Herewith an explanation of 2 Cor. 3:18,
sent to Bro. Stracy by Br. Morton Edgar.
I do not think the explanation was his own,

but just passed on as a matter of interest.

-000-

I regret that it is incomplete, but is,

I think, sufficient to get the sense.



An explanation of 2 Cor. 3:18

In the Authorized Version this text reads:

“But we all, with open face, beholding as in a glass
the glory of the Lord, are changed into the same image
from glory to glory, even as by the spirit of the
Lord.”

The American Revised Version reads: “But we all,
with unveiled face, beholding as in a mirror the glory
of the Lord, are transformed into the same image from
glory to glory, even as from the Lord the spirit.”

In the margin an alternative translation is given:
“reflecting as in a mirror.”

It has been said that the word “reflecting” must
be rejected for three reasons: (1) grammatical form,
(2) context, and (3) doctrine. Let us examine these
three objections while presenting our explanation of
this important statement of the Apostle in 2 Cor. 3:18.

GRAMMATICAL FORM.

We are unqualified to pass an opinion under this
heading. We note that the word “beholding” is preferred
in the above two translations, but “reflecting” is used
in both Weymouth and Rotherham translation. Also in the
Cambridge Bible for schools and colleges, and in the
Devotional Commentary published b the Religious Tract
Society, the word “reflecting” is used. In addition to
its use in the margin of the American Revised Version,
“‘Reflecting” is the word used in the text of the
English Revised Version.

In the light of the foregoing, it is evident that
there is abundant scholarship of the highest order in
favor of the translation “Reflecting;” and “laymen,”
like ourselves must conclude that, so far as
“grammatical form” is concerned, the original Greek
word can be rendered “Reflecting.”

Moffatt’s translation reads: “We all mirror the
glory of the Lord.” In a note on this verse:



Rotherham comment: “If we could say so, “mirroring,”
both “receiving”, and reflecting.

Another eminent writer, J.H. McFayden, in the
Interpreters Commentary on the Epistles, although
himself preferring the word “beholding,” admits that
“reflecting” is possibly correct. He writes: “The word
KATOPTHIZOMENOY has been the subject of much dispute;
the two possible meanings are given in (English) margin
and text respectively - beholding and reflecting (as in
a mirror). The active voice must be determined by the
context.”

Context

When we examine the context, we find that the
apostle Paul is here contrasting the glory attending
the “ministration of death” (the Law) with the far
greater glory of the “ministration of the spirit” (the
Gospel), see verses 7 and 8 of 2 Cor. 3. However, there
is difference of thought as to the points of contrast
he is dealing with. We submit the following for the
consideration of our readers:

To understand the passage properly, it is
necessary to keep in mind that, one of the prominent
purposes, if not the main purpose of the Epistle, is
the vindication of the Apostle’s preaching and conduct.
Because it 1s necessary in the interests of the
Corinthians, the Apostle is in the epistle is making a
“fool” of himself by “boasting.” See 2 Cor. 11:16, 19,
23, etc.



Note particularly that the contrast between the
0ld and the new dispensation is incidental to this
“‘boasting.” This contrast, when rightly understood,
contributes to the Apostle’s personal vindication.
Consistently with this purpose (his teaching and his
personal vindication), the contrast he is here
presenting is not between Moses and Jesus, as is
generally understood, but rather, between Moses and
himself, as is indicated when he says: “We (Paul) use
great plainness of speech: and not as Moses...” (2 Cor.
3:12, 13).

In what respect does the Apostle contrast himself
with Moses? To answer this question, it is necessary to
refer to the narrative in Exodus 34:29-33. Here we read
that, when Moses appeared from communing with Jehowvah,
the children of Israel were at first afraid to approach
him because of his shining face. But he overcame their
fears, and with unveiled face talked with them. Then,
having with shining face delivered the message of
Jehovah, and not till then he put on the veil. (This is
an important point which is obscured by a wrong
translation in the Authorized Version, of Exod. 34:33.
This should read: “And when (not “till”) Moses had done
speaking with them, he put a veil on his face. That
this procedure of Moses was invariably followed may be
seen from the remaining Verses of the 34" chapter of
Exodus.




There is no reason given in Exodus as to why Moses
veiled his face; but the Apostle does not infer, as
many suppose, that Moses covered his face to hide the
reflected glory of the Lord which shone from his face.
Moses delivered his message while his face shone, and
the, having delivered his message, he covered his face
with the veil. The Apostle infers from this donning of
the veil immediately after the Divine message was
delivered, that she shining glory began thereafter to
gradually vanish, to fade away! The veil was put on for
the purpose of hiding this evanescence (2 Cor. 3:13).

Quoting from Moffatt’s translation, we read: “Such
being my hope then, I (Paul) am quite frank and open -
not like Moses who used to hang a veil over his face to
keep the children of Israel from gazing at the last
rays of a vanishing glory.” (2 Cor. 3:12, 13).

Moses, then, had something to hide, namely, the
fact that the glory of his countenance was a fading
glory. True “reflection” through the glory of his
countenance was of Jehovah'’s countenance, and
symbolizing as it did the glory of the Mosaic
dispensation, the reflection was not a lasting one, in
which it well represented the vanishing glory of the
Law dispensation.

The Apostle, on the contrary, had nothing to hide.
The Gospel he ministered was not transient but
permanent. It is the “everlasting Gospel” (Rev. 14:16).
Paul “reflected,” “mirrored” it continuously. His
opponents might accuse him of dishonorable practices,
but such accusations were false.



“Boasting” in the surpassing glory of the Gospel,
in the firm conviction t hat this glory will never face
to make way for another glory (as the glory of the
Mosaic Law had to make way for the everlasting glory of
the Gospel), the Apostle assures the Church at Corinth
that, unlike Moses, he had nothing to conceal. At the
risk of being accused of self-commendation, he preached
with confidence, frankness and courage.

True, his Gospel was veiled to some, but to those
only whose minds were blinded by the adversary (2 Cor.
4:3, 4). So far as his personal intentions were
concerned, Paul says: “I disown those practices which
vary shame conceals from view; I do not go about it
craftily; I do not falsify the word of God; I state
truth openly and so commend myself to every man’s
conscience before God.” (2 Cor. 4:2; Moffatt).

After verse 13 of 2 Cor. 3 the Apostle’s argument
proper would appear to be resumed in the 1%° verse of
the next, the 4% chapter, when he declares, seeing we
have this ministry (so much more glorious than that of
Moses), as we have received mercy, we faint not.”

There is another lesson which the metaphor of the
veil has stirred in the Apostle’s mind, and he pauses
long enough to give it expression. It was not from the
Israel of Moses’ day only, that the transience of the
Law dispensation was veiled - it was veiled from the
Israel of the Apostle’s day also. And this lesson, by
the slight variation in the metaphor of “the wveil”,
Paul proceeds to press. “Even unto this day,” he
declares, etc.) 1s upon their hearts (2 Cor. 3:15). And
thus they still think of their Covenant of the Law as
permanent. It is only when anyone of them turns to
recognize Christ, that the veil is taken away. They
then recognize that the glory of the 0l1d Covenant is
fading glory, not everlasting.



This happy thought, that others besides himself
had the veil removed from their eyes, suggests to the
Apostle yet another contrast: The old Law Covenant was
ministered by a single man, Moses; but the New (Law)
Covenant is to be ministered by the entire membership
of the Christ, Head and Body. This thought is contained
in his words: “We all (all who have consecrated to
follow Jesus Christ even unto death) with unveiled
face, behold, reflect, mirror, the glory of the glory
of the Lord.” (2Cor. 3:18).

In their consideration of this passage of 2 Cor.
3:18, some hold the thought that the Apostle does not
here refer to a veil which may have been lifted from
our eyes, but rather, with their understanding that
Moses and Jesus are being contrasted, they believe that
Paul is referring to the “unveiled face of our Master
Jesus Christ.” But we think we have proved in the
foregoing paragraphs that our Lord Jesus and Moses are
not being contrasted - that the contrast is, in the
first place, between Moses and Paul, and, in the second
place, between Moses and the church-members.

In this view of the context, it indeed does appear
that Paul refers to the veil, now happily removed,
which covered our hearts in former days (His words in
the 15 verse are “...the veil is upon their heart”).
We might therefore have expected him to say: We all
with unveiled hearts. But the metaphor of the veil is
not worked out with strict consistency, but is varied
somewhat in the same ways as the metaphor of “the
epistle” earlier in the chapter (2 Cor. 3:1-5). There,
it will be seen, “the epistle” is, in one place, said
to be written on the Apostle’s heart (verse 2), while
in another place it is said to be written on the hearts
of the Corinthians themselves (verse 3), yet his
meaning is easily to be understood.



So here, in the 3*® chapter of 2™ Corinthians
where the “veil” is spoken of, it is said to be on the
face of Moses (v.13), and then it is said to be on the
heart of Israel (verse 15). Nevertheless the thought of
the Apostle is clear.

Just as Moses reflected the glory of the 0ld
dispensation, so did Paul reflect the grater glory of
the New. And just as Moses reflected the glory of the
0ld dispensation, so do we, the church, reflect the
greater glory of the New.

(Here the page is torn off...)



(Here it goes on)

words are in doctrinal conflict, they claim, and must
therefore mutually exclude each other.

In this view, the ones “beholds” remains passive;
the change which takes place in the “beholder” is
clearly the result, not from anything he did, but from
the influence of the One beheld. On the other hand,
such reason, “To reflect” is an active accomplishment,
it is an activity accomplished by the “reflector” and,
therefore, his transformation, resulting as it does
from his own efforts, must be attributable to the
individual himself. Those who thus reason claim that
the translation “reflecting” must be rejected. It is in
conflict with the general tenor of Scripture, they say,
because the Word of th Lord teaches that our
transformation is “all of grace.”

To our understanding, however, “beholding” and
“reflecting” are complementary, not conflicting. It is
impossible to “behold”, in the truest sense, without
faithfully “reflecting”. The faithfulness of the
reflection is always a certain indication of the
clarity of the vision. Nay, more than this, a true
reflection is the only certain indication of it. Where
Christ is not reflected, it is reasonable to conclude
that he is not beheld. “I will show thee my faith (and
my clearness of vision) by my works - by my reflecting

(Here the page is torn off)
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An explsnation of 2 Cor.3:18
In the Authorized Version ef this text reads:
"sut we all, with open face, beholding as in
a glass the glory of the Lord, are changed
into the same image from giory to glory,
even as by the spirit of the Lord."”
The American Revised Versgion reads: "But

we sll, with unvelled face, Denolding as in
a mirror the glory of the Lord, are trans-
formed into the same lmage from glory to
glory, evsn as from the Lord the spirit."

In the morpin an alternative transiation is
given: "refleeting es in a mirror."

It hes veen neld thut tins word “"reflect-
ing" must be rejected for three reasons: (1)
gramatical form, {(2) conbtext, and (3) doc-
trine. Let usg examine these Lhree objsction
while prssenting our explansation of this
important statement of tne Apostle in 2 Cor.
3:18.

GRAMMATLOAL FOURW «

we are ungualified To pass an opinion
under this heading. we note thuat the word
"beholding" is preferred in the above two
translations; but "reflscting” is ussed in
both weymouth snd Rotuheraam translation. Alst
in the Canbridge Bible for sciivols and
colleges, sud in the Devoilonal Commentay
published by the Keliglious Trect Socidy, the
word "reflecting" is used. 1In addition to
1te use in tne margin of tihe American Re-
Vigea Version, '"meflecting' is the wourd used
in the text of thne knglieh Revised Verzsion.

In the lignt of the foregving, it is
evident thst there is asbundant scholarship
of the highest order in faveur of the trsns-— -
lation "Reflecting;" and 'laymen," like our-
gselves must conclude that, so far as "gramm
tiegl form" is concerned, the original Greek
word can be r endered "Reflecting."”

loffatt'e translation rea ds: "we all
mirror the glory of the Lord.” In a note
on this verse:



Rotherham comment: “If we could say so,
"mirporing," both “receiving", and reflect-
ing.

Ancther esminent writer, J.E. McFayden,
in the Interpresters Commentrery on the
Epistles, although himself preferring the
word "“beholding," admits that “"reflect-
ing" is possibly correct. He writes:
"The word KATOPTHIZOMENUY has bsen the
subject of much dispute; the two possible
maanings sre given in (English) marsin
and text respectively - Deholding snd
reflgeting (as in a mirror). The sctive
Voice must be determined by the context."

Context

fihen we examine the context, we find
that the apostle Paul is here contrasting
the zlopy attending the "ministrstion of
desth" (the Law) with the far greater
Zlory of the "ministration of the spirit"
(the Gospel), sece verses 7 and 8 of 2
Cor. 3. However, there is difference cof
thought as to the points of contrast he
is dealing with. Wwe submit the following
for the consideration of our readers:

Teo understand the passage
properly, it is necessary to kesep in
mind thst, one of the prominent purposes,
if not the main purpose of the Epistle,
is the vindigation of the Apcstlglsi

reaching and conduct. DBecause 3
iecegsary'in the interests of the Cor-

inthians, the Apostle is in this epistle ¢
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making a"focl of himsclf Dy "boasting."
See 2 Cere. 1l:l0, 19, 23, etc

Note perticulsrly that the
contrast between the old gnd the new dis-
pengation is incidental to this "boasting.'
This contrast, when rightly anderstood,
contributes to tae Apostle's personal
vindication. Consistently with thés
purpose (his teaching snd his personal
vindication), Yhe contrast he is nere
Presenting is not petween ¥oses and Jesus,
as is generally understood; but rether, bet
between Moses snd nimself, as is indica-
ted when he says: "we (Faul) use gZraat
blainness of specch: end not as Moses,.."

(P Cor. 3. d-l'-" 1S2e

In what respect does the Apos-
tle contrust himself with Moses? To
angwer this gquestion, it is necsssary to
refer to tihe nattative in Lxodus 34:99 =
35, Here we rgad that, wnen Moses appsar-
ed from comruning with Jehovah, the
children of Israsl were at first afraid
tu spproach him becauss of his chining

sces But he overceme thelr fears, and

ﬂl% -uaveiled fage talked with them.
nen, n&aving with shirin 7 face delivered
the message of Jehovah, ang not £ill_ then
hs put on the veil. (This 1Ts an important
Point which is obscured by z wrong trans-—
letion in the Authorizad Varsion, of
Txod. 34:33. Thils should resd: "and when
(not "til 1”1 Moses had doné speaking
with them, he put z vgil on his face.
That this procedure of Moses was invariabdly
followed may be seen from the remalning
Veprses of this 34th chapter of Exodus.
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There is no reasson given in
Bxodue as to why Moses veiled his face;
out the Apostle doss not infer , as
many supposey thet Moses covered his
face to hide the reflscted glory of the
Lord which snone Trom his facs. lMoses
delivered his nicssage while iz fzes
shone, znd then, heving delivered uis
messaze, he covered ais face with the
vails. The Apostle infers from this
donning of the veil immediately after
the Divine message was delivered, that
the shining zlory begsn thereaftsr to
gradaslly vanish, to fade awayl The veil
was put on for the purposs of hidingthis
avanescence. (2 Cor. 3:13).

Juoting from Moffatt's trang-
laticn we reed: "Such being my hope
then, I (Paul;, sm quite Ffrank snd open -
not like Moses who used to hesng a veil
over hies fzce %o kecep the children of
Isrgel from gezing st the ls=st reys of
& vznishing glory." (2 Cor. 3:12 y 13).

o Yoses, then, had romething te
hide, nemelys the fect thst the glory of
Dls counteuance was uw fading glory. Tone
"reflection" through the glory of his
countensnce wes of Jehovah's countenancs,
and symbolising gs it did ths zlory of ti
Mossie dispensation, the reflection was
not g lasting one, in which it well re-
Bresentsd the vanishing zlory of the Law
dispensation.

_ The Apostls, on the contrary,
hsd nething to nide. The Gospel he
ministersd was not transient but permane
It is the "everlasting Gospsl" (R&v.lé‘
1&). Paul "reflected," “mirpropred" it“.
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continuously. His opponeats wmizht sccuse
him of dishonourable practicea, but sich
accusstions were false.

”Boasting; in Lhe surpsssing
glory of the JospseliPthe firm convietion
that this zlory will hever fade to mske
way for asnother glory (as the glory of
the Kosaic gesze: Law had to make way Tor
the everlasting glory of the Gospel), the
Apostls ascures the Church at Corinth that,
unliks Moses, he had nothing to coneesal.

At the risk of beinz accussd of gelf-
Commendstion, he preached with confidence,
frenkness, snd coursgs.

Trus, his Cospel was veiled to
Some, but to thoss only whose minds were
blinded by tne adverssry (2 Cor.4:3,4). So
far ss his personzl intenticns were cuneern-
ed, Paul ssys: "I disown those uractices
which very shame coneeals from view; I do
not go sbout it craftily; I do not false
ify the word of God; I state truth openly
and 50 commend myself to every man's con-—
science pefore God." (2 Cor. 4:%; Moffatt).

After verse 135 of 2 Cor. 3 the
Apostlie's argument proper would appesr to
be resumed in the lst verss of the next,
the 4th chspter, when he declares, seecing
We heve this ministry (so much more zlorious
than that of Moses), as we have received mere
C¥y we fz=int not."

Therc ies another lesscn which
the metephor of the vell has stirred in
the Apostle's and, and he pauses long
enougzh to give'dxpression. It was not from
the Israecl of Moses' day only, toat the
transience of the Law dispensation was
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Velled - 1t was veiled from the ¢

of the Apostle's day also. And tﬁggael
lesson, oy ths slight varistion in the
Metaphor of “the veil", Paul proceeds to
"Drass. “Evgu unto this day," he declares,
when Moses is read, the veil (of prejudice
et?; is upon Lheir nearts (2 Cor. 3:138). '
And thus they still think of their Qove-
enant of the Law as permanent. 1t i= only
wilgn ahiyone of them turns to racommige
Christ, that tas veil is taken awég. They
then recognise that the Zlory of the Cla
Covenant is & fading glory, not everlasting,

This happs thouxnt. thet others pe-
S8ides himss1lf hal had the veil premoved
from thelr eyes, suguests to the Apostle yet
ancther contrast: ‘he old Law Covenant
was ministered LY & single man, doses; ovut
the [fiw (Law) Covensnt is to Se ministered
0y the wntire mecersnip of the Christ,
Head and pody. This thought is contained
in his words: "#& all (all %8s who have
consecrated to follow Jesus Christ sven
unto deasth) with unvelled fages Pahold,
reflech, mirrer, vhe glory of ihs Jlory
of the Lord."” (2 Cor. 35:18j.

In their consideration of this
assage of 2 Sor.3:18, sone hold the
ghougnt that the Apostle doss nol hsrs
refer to & veil which may have been lifted
from our syes, but ratnsr, witn their
understanding that Mosez and Jesus are
being contrasted, they Lelisve that Paul
is pefeorring to the "unveilsd face of our
Master Jesus Christ." sSut we think we
heve proved in ths foregolng psragraphs
that our Lord Jesus and Moses ars not
beinsz contrssted - that tae contrast ig,
in the first plasce, betwesn Moses and Paul,
send, in the sscond plece, Detwesn Moses
and the church-memberse.
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In this view of the contexi, 1t

indeed does appear thal Paul refers to
the veil, now happily removed, wnich
covered our hesrts in formepr deys (dis
words in the 1lbth verse sre "....the veil
is upon their hsert"). #¢ might therefore
heve expexted him to say: We z2ll with
unveiled hearts. out the metaphor of

the veil is not worked oulb with strict
consistsncy, but is varied somewhat in

the same say a= the mebtezphor of "the epiath
garlier in the chapter (2 Cor. 3:1=-3).
There, it will be seen, *theapiatle“ is,
in one plsce, ssid to bc written on the
Apost lq 2 nﬂaru (verse 2)s wbiles in
enciher place 1t ls salde to be written

on the hgartz of the Corinthisns themsclves
(verse 3), yet his meaning is essily to

0g underastood.

So here, in the 373 chaptsr of
<nd Qorinthians where the "veil" is spoken
ofy it is szid tu bs on the Pree of
Mosss (v.13), and then it is szid Lo ve
on the heart of lsrasl (verse 15). Never-
theless the ituought of the Apostls is
clasr.

Just &s Moses reflacted the glopy
of the Qlé dispensation, sc did Paul pre-
flect the greaster glopy of the New. And
just as Huses reflescted the glory of the
Old Dispensatlon, so do we, the church,
reflsct the zreater glory of the New.

(Here, ths psge is
torn off).
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words ere in doetrinal conflict, thcy
¢leim, and must therefore mutually sxclude
gach other.

In this view, the one whc "bsholde”
Tamains passive; the ¢change which takes
olace in the"bsanolder'is clesrly the
result, not frum snything he did, bLut
from ths inflasnce of the Une behdld. Ou
the other nsnd,such reason, "To reflect"
ig =n active accomplisnment, it is an
activity accomplisied by the "reflsctor” an
and, therefore, his transfcermation, re-
sulting as it doss from nis own elfurts,
must bg attrivutadls to the individuasl
himeslf. Tohose who thus ressaon claim
thatthe transistion “"reflectinz" must De
pajectad. 1t 1s in conflict with the
ganeral tenor of Beripture, they say,
becsuse the wWord of the Lord iesches that
eur transformetion is "sll of zrsce.”

To our understsnding, howsver, "ue-
holding" and "reflecting’ are complementary,
not cgonflicting. 1t is impossibdle to

"bencld”, in the truest sense, without
Taitnfully "reflscting”. The fsitihlfulness
of the reflection is alwsys a certain
indication of the clarity of the vision.
Nay, more than this, a trae reflection is
the only certein indication of it. #hers
Christ is not rpeflected, it is ressonable
to conclude tnat he 1s not veheld. "1 will
ehow thee my faith (and my cleasrnsss uf
Vision; vy my works = by my reflecting

(Here the page is torn off)



