a change of mind,” the latter “a change
of conduct.” Mr. Barnes also well and truly remarks: “This expres-
sion (‘be converted,’) convexs an idea not at all to be found in the
original. It conveys the idea of passivity—BE converted, as if they
were to yield to some foreign influence that they were now resisting.
But the idea of being passive in this is not conveyed by the original
word. The word properly means to furn—to return to a path from
which one has gore astray; and then to turn away from sins, or to
forsake them.” That turn, rather than be converted, is the correct ren-
dering of the term, is not disputed by any competent authority; we
shall assume, therefore, that it is correct, and proceed to inquire what
Peter inwended to designate by this term.

As already observed, it designates a change in the conduct A
change of conduct, however, must, from the very necessity of the case,
have a beginning; and that beginning consists in the first act of the
better life. The command to turn is obeyed when this first act is per-
formed. Previous to that, the man has not turned; subsequent to it
be kas turned; and the act itself is the turning act. If, in turning
to the Lord, any one of a number of actions might be the first that
the penitent performed, the command to furn would not specially de-
signate any one of these, but might be obeyed by the performance
of either. But the fact is that one single act was uniformly enjoined
upon the penitent, as the first overt act of obedience to Christ, and
that was, to be immersed. This Peter's present hearers understood.
They had heard him say to parties like themselves, “Repent and
be immersed;” and the first act they saw performed by those who
signified their repentance, was to be immersed. When, now, he
commands them to repent and furn, they could but understand that
they were to turn as their predecessors had done, by being immersed.
The commands furn, and be immersed, are equivalent, not because the
words have the same meaning, but because the command “ Turn to
the Lord"” was uniformly obeyed by the specific act of being immersed.
Previous to immersion, men repented, but did not turn; afler immer.
sion, they had furned, and immersion was the furning act.

We may reach the same conclusion by another course of reasoning,
The command Zurn occupies the same position between repentance
and the remission of sins, in this discourse, that the command B¢ im-
mersed had occupied in Peter's former discourse. He then said,
“Repent and de tmmersed for the remiesion of sins;” he now says,
“Repent and turn that your sins may be blotted out” Now, when
his present hearers heard him command them to turn in order to the

# In porfecting this definition, T am indsbted to Prof. W. K. Pendloton, of Bothany Gobe
loge, St valuable suggoetions. !
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same blessing for which he had formerly commanded them to be
immersed, they could but understand that the generic word turn was
used with specific reference to immersion, and that the substitution
is founded on the fact that a penitent sinner turns to God by being
immersed.

This inbergeretation was first advanced, in modern times, by Alex-
ander Campbell, about thirty years ago, and it excited against him
then an opposition which still rages. The real ground of this oppo:
sition is not the interpretation itself, but a perversion of it. The word
convérsion being used in popular terminologi in the sense of a change
of Iwat;i when Mr. Campbell announced that the word incorrectly
rendered in this passage, be converted, means to turn to the Lord by
immersion, the conclusion was seized by his opponents that he rejected
all change of heart, and substituted immersion in its stead. He has
reiterated, again and again, the sense in which he employed the term
convert, and that the heart must be changed by faith and repentance

revious to the conversion or turning here commanded by Peter; yet
those who are determined upon doing him injustice still keep up the
wicked and senseless clamor of thirty years ago. The odium theo-
logicum, like the scent of musk, is not soon nor easily dissipated.
There are always those to whose nostrils the odor is grateful.

There are several facts connected with the use of the original term,
émworpbpw, in the New Testament, worthy of notice, It occurs thirty-
nine times, in eighteen of which it is used for the mere physical act
of turning or returning. Nineteen times it expresses a change from
evil to good, and twice‘:ﬁfrom good to evil, If the term convert, there-
fore, were retained as the rendering, a man could, in the scriptural
sense, be converted to Satan as well as to God. But de converted can
never truly represent the original, though it is so rendered six times
in the common version. The original is invariably in the active
voice, and it is making a false and pernicious impression on the En-

lish reader to render it by.the passive voice. If we render it truth-
ully by the term convert, we would have such readings as these:
“ Repent and convert;"” “lest they should see with their eyes, and hear
with their ears, and understand with their hearts, and should conver?,
and I should heal them,” etc. The absurdity of such a rendering
shows the necessity for some other term. In a correct version of the
New Testament, the expression de converted could not possibly occur;
for there is nothing in the original to justify it.

Not less worthy of observation is the fact, that while the change
called conversion 18 popularly attributed to a divine power, as the only

wer capable of effecting 1t, and it is congidered scarcely less than
Kfasphem to speak of a man converting another, or converting him-
gelf, yet t{le original word never does refer either to God, or Christ,
or the Holy Spirit, as its agent. On the contrary, in five of its nine-
teen occurrences in the sense of a change from evil to good, it is
employed of a human agent, as of John the Immerser, Paul, or some
brother in the Church;t and in the ;emaininiafourlecn instances, the
agent i8 the person who is the subject of the change. Thus, men may
be properly eaid to turn their fellows, yet the subjects of this act are

¢Gal. iv: 9; 3 Poter 1i: 2L, 1 Guko §: 16, 17 ; Acts xxvi: 18; James v: 19, 20,
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never said to be turned, but to turn to the Lord. The term invark
ably expresses something that the sinner is o do. These observations
show how immeasurably the term convert has departed, in popular
usage, from the sense of the original which it so falsely represents,
and how imperious the necessity for displacing it from our English
Bibles. The word turn corresponds to the original in meaning, in
usage, in inflections, and translates it unambiguously in every in-
stance.

Peter commands his hearers to repent and turn, in order to three
distinct objects: first, “That your sins may be blotted out;” second,
“That seasons of refreshing may come from the presence of the
Lord;” third, “That he may send Jesus Christ who was before
preached to you”” It is supposed, by the commentators generally,
that the last two events are contemplated Ly Peter as cotempora-
neous, 80 that the “seasons of refreshing'’ spoken of are those which
will take place at the second coming of Christ. That there will be
geasons of refreshing then, is true; but there are others more imme-
diately dependent upon the obedience here enjoined by Peter, to which
the reference is more natural. The pardon of sins and the gift of
the Holy Spirit, which were immediately consequent upon repentance
and immersion, certainly bring “eeasons of refreshing,” which might
well be made the subject of promise to hearers supposed to be trem-
bling with guilty apprehension. The reference of these words is,
doubtless, to the gift of the Spirit; for they occupy the same place.
here that the gift of the Spirt did in the former discourse. Then,
after repentance, immersion, and the remission of sins, came the

romise of the holy Spirit; now, after the same three, somewhat
ifferently expressed—i. ¢., repentance, turning to the Lord, and blot.
ting out of sins—comes the promise of “seasons of refreshing from
the presence of the Lord.” ey are, then, the fresh and cheering
enjoyments of him whose sins are forgiven, and who is taught to
believe that the presence of the approving Spirit of God is with him,

The third promise, that God would send Jesus Christ, who was
before preached to them, was dependent upon their obedience only
in 8o far as they would thus contribute to the object for which he
will come, to raise from the dead, and receive into glory, all who are
his. It is qualified by the remark, “whom heaven must retain until
the times of the restoration of all things of which God has spoken
by the mouth of all his holy prophets since the world began.” It
is difficult to determine the exact force of the term restoration in this
connection. It iz commonly referred to a state of primeval order,
purity, and happiness, which, it is supposed, will exist just previous
to the second coming of Christ}. But the apostle speaks of a restor
ation of all things of which God has spoken by the mouth of all
his holy prophets. Now, there are many things spoken of by the
prophets besides those which refer to the final triumphs of the truth,
and all these are included in the expression. Some of these things
will not consist, individually considered, in restoration; but in destruc-
tion. B8till, the prevailing object of all the things of which the prophets

¢ It is gratifying to cbeerve that the incipient version of tho American Bidble Untion cor.
mggmvfonmw ¥ Hackstt,
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have spoken, even the destruction of wicked nations and apostate
Churches, is to finally restore that moral sway which God originall
exerciged over the whole earth, It is doubtless this thought whic
suggested the term restoration, though reference is had to the fulfill-
ment of all the 1pl'ophet;iea which are to be fulfilled on earth. Not
till all are fulfilled will Christ come again.

22, 23. For the twofold purpoee of giving confirmation to the claims
of Jesus, and warning his hearers as to the consequences of rejecting
him, the apostle next introduces a well-known prophesy of Moses.
(22) “ For Moses, indeed, said to the fathers, A shall the Lord
your God raise up for you, from among {aour ﬁ::grm, like me: him
shall ye hear in all things, whatever he shall say to you. (23) And it
ehall come to pass that every soul who will not l?aar that prophet shall
be destroyed from among the people” Whether Peter was right in
applying this prophesy to Christ depends upon the likeness between
hun and Moses. This likeness may be traced in many subordinate
incidents of his history, but lies chiefly in that which distinguishes
both Moses and Christ from all other prophets. Moses was a deliv-
erer of his people, and an original lawgiver. No prophet had been
like him in these two particulars. The chief mission of the other
prophets, so far as their cotemporaries were concerned, wae to en-
force the law of Moses. But Christ had now come, eﬁeaking by his
own authority, offering & more glorious deliverance to the people than
that from Egypt, and issuing new laws for the government of men.
This proved that he, and he alone, was the prophet spoken of by
Moses, and Peter’'s hearers now perceive that the authority of Moses
himself binds them to the authority of Jesus,-and that they must
hear him, on the penalty of destruction if they refuse.

24. Not content with bringing to bear the testimony of Moses,
Peter adds to it the combined voices of all the propheta: (24) * 4nd,
indeed, all the prophets, from Samuel and those following in order, as
many as have spoken, have also foretold these days.” This declaration
is to be understood only of those prophets whose predictions are re-
corded in the Old Testament, for to these alone could Peter appeal in
proof of his proposition. It was conceded by the Jews, that all the
prophets had spoken of the days of the Messiah, and it was already

roved, by Peter's preceding remarks, that Jesus was the Messiah;
Kence the argument is now complete.

25, 26. Having completed his argument, in which the Meesiahs};i(r
of Jesus was demonstrated by the miraculous cure they had witnessed,
and by the testimony of al{ the prophets, from Moses and Samuel
down to Malachi, Peter next makes a powerful appeal to his hearers,
based upon their veneration for the fathers of their nation, and for the
covenant which God had made with them. (25) * You are the sons of
the prophets, and of the covenant which God made with our fathers, sa
ing to Abraham, And in thy seed shall all the kingdoms of the earth be
blessed. (26) Unto you first, God, having raised up his son Jesus, has
sent him to bless you, in turning away each one of you from his ini-
quities 'This was a tender appeal to their national sympathies, inade
more effective by the statement that to them .rsf, because of their

¢ Dout. xvili : 15-19.
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relation to the prophets and to Abraham, God had sent his risen Son
to bless them, before visiting the rest of the world. T

The use here made of the promise to Abraham shows the true in.
terpretation of it. It is to be fulfilled, according to Peter, in turning
living men away from their iniquities. Those only, therefore, who,
under the influence of the gospel, turn away from their iniquities,
can lay claim to the blessings contemplated in this promise. That
all the kindreds of the earth were to be blessed does not affect this