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GENERAL PREFACE 

BY THE EDITOR. 

IIMONG the many valuable contributions with which 
the scholars and theologians of Germany have 
enriched the literature of New Testament exegesis, 
the Kritisch-exegetischer Kom1nentar ilber das Neue 

Testament of Dr. Meyer has been pronounced by the almost 
unanimous verdict of competent judges the best, as it is unques­
tionably the most careful and elaborate, work of its kind. • The 
title indicates with sufficient clearness its distinctive character 
as at once critical and exegetical, although the former element 
stands in subordination to the latter. The critical remarks pre­
fixed to each chapter present a lucid statement of the evidence 
with reference to all questions of any moment affecting the 
constitution of the text, and are especially valuable for the 
concise explanations which they give of the probable origin of 
the various readings, and of the grounds which, in a conflict of evi­
dence and of critical opinion, have determined Dr. 1\1eyer's own 
judgment. But, terse and discriminating as is its textual criti­
cism, a still higher value belongs to the exegesis which forms the 
pith and marrow of the book. While there are many com­
mentaries of more or less excellence which occupy themselves 
with the theological import of Scripture, with popular exposition 
or with homiletic illustra.tion,and others which are largely devoted 
to historical criticism-as it is called, although it is in reality too 
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often mere arbitrary speculation-Dr. Meyer has chosen and 
has steadily cultivated the special field of exegesis pure and 
simple. His sole aim is to ascertain the grammatical and 
historical meaning of Scripture in accordance with the legitimate 
principles, and in the use of the proper resources, of interpreta­
tion, leaving the result thus obtained to be turned to due account 
by the theologian, the preacher, or the critical inquirer for their 
respective purposes. That the primary sense of Scripture can 
be rightly arrived at only by the method of grammatico-historical 
interpretation, is now admitted on all hands; and it is acknow­
ledged that all Christian theology must rest on the foundation 
of sure and solid exegesis. The theologian must presume the 
processes, and must accept the assured results, of interpretation; 
nor can the preacher be regarded as duly equipped for his work, 
unless he is able to draw directly from the fountain-head­
integros accedere fontes atque haurire - arid to quicken and 
deepen his Christian insight by fresh and daily renewed study 
of the living word. 

In this, as in other departments of science, the best results 
have been attained by dividing labour and specialising research, 
and Dr. Meyer has, by the concentration of his energies for up­
wards of forty years on the exegetical study of the New Testa­
ment, made the field essentially his own. The Commentaries on 
the Gospels, on .Acts, and on the Epistles to the Romans, Corin­
thians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, and Phile­
mon proceed from his own hand, and have all of them been 
revised and enlarged in successive editions-several even a fifth 
time. For the completion of the work on the same general plan 
be called in the services of able colleagues-Dr. Liinemann for 
the Epistles to the Thessalonians and Hebrews, Dr. Ruther for 
the Pastoral and the Catholic Epistles, and Dr. Diisterdieck for 
the Apocalypse. The labours of Meyer in New Testament exe­
gesis may be regarded as correlative and complementary to those 
of Winer in New Testament Grammar. While Winer rescued 
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the grammar of the New Testament idiom from the dogmatism 
and caprice which had prevailed before his time, and rendered it, 
in the confident but just language of his title-page, "the sure1 

foundation of New Testament exegesis," he dealt, from the nature 
of the case, merely with the isolated phenomena as illustrations. 
Meyer undertook the task of applying the same principles and 
methods to the interpretation of the New Testament as a whole. 
This work he has accomplished with rare exegetical tact and 
unrivalled philological precision. ,ve say, unrivalled; for­
without derogating from the merits of other labourers in the 
same field, and without denying the excellence more especially 
of various recent monographs formed after his model-it.may 
safely be affirmed that his work remains, in its own line and 
in its most characteristic features, unequalled. The only book 
which, as covering the same ground, may be fairly brought into 
comparison with it is the "Kurzgefasstes exegetisches Handbuch 
zum N euen Testament" of de W ette-a masterpiece of exegetical 
skill, unquestionably well entitled to a place by its side. . Each 
work has its own special excellences ; and no one has acknow­
ledged the merits of Meyer more frankly than de W ette himself, 
who repeatedly refers, as does also Meyer on his part, to the help 
which each derived from the labours of the other-to the can• 
dour with which they accepted, or the fairness with which they 
controverted, as the case might be, each other's views-and who 
pronounced Meyer, even at the outset of his exegetical career, 
an expositor distinguished by thoroughness (Grtindlichkeit), 
correct perception, and sure judgment. The Handbook of de 
W ette is marked by a singular power of condensation and 
felicity of clear and terse expression; but the Commentary of 
Meyer is superior in philological accuracy, and in the fulness 
with which it sets forth not only the grounds on which his own 

1 Mr. Moulton, in his most accurate and admirable translation of Winer, omits 
the word "sure," probably deeming it Uil.llecessary BllY longer to affirm whai 
nobudy now denies. 
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interpretation rests, but also the reasons which may be urged 
in support of, or in opposition to, the interpretations of others­
a feature which gives special value to it as a practical discipline 
for the student of exegesis. And-independently of other con­
siderations-the work of Dr. Meyer possesses the marked ad­
vantage of having undergone to a much greater extent successive 
revisions at the hands of its author, and has thus been enriched, 
not only by the working in of results gathered in the interval 
from the labours of others, but also by the ample fruits of the 
author's own more extended experience and more mature judg­
ment. The first part of de W ette's Handbook appeared in 1836, 
and it was completed in 1848, while his death took place in 
1849. The first part of Dr. Meyer's Commentary appeared in 
1832, and it has ever since been receiving alterations and addi­
tions down to the spring of the present year. No doubt the 
work of de W ette has been reissued, since his death, in variou!l 
editions by able and careful scholars, such as Bruckner, Messner, 
and Moeller. But in this case we have no assurance, that the 
manipulation which the work has undergone is such as would 
have been approved by the mature judgment of the author, or 
even that it may be consistent with his known principles and 
views. Indeed, a lately reissued part of the work-the Commen­
tary on Acts, as edited by Overbeck-presents a flagrant instance 
to the contrary. For Dr. Overbeck has not only made additions 
of his own, which amount to nearly two-ihirds of the whole 
book, but-with a liberty, which in this country we should deem 
wholly unwarrantable, and strangely disrespectful to the memory 
of a man so distinguished as de W ette-he has overlaid the 
original work with a running commentary of tedious minuteness, 
written in support of critical views, to which de W ette had, in 
the preface to his own last edition, declared himself wholly 
opposed.1 In Dr. Meyer's case, on the other hand, wa have the 

1 De Wette's words-sufficiently remarkable-are to this effect: "That I have 
not entered more at length into a refutation of the destructive criticism of Baur, 
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latest judgments of the great exegete himself, as he passes under 
review the fresh contributions to the literature of the subject, 
and in their light re-examines his earlier positions, and recalls, 
modifies, or vindicates anew his conclusions. Nothing indeed is 
more remarkable in connection with Dr. Meyer's work than the 
results furnished by a comparison of its successive editions, a.q 

evincing the diligence with which he read and digested every 
new academic dissertation that might throw light on his subject, 
the impartiality and truth-loving spirit with which bis mind 
remained open to fresh light and was ready to change or 
modify its interpretation wherever there seemed due ground, 
and the assiduous care with which he revised every sentence. 
The interleaved sheets-at present in my possession-shewing 
the corrections and additions made by Dr. Meyer on the fourth 
edition in preparation for the fifth, furnish, in their MS. erasures 
and copious marginal annotations, even a more striking illus­
tration of the extent and variety of this alteration than the 
subjoined specimen, taken ad aperturam, in which I have under­
lined the portions changed.1 This constant process of alteration 

may possibly occasion disappointment in some quarters ; but, besides that it 
would have required more space tlian I have at my<lisposal, I deem such a refutation 
superfluous. Extravagant criticism of this sort nullifies itself; and the only 
benefit arising from it is, that by exceeding all bounds it awakens the feeling of 
a necessity for imposing self-restraint." In the face of this condemnation Dr. 
Overbeck has supe1induced on the work of <le Wette an elaborate treatise carrying 
out in detail that very criticism, and thereby-whatever might under other 
circumstances be its value-fundamentally altering the stan<lpoint and perverting 
the character of the book. The pleas by which he attempts to vinilicate his course 
are wholly ina<lequate to justify so unprecedented a violation of the respect due 
to a great name and a great book, as is the publication, under cover of a new 
edition, of views diametrically opposed to the last judgment of the author. 

1 Rom. v. i. The underlining shows the extent of the alterations. 
Foui·th Edition. Fifth Edition. 

V. 1.1 Oii• folgert aus dem ganzen vori- V. 1.1 Oii• folgert ans dem gnnzen vori-
gen Abschnitt 3, 21-4, 25, und zwarfor- gen Abschnitt3, 21-4, 25, uml zwar for• 
mell so weiterfiihr 3nd, <lass o,Ka,w8in<s mell so weiterfiihrend, class O<Ka,w0ines 

1 Ueber V. 1-8. s. Winzer Commentat. Lips. 1 Ueber V. 1-8. s. ·.Winzer Commcntat. Lips. 
1632. 1832. Ueber das i:anze Kap., Stalling Bl'i­

tt:i.~e z. 'Exl·~~se d. Paul. Hridl'. L,~,Lt. lSG!J p 
~ tl~ 
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and addition serves to account, in a great measure, for the some­
what awkward form of many of the sentences, broken up as 
they are by subsequent parenthetical insertions, or prolonged by 
the appending of fresh clauses not contemplated at the outset. 

Fourth Edition. 
gleich nach oul. -r'l}v o,Kalwo-w -IJµ.. mit 
siegbaftem N achdrucke wieder an die 
Spitze tritt. In welcher begliickende1i 
Heilsgewissheit die Glaubigen vermoge 
ibrer durch den Glauben eingetretenen 
Recbtfertigung (ou.,a,wfJlvus) sich be­
tinden (nicht ibre Heiligung, wie Rothe 
will), soll nun geschildert werden. -
Eip71v71v tx. 1r. -r. 0Eov] Der Gerecht­
fertigte ist nicht mehr in dem Verbalt­
nisse eines Menschen, dem Gott feind 
sein muss und ist (lx_fJpos e,ou, V. 9 f.) 
sondern Frieden (nicht allgemein : 
Befriedigung, Geniige, wie Th. Schott 
meint) hat er in seinem Verhaltnisse 
zu Gott. Es ist der Friede, der im 
bewnssten objectiven Zustande der 
Versohnung besteht, das Gegentheil des 
Zustandes, in welchem man dem gott• 
lichen Zorne verfallen ist. Mit der 
Rechtfertigung tritt dieser Friede als 
sofortige und dauernde Falge derselben 
ein. Daher OLKatwOlvus - tJ<.oµEv 
(vrgL Act. 9, 31. Job. 16, 33. ). Und 
durch Christum (Iha. -roii Kuplou etc.) 
ist dieser Eesitz vermittelt, was sich 
zwar von selbst versteht, aber nacb der 
Starke und Fiille der eigenen Glau­
benserfahrung des Ap. sebr natiirlich 
noch besonclers hervortritt, um an diese 
objective Ursache des Friedensstandes 
wie triumpbirend auzukniipfen, was 
wir ibr hinsichtlich des fraglichen 
Punktes zu verdanken haben V. 2. -
1rp6s (von der ethifchen Beziehung, 
Bernkardy p. 265.) wie Act. 2, 47. 
24, 16. Vrgl. Herodian. 8, 7. 8.: <ivr! 
1ro>-..iµou µlv ,lp-fJv71v txovus 1rpos fJeous. 

Plat. PoL 5. p. 465. B. : elp-fJ•·1• 1rpos 

Fifth Edition. 
gleich nach o,a r'l}v o,Kalwo-w 71µ. mit 
sieghaftem N achdrucke wiecler an die 
Spitze tritt. In welcher begliickenden 
Heilsgewu;sheit die Glaubigen vermoge 
ihrer durch den Glauben eingetretenen 
Rechtfertigung sich befinden, sol! 
nun naher dargelegt, nicht aber soil 
ermahnt werden (Hojm. nach der 
Lesart tx_wµEv), "unser Verhaltniss zu 
Gott ein Friedensverhaltniss sein zu 
lassen" (durcb Glaubensleben), wobei 
der N achdruck, welcher <loch off en bar 
zuniichst auf O<KatwfJ. und dann auf 
Elp-fJv71v rubt, auf Ota. -roii ,cuplou 71µ. 'I. 
X. liegen soil. - elp-fJv71v fx. 1r. r. 
0Eov] Der Gerechtfertigte befindet sich 
nicht mebr in dem Verhaitnisse eines 
Menschen, dem Gott feind sein muss 
nnd ist (lx_0pos 0,ou, V, 9 f.), sondern' 
Frieden (nicht allgemein: Bejriedigung. 
Geniige, wie Th. Schott meint) besitzt 
er in seinem Verhaltnisse zu Gott.' 
Das ist der Friede, der im bewussten 
objectiven Zustande der Versohnung 
besteht, das Gegentheil des Zustandes, 
in welchem man dem gottlichen Zorne 
und dem sensus irae verfallen ist. Mit 
der Rechfertlgung tritt dieser Friede 
als sofortige und dauern<le Falge der· 
selben ein. 1 Daher O<Ka,wfJivus­
txoµev (vrgl. Act. 9, 31. Joh. 16, 33. ). 
Und durch Ckri,;timi (o,a. rou Kuplou 
etc.) als den ,lp71voiro,ds, ist ihm 
dieses pacem obtinere (Bremi ad Isocr." 
Archid. p. lll.) vermittelt, was sich 
zwar von selbst versteht, aber nach der 
Starke und Fiille der eigenen Glau­
benserfahrung des Ap. sehr natilrlich 
noch besonders wieder hervortritt, um 

1 Vrgl. Do,·ner d. Rcchr,0 1-t. <lurch d: 
Glanben p. 12: ( 
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In estimating the character and value of Dr. Meyer's work, it 
is essential that we should always bear in mind the precise 
standpoint from which it is written. That is simply and solely, 
as we have already indicated, the standpoint of the exegete, who 
endeavours in the exercise of his own independent judgment to 
arrive, by the use of the proper means, at the historical sense of 
Scripture. His object is not to seek support for the doctrines, 
nor does he bind himself or regulate his operations by the defini­
tions or decisions of any particular Church. On the contrary, he 
reaches his results by a purely exegetical process, and places 
them, when so found, at the disposal of the Chmch. Under 
these circumstances, it is not perhaps surprising that these re­
sults do not in all respects accord with the traditional interpre­
tation, or with the received doctrines, of the Church to which 
he belonged (the Lutheran). But as little is it surprising, on the 

Fourth Edition. 
aXX,iXous o! li.v3pes ILEouo-.v. Legg. 12. 
p. 955. B. Ale. I. p. 107. D. Nicht zu 
verwechseln mit dem gi:ittlich gewirk• 
ten innern Frieden (von welcheu1 Phil. 
4, 7. elpi,v11 rov 0,oO zu fassen ist, vrgl. 
Kol. 3, 15.) ; sondern dieser ist das 
subjective Correlat des objectiven elpiw71 
'll"pOS T. 0e6v, 

Fifth Edition. 
an diese objective Ursache des Fried, 
ensstandes wie triumphirend anzu. 
kniipfen, was wir ihr hinsichtlrch de, 
fraglicher Pu.nktes zu verdanken haben 
V. 2. Um so weniger ist Grunu. 
vorhanden, a,a. -rov Kuplou etc. an 
ElpiJv11v anzuschliessen (Stolting); es 
gehi:irt wie 'lrpos r. 0e6v nach der Stel· 
lung von tx_oµev zu diesem 1.V orte. -
1rpds ( von der ethischen Bezielmug, 
Bernhardy p. 265.) wie Act. 2, 47. 
24, 16. Vrgl. Herodian. 8, 7. 8: avrl 
1ro'Alµou µlv elpiJv71v lxovTEs 1rpos lhov,. 
Plat. l'ol. 5. p. 465. B. : elpiJv11v .,,.pl,s 
ciXXiJXous o! li.v3pes 1/.~oucnv. Leg~. 12. 
p. 955. B. Ale. I. p. 107. D., X,·noph. 
u. A. Nicht zu verwechseln iiiit"Je'iii 
gi:ittlich gewirkten Gemiithszustand des 
Seclenfriedens, von welchem Phil. 4, 7. 
<lpiJv11 rov 0,oO zu fassen ist, vrgl. 
Kol. 3. 15.; sondern dieser ist das sub­
jective Correlat des objectiven Verh,ilt­
nisses der ,lpiJv71, we'tche wir 1rpos -r. 

0,6v haben, obwohl rnit letzten'r un­
trennbar verbunden. 
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other hand, that the longer Dr. Meyer prosecuted the study of 
Scripture from his own standpoint, the closer was the approxi­
mation of his general results to the conclusions embodied in the 
great Confessions of the Protestant Church. Some petulant critics, 
indeed, who seem slow to give to any that differ from them 
credit for that love of the truth to which they themselves lay 
claim, have sneered at the comparatively conservative and ortho­
dox issues of bis later exegesis ; but no one bas ventured openly 
to affirm that these issues were reached otherwise than by the con­
sistent and conscientious application of his exegetical principles. 
The general result in Dr. Meyer's case-which is only what 
may be reasonably expected, unless we are to suppose that the 
great body of earlier interpreters have studied Scripture wholly 
in vain-coincides with the well-known statement of Winer, that 
"the controversies among interpreters have usually led back to 
the admission that the old Protestant views of the meaning of 
Scripture are the correct ones." 1 If the study of this book is 
.fitted to supersede a mere blind attachment to foregone conclu­
sions, it is no less adapted to counteract the too prevalent tend­
ency in our own day to empty Scripture of all definite and 

1 In the Preface to the fourth edition of his Commentary on Romans, issuecl 
in 1865, 1leyer has some interesting remarks as to the phases of opinion which 
had come ancl gone ( or nearly so) wiLhin his own experience. "We older men," 
he says, '' have seen the day when Dr. Paulus and his devices were in vogue; he 
died without leaving a disciple behincl him. We passed through the tempest 
raised by Strauss some thirty years ago; and with what a sense of solitariness 
might its author now celebrate his jubilee ! ~ e saw the constellation of Tiihingen 
arise, and, even before Baur departed hence, its lustre had waned. A fresh ancl 
firmer basis for the truth which had been assailed, and a more complete appre· 
hension of that truth-these were the blessings which the waves left behind; and 
so will it be when the present surge has passed a.way. ,v1iat Strauss says by 
way of censure on Schleiermacher-that he hacl himself lashed with cords to the 
mast of faith in Christ, in order that he might pass by the dangerous island of 
criticism unharmed-will always (in the sense in which it held true of that 
Ulysses) redound to his praise. The Church and its science will continue bouncl 
to the strona mast of faith in Christ, and bound to it with the cords-that cannot 
be torn asu;der-which the New Testament has woven in its living word. Only 
in the event of these bancls giving way would the voices of criticism prove siren­
songs lencling it to destruction." 



GE~EilAL PREFACE BY THE EDITOR. Xlll 

objective significance, or to find in it just what suits the senti­
ments or wishes of-the seeker. 

Much impressed by frequent use with the value of the work, I 
have ·long cherished a wish that its contents might be made avail­
able in an English dress to the professional student of Scripture, 
who might not be able to consult it with facility in the original; 
and when sometime ago Messrs. Clark obtained the consent 
of the German publishers to the issue of an English translation, 
I undertook at their request, and with the readily given sanction 
of Dr. Meyer, to edit the work. I was induced to do so, not only 
because it seemed important that the translation of such a work 
should be executed on uniform principles, and on a common 
plan~which it was not likely to be, if its several parts were 
rendered by different translators acting independently-but also 
because it appeared desirable that a work of so technical a 
character, the value of which largely depends on the minute 
accuracy of the rendering, should be revised and passed through 
the press by some one more or less familiar with its professiimal 
use. It has frequently happened tbat translations otherwise good 
l1ave been disfigured by blunders springing from the want of 
this special knowledge on the part of the translators.1 I trust 

1 I subjoin a few illustrations, out of a great many culled from various sources, 
which have come at different times uncler my own observatiou, and which may 
suffice to indicate the character of the mistakes into which translators not specially 
conversant with the subject under discussion are apt to fall :-Zusammensetzung 
des Worts, "connection of the words;" den gewichtigen Gleichbau, "the forcible 
comparison ; " was betrilft der Structur, "as regarcls the style;" prinzipiell, 
"principal;" in einer ... Rection, "in a direction;" zu interpungiren, "to interpo­
late;" sachliche Ohjecte, "sensible objects;" sinnliche Vorstellung, "ingenious 
representation ;" sinnfollig, "spirit-crnshing ;" in dem erganzten VorJersatze, 
"in the enlarged premise;" technischer Terminus, "technical terminus;" unver­
trtiglich, "unbearable;" Vorwnrf, " theme;" Ausweg, "eluciJation;" Vorhaltung 
des thats:ichlichen Bestamles, " reproach against the actual resistance offered ; " 
ein Anklang unserer Stelle, "a corroboration of our passage;" Hellenen, "Helle­
nists;" verzweifelncle Verachtung, "doubtful repute;" Cult, "culture;" o.bsonder­
lich, "ingenious;" Attraction, "contraction;" den von Hofm. angezogenen Bclegen 
gemiiss, "not in conformity to the accompaniments added to it by H.;" 
thatsachliche Belege zn, "actual consequences of;" eigentlicher Sinn, "actual 
sense;" mit Accus. der Person unJ der Sache, "with the accusative of the person 

V~L b 
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that the present translation-on which no small pains have been 
bestowed both by the translators and by the reviser--may be 
found tolerably free from these grosser errors; although, on look­
ing into it afresh, I find not a few instances in wl-,i_ch the effort to 
reproduce the form as well as the matter of the original may 
occasion some perplexity to the English reader, and there are 
others where I am by no means certain that we have seized or have 
clearly enough expressed the meaning. This specially applies 
to some of the passages in which Dr. Meyer deals with the new 
interpretations so copiously thrown out by the subtlety of Dr. 
von Hofmann of Erlangen, whose ingenious refinements and 
obscurities-to which I suppose Dr. 1\'1eyer's strong language 
towards the close. of bis Preface to the German edition to allude 
-are by no means easy to render. The changes which, in the 
fulfilment of my somewhat delicate task, I have ventured to 
make may not-I can well suppose-always appear to the 
translators as improvements; and it is but fair to them that I 
i;hould accept the responsibility of the form in which their 
translation appears. 

In reproducing so great a masterpiece of exegesis, I have not 
thought it proper to omit any part of its discussions or of its 
references-however little some of these may appear likely to be 
of interest or use to English scholars-because an author such 
as Dr. Meyer is entitled to expect that his work shall not 
be tampered with, and I have not felt myself at liberty to assume 

and on the case generally;" als der "Welt verfollen, "as adapted to tl1e world;" 
das Richturtheil, "the right sentence;" dem sittlichen Diinkel, "individuals in 
moral darkness;" eine schleppende W ieclerholnng, "a repetition too long clelayecl;" 
der so gewandt die griechische Schriftspraehe handhabende, "who so cleverly 
applied to his use utterances or the Greek Scriptures;" Medium (used of the 
"middle" voice) "the medium;" ist erst Falge, "is the first consequence;" ein 
scliiefer Gedanke, "a deeper thought;" frei nach cler LXX, "entirely from the 
LXX ;" anschauliche Bezeichnnng, "a subjective relation;" der naclisatzliche U, 
"the emphatic /Ji;" " Reihe und Glied, "row and member;" thetischer, 
"theistic;" unter dogmntischen HKndeln sein Leben verlor, "lost his lire hy 
ecclesiastical visitation;" Beides lialbirend, "preserving both;" Philo l.c. "Philo 
rassim;" Isidorus Hispnlensis, "hi,lore of Spain;" Theophil. ad Auto!., "Theo• 
phylact ad Auwl. ;" :Beyschlag (proper name), "a byc-Llow." 
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that the judgment of others as to the expediency of any 
omission would coincide with my own. Nor have I deemed it 
necessary to append any notes of dissent from, or of warning 
against, the views of Dr. Meyer, even where these are decidedly 
at variance with opinions which I hold. Strong representations 
were made to me that it was desirable to annex to certain 
passages notes designed to counteract their effect, but it is 
obvious that, if I had adopted this course in some instances, I 
should have been held to accept or approve of the author's views 
in other cases where I had not inserted any such caveat. The 
book is intended for, and can in fact only be useJ with advan­
tage by, the professional scholar. Its general exegetical excellence 
far outweighs its occasional doctrinal defects; and, in issuing 
it without note or comment, I take for granted that the reader 
will use it, as he ought, with discrimination. He will find 
a valuable exhibition of complementary views in the American 
translation of Dr. Lange's Commentary, accompanied with elabo­
rate notes by Dr. Schaff, and issued in this country by Messrs. 
Clark, while the logical sequence aud doctrinal significance of 
the Epistle will be found specially developed in the Commen­
tary of Dr. Charles Hodge. 

The translation of the present volume has been made with 
care by the Rev. John C. Moore. I have revised it throughout, 
and carried it through the press. I subjoin to this Preface a 
note of the Exegetical Literature of the Epistle to the Romans, 
and of the Pauline or Apostolic Epistles generally; because 
information respecting it is often desired, aud is only to be 
gathered from such works as Walch's Bibliotheca Theologica, 

Winer's Handbiwh de1· theologischen Literatilr, Darling's Cyclo­

paedia Bibliographica, and other sources, which are not always 
accessible to the student. I have also indicated, in general, the 
official position of the writers, and the date of their death. A 
notice is also prefixed to this volume-once for all-of some 
abbreviations, etc. used throughout the work. 
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The General Preface, specially written by Dr. Meyer for tl10 
English translation, will now be read with a deeper interest, as 
it was the last production of his pen. As these sheets were pass­
ing through the pres!:l-and while recent accounts had testified 
to the almost unimpaired vigour with which he was still pursuing 
in a green old age the revision of his Commentary-the news 
arrived of his death, after a very brief illness, on the 21st of 
June. The life of a scholar presents in general little of outward 
incident; but thP. following brief outline of the leading facts in 
his career, which has been kindly furnished to me by his son 
Dr. Gustav Meyer, will not be without inte1·est. 

Heinrich August Wilhelm Meyer was born on 10th January 
1800 at Gotha, where his father was .shoemaker to the Court. 
He attended the Gymnasium of his native town, where he was 
imbued by Schulze, Doering, and Rost with the most earnest 
zeal for the study of the classical languages, and, while at school 
there, he laid the foundation of those sure and solid attainments, 
and of that grammatical acuteness and precision, by the applica­
tion of which to exegesis he has acquired so well founded a 
reputation in the theological world. At the age of eighteen he 
finished his school course with the greatest distinction as prinius 
01nnium, and entered the University of Jena, with a view ·to 
study theology under the guidance of Gabler, Danz, and 
Schott, while he also attended the prelections of Luden on 
History and of Fries on Philosophy. After two years and a 
half of study there he left Jena, passed his examination, and 
went to Grone near Gottingen, to act as resident tutor in the 
Academy of Pastor Oppermann, whose daughter he afterwards 
married. In January 1823, after having been examined afresh, 
he was appointed to the pastoral cure of the hamlet of Osthausen. 
On the dying out of the Gotha line, Osthausen was annexed to 
the Duchy of Meiningen. While settled there, he issued his 
edition of the Liori symbolici ecclesiae Luthem;nae, which wus 
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published in 1830 by Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht at Gottingen. 
He had already acquired, in the year 1827, by Colloquium from 
the Consistory of Hannover the necessary recognition ad eundem 
in that kingdom, and in January 1831 he became pastor at Harste 
near Gottingen. Here he commenced the work, to which with 
untiring zeal he devoted himself (mostly during the earliest 
hours of the morning) down to the end of his life-his Com­
mentary on the New Testament. In the autumn of 1837 he was 
called to Hoya as Superintendent, and after four years was 
transferred to Hannover as Consistorialrath, Superintendent and 
Pastor Primarius in the N eustadter Kirche. In 1845 the degree 
of Doctor of Theology was conferred on him by the Theological 
Faculty of Gottingen. A very painful abdominal affection in the 
year 1846, which compelled him to refrain entirely from work 
for a considerable period, tended to mature his resolution to give 
up a position which involved too great an amount of labour, and 
to devote himself to the Consistory alone. He did so accord­
ingly in the summer of 1848. In May 1861 he received_ the 
title of Oberconsistorialrath. On the 1st October 1865 he re­
tired, retaining at first the superintendence of certain examina­
tions, which however he soon also gave up. During the night of 
the 15th June in the present year he was seized with intussus­
ception, which proved beyond the reach of medical skill, and 
which, after a painful illness, put an end to his busy life on the 
21st of June. 

If the great work, on which rests his fame, shall meet in this 
country with but a tithe of the acceptance which it has found 
in Germany, those who have taken part with me in reproducing 
it will not account their labour lost. 

W.P.D. 
GLASGOW COLLEGE, September 18i3, 
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[For Commenblries, and collections of Notes, embracing the whole Ne,v 
Testament, see Preface to the Commentary on the Gospel of St. Matthew. 
The following list includes works which deal with the Apostolic or the 
Pauline Epistles generally, or which treat specially of the Epistle to the 
Romans. Works mainly of a popular or practical character have, with a 
few exceptions, been excluded, since, however valuable they may be on 
their OWll account, they have but little affinity with the strictly exegetical 
character of the present work. Several of the older works named are of 
little value; others are chiefly doctrinal or controversial. Monographs on 
chapters or sections are generally noticed by Meyer in loc. The editions 
quoted are usually the earliest ; al. appended denotes that the work has 
been more or less frequently reprinted. t marks the date of the author'.; 
death, c. = circa, an approximation to it.] 

ABAILARD (Peter), t 1142, Scholastic : Commentariorum super S. Pauli 
Epistolam ad Romanos libri v. (Opera.] 

ALESIUS [ or HALES] (Alexander), t 1565, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig : Dispu­
tationes in Epistolam ad Romanos, cum P. Melancthonis praefatione. 

8°, Vitemb. 1553. 
ALEXA!sDER Natalis. See NOEL (Alexandre). 
ALTING (Jacobus), t 1679, Prof. Theol. at Groningen: Commentarius tbeo­

retico-practicus in Epistolam ad Romanos. [Opera.] 
2°, Amstel. 1686. 

AMBIANENSIS (Georgius), + 1657, Capuchin monk at Paris : Trina Pauli 
theologia ... seu omnigena in universas Pauli epistolas commen­
taria exegetica, tropologica et anagogica. 2°, Paris. 1649-50. 

AMBROSIASTER [or PsEUDO-AMnRosrus], c. 380, generally identified with 
Hilarius the Deacon : Commentarius in Epistolas xiii. B. Pauli. 
[Ambrosii Opera.] 

ANSELMUS [or HERVEUS], c. 1100: Enarrationes in omnes S. Pauli Epis-
tolas. 2°, Paris. 1533. 

AQUINAS (Thomas), t 1274, Scholastic: Expositio in omnes Epistolas S. 
Pauli. 2°, Basil. 1475 al. 

ARB0REUB (Joannes), c. 1550, Prof. Theol. at Paris: Commentarius in 
omnes Pauli Epistolas. 2°, Paris. 1553. 

ARETIUB (Benedictus), t 1574, Prof. Theo!. at Berne: Commentarii in omnes 
Epistolas D. Pauli, et canonicas. 2°, Morgiis, 1683. 

BALDUIN (Friedrich), t 1627, Prof. Theo!. at Wittenberg: Cornmentarius in 
omnes Epistolas apostoli Pauli ... (Separately, 1608-1630). 

4°, Francof. 1644 al, 
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BA0MGA:tTEN (Sigmund Jakob), t 1757, Prnf. Theol. at Halle: Auslegun~ 
des Briefes Pauli an die Ri:imer. 4°, Halae, 1749. 

BAOM'iARTEN-CRCJBIOB (Ludwig Friedrich Otto), t 1843, Prof. Theo!. at Jena: 
Commeutar zum Ri:imerbrief. 8°, Jena, 1844. 

BEDA Venerabilis, t 735, Monk at J arrow : Expositio in Epistolas Pauli 
[a Catena from the works of Augustine, probably by Flonis Lug­
dunensis, c. 852], et In Epistolas septem catholicas liber. lOpera.J 

BEELEN (Jean-Theodore), R. C. Prof. of Or. Lang. at Louvain: Commen-
tarius in Epistolam S. Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Lovani, 1854. 

BELSHAM (Thomas) t 1829, Unitarian minister in London: The Epistles of 
Paul the Apostle translated, with an exposition and notes. 

4°, Lond. 1822. 
BE!:,ECKE (Wilhelm), t 1837, retired Hamburg merchant : Der Brief Pauli 

an die Ri:imer erfautert ; 8°, Heidelb. 1831. 
Translated . . . . 8°, Lond. 1854 . 

.BISPING (August), R. C. Prof. Theol. at Mi.inster: Exegetisches Handbuch 
zu den Briefen der Apostels Paulus. 8°, :Mi.inster, 1854-8 al. 

BOEHME (Christian Friedrich), t 1844, Pastor at Lucka near .Altenburg· 
Epistola Pauli ad Romanos Gruece cum commentario perpetuo. 

8°, Lips. 1806. 
BRAIS (Etienne de), c. 1680, Prof, Theol. at Saumur: Epistolae Pauli ad 

Romanos analysis paraphrastica cum notis. 4°, Salmurii, 1670. 
BRENT (Johann), t 1570, Provost at Stuttgard: Commentarius in Epistolam 

ad I:,omanos. 2°, Francof. 1564 al. 
BROWN (David), D.D., Prof. Theol. Free Church College, Aberdeen: Com­

mentary on the Epistle to the Romans, embracing the last results of 
criticism. 12°, Glasg. 1860. 

BRo,vN (John), D.D., t 1858, Prof. Exeg. Theo]. to the United Presbyterian 
Church, Edinburgh : Analytical Exposition of the Epistle of Paul 
... to the Romans. 8°, Edin. 1857. 

BRUNO, t 1101, Founder of the Carthusian Order: Commentarius in onmes 
Epistolas Pauli. 2°, Paris. 1509. 

BocER (Martin), t 1551, Prof. Theo!. at Cambridge: Metaphrasis et enar-
ratio in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. 2°, Basil. 1562. 

BUGENHAGEN (Johann), t 1558, Prof. Theo!. at Wittenberg: Interpretatio 
Epistolae Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Hagenoae, 1523. 

BOLLINGER (Heinrich), t 1575, Pastor at Zi.irich : Commentarii in omnes 
Epistolas apostolorum. 2°, Tiguri, 1537 al. 

CAJETANOS [Tommaso da Vio], t 1534, Cardinal: Epistolae S. Pauli et 
aliorum apostolorum ad Graecam veritatem castigatae et juxta 
sensum literalem enarratae. 2°, Venet. 1531 al. 

CAIIXTUB (Georg), t 1656, Prof. Theol. at Helmstadt: Expositiones litterales 
in Epistolas ad Romanos, ad Corinthios priurem et posteriorem, ad 
Galatas, au Ephesios, ad Phllippenses, ad Colossenses, ad Thessa­
lonienses . . et ad Titum. 4°, Helmstadii, 166-!-66. 
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CALVIN [CaAu,·rN] (Jean), tl564: Cornmentarii in. omnes Epistolas Pauli 
apostoli atque etio.m Epistolam ad Eb1·aeos ; necnon in Epistolas 
canonicas. 2.0,.Genevae, 1551 al. 

CAPELLUS [CAPPEL] (Louis), t 1658. See AcTs. 
CARPZOV (Johann Benedict), tl803, Prof. Theol. and.Greek at Helmstadt: 

Stricturae theologicae et criticae in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos ... 
8°, Helmstad. 1758. 

CASSIODORUS (Ma,,onus Aurelius), t 563, Chancellor of the Ostrogoth empire: 
Com.plexiones in Epistolas apostolorum, in Acta et in Apocalypsim 
quasi brevissima explanatione decurijas .... 

CATARINO (Ambrogio). See POLITI (Lanzelotto). 
8°, Florent. 1721 al. 

CHALMERS (Thomas), D.D., t 1847, Principal of F. C. College, Edinburgh: 
Lectures on the Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Roman11. 

12°, Glasg. 1842 al. 
CHRYSOSTOMUS (Joannes), t 407, Archbishop of Constantinople: Homiliae 

in Epistolas Pauli. [Opera.] 
CHYTRAEUS [or KocaHAFEJ (David), t 1600, Prof. Theol. at Rostock: Epis­

tola Pauli ad Romanos, brevi ac dialectica dispositione partium et 
grammatica declaratione textus ... explicata. 8°, n. p. 1599. 

CLAUDE (Jean), t 1687, Minister at the Hague: Commentairesur l'Ep'.itre 
aux Romains. [Oeuvres.] 

CoNTARINI (Gaspare), t 1542, Cardinal: Scholia in Epistolas Pauli. [Opera.] 
2°, Paris. 1571 al. 

CoNTZEN (Adam), t 1618, Jesuit at Mentz: Commentaria in Epistolam S. 
Pauli ad Romanos. 2~, Colon. 1629. 

CoNI"BEARE (William John, M.A.), HowsoN (John Saul), D.D. : Life and 
Epistles of St. Paul. 4°, Lond. 1852 al. 

Cox (Robert) M.A., P. C. of Stonehouse, Devon : Horae Romanae, or an 
attempt to elucidate St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans, by an original 
translation, explanatory notes, and new divisions. 8°, Lond. 1824. 

CRAMER (Johann Andreas), t 1788, Prof. Theol. at Kiel : Der Brief Pauli an 
die Romer aufs neue iibersetzt und ausgelegt. 4°, Leip. 1784. 

CRELL (Johann), t 1633, Socinian teacher at Racow: : Commentarius in 
Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos, ex praelectionibUB ejus conscriptus a 
Jona Schlichtingio . . . . 8° Racov. 1636. 

CRUCIGER [CREUZINGER] (Kaspar), t 1548, Pastor at Leipzig : Commentarius 
in Epistolam Pauli au Romanos. 8°, Vitemb. Hi67. 

DALE (John): Analysis of all the Epistles of the New Testament. 
12° Oxf. 1652. 

DAMASCENUS (Joannes), t 754, Monk at S. Saba: Ex universa interpreta­
tione J. Chrysostomi excerpta compenuiaria in Epistolas S. Pauli. 
[Opera.] 

DELITzsca (Franz), Prof. Theol. at Leipzig : Brief an die Romer aus dern 
griechischen Urtext in das hebraische uebersetzt und aus Talmuu 
und .Midrasch erlautert. 8° Leip. 1870, 
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DrcXSON (David), t 1662, Prof. Theol. at Glasgow and Edinburgh: Expositio 
analytica omnium apostolicarum Epistolarum .... 4:, Glasg. 1645. 
and Analytical Exposition of all the Epistles. 2°, Lond. 1659. 

DIEO (Louis de), t 1642, Prof. in the Walloon College at Leyden: Ani­
madversionee in Epistolam ad Romanos. Accessit spicilegium in 
reliquas ejusdem apostoli, ut et catholicas epistolas. 

4~, Lugd. Bat. 1646. 
Dro:.Ysrns CARTHOSIANOS [DENYS DE RYCKEL], t 1471, Carthusian monk : 

Elucidissima.in divi Pauli Epistolas commentaria. S0
, Paris. 1531. 

EDWARDS (Timothy), M.A., Vicar of Okehampton, Devon: Paraphrase, with 
critical annotations on the Epistles to the Romans and Galatians, 
with an analytical scheme of the whole. 4°, Lond. 1752. 

EsT [EsTrus] (Willem Hessels van), t 1613, R. C. Chancellor of Douay : In 
omntls beati Pauli et aliorum apostolorum Epistolas co=entarius. 

2°, Duaci, 1614-16, aL 
EWALD (Georg Heinrich August), Prof. Or. Lang. at Giittingen : Die 

Sendschreiben des Apostels Paulus iibersetzt und erklart. 
s0

, Giitting. 1857. 
EWBANK (William Withers), M.A., Incumbent at Everton : Commentary on 

the Epistle of Paul to the Romans . . . 8°, Lond. 1850-51. 

~-ABER Stapulensis (Jacobus) [Jacques LefeVTe d'Et:iples], t 1536, resiclent at 
Nerac: Comrnentarius in Epistolas Pauli . . . 2°, Paris:1512 al. 

FAYE(Antoine de la), t 1616, Prof. at Geneva: Comrnentarius in Epistolam 
ad Romanos. 8°, Genevae, 1608. 

FELL (JOHN), tl686, Bishop of Oxford: A Paraphrase and annotations 
upon all the Epistles of St. Paul, by Abraham Woodhead, Richard 
Allestry and Obadiah Walker. Corrected and improved by Dr. 
John Fell. [First issued anonymously in 1675.] 89• Lond. 1708. 

FERl\1E (Charles), t 1617, Principal of Fraserburgh College : Analysis logirn 
in Epistolam ad.Romanos. 12°, Edin. 1651 al. 

FERUB [WILD] (Johannes), t 1554, Cathedral Preacher at Mentz : Exegesis 
in Epi.stolam Paulli ad Romanos. 8°,. l'aris. 1559. 

FEUARDENT (Fran1iois), t 1612, Franciscan preacher at Paris: Commentarius 
in Epistolam ad Romanos. 8°, Paris, 1599. 

FLATT (Johann Friedrich von), t 1821, Prof. TheoL at Tiibingen: Vorles­
ungen iiber den Brief Pauli an die_Romer, herausgegeben von Ch. 
D. F. Hoffmann. 8°, Tubing. 1825. 

FLORUS Lugdunensis, c. 852. See BEDA. 
FORBES (John), LL.D., Prof. of Oriental Languages at Aberdeen: Ana· 

lytical commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, tracing the train 
of thought by the aid of parallelism. 8°, Edinb. 1868. 

FntTZSCHE (Karl Friedrich August), t 1846, Prof. TheoL at Rostock: Pauli 
ad Romanos Epistola. Recensuit et. cum commentariis perpetuis 
edidit. 8°1 Halis, 1836-43. 
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FROMOND (Libert), t 1653, Prof. Sac. Scrip. at Louvain: Commentari11s in 
omnes Epistolas Pauli apostoli et in septem canonicas aliorum 
apostolorum epistolas. 2°, Lovan. 1663 al. 

GAGN£E (Jean de), t 154!1, Rector of the University of Paris: Brevissima et 
facillima in omnes divi Pauli et canonicas epistolas scholia. 

8°, Paris, 1543 al. 
GERHARD (Johann), t 16:37, Prof. Theol. at Jena: Adnotationes posthumaa 

in Epistolam at Romanos, cum Analectis Jo. Ernesti Gerhardi. 
4°, Jenae. 1666 al. 

GLoCKLER (Conrad),: Der Brief des Apostel Paulus an die Romer erklart. 
8°, Frankf.-a.-M. 1834. 

GoMAR (Franc;ois), t 1641, Prof. Theol. at Groningen : Analysis et explicatio 
Epistolarum Pauli !!.d Romanos, Gal. Philipp. Coloss. Philem. 
Hebraeos. [Opera.] 2°, Am~tel. 1644. 

GRoNEWEGEN (Henricus), t 1692, Minister at Enkhuizen: Vytleginge van 
den Zendbrief Paulli a.an de Romeynen. 4°, Gorinchem, 1681. 

GuALTHER [WALTHER] (Rudolph), t 1586, Pastor at Zurich: Homiliae in 
omnes Epistolas apostolorum. 2°, Tiguri, 1599. 

GUILLIAUD (Claude), t Hi50, Theological Lecturer at Autun: Collationes in 
omnes Epistolas Pauli 4°, Lugcl. 1542 al. 

HALDANE (Robert), of Airtbrey, t 1842: Exposition of the Epistle to the 
Romans, with remarks on the Commentaries of Dr. Macknight, 
Prof. Tholuck, and Prof. Moses Stuart. 12°, Lond. 1842 al. 

RAYMO, t 853, Bishop of Halberstadt [ or REMIGIUB]: Commentarins in 
Epistolas S. Pauli. 2°, Paris. 1556 al. 

HEMMING [or HEMMINGSEN] (Niels), t 1600, Prof. Theol. at Copenhagen: 
Commentarius in omnes Epistolas apostolorum. 

2°, Lips. 1572 al. 
REMSEN (Johann Tychsen), t 1830, Prof. Theol. at Gottingen: Der Apostel 

Paulus, sein Leben, Wirken, und siene Schriften herausgegeben 
von F. Luecke. 8°, Gotting. 1830. 

HENGEL (Wessel Albert van), Prof. Theol. in Leyden: Interpretatio Epis-
tolae Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Lugd. Bat. 1854-9. 

HERVEUS DoLENSIS, c. 1130, Benedictine. See ANSELMUS. 
HESHUSIUS (Tilemann), t 1588, Prof. Theol. at Helmstadt : Commen-

tarius in omnes Epistolas Pauli. 2°, Lips. 1"05. 
HrPSTED (Johann), t 1681, Prof. in Gymnasium at Bremen : Collationes phi-

lologicae in Epistolam ad Romanos. 4°, Bremae, 1675.•, 
HODGE (Charles), D.D., Prof. Theol. at Princeton : Commentary on the 

Epistle to the Romans. 8°, Philadelphia, 1835 al. 
HOFMANN (Johann Christian Konrad von), Prof. Theo!. at Erlangen: Dia 

Heilige Schrift N euen Testaments zusammenhiingend untersucht. 
III. Theil. Brief an die Romer. 8°, N ordlingen, 1868, 
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Huoo DE S. VICTORE, t 1141, Monk at Paris: Quaestiones circa Epistolas 
Pauli. [Opera.] 

HYPERIUS [GERHARD] (Anrlreas), ·~ 1564, Prof. Theol. at Marbmg : Com-
mentarii in Pauli Epistolas. 2°, Tiguri, 1583. 

JATHO (Georg Friedrich), Director of Gymnasium at Hildesheim: Pt1.nli 
Brief an die Romer nach seinem inneren Gedankengange erlautert. 

8°, Hildesheim, 1858-9. 
JOWETT (Benjamin), M.A., Master of Balliol College, Oxford: The Epistles 

of St. Paul to the Thessalonians, Galatians, Romans, with critical 
notes and dissertations. 8°, Lond. 1855. 

JusTINIANI [GIUSTINIANI] (Benerletto), t 1622, S. J. Prof. Theol. at Rome: 
Explauationes in omnes Pauli Epistolas [et in omnes catholicas]. 

2°, Lugd. 1612-21. 

KISTEMAltER (Johann Hyazinth), t 1834, R. C. Prof. Theol at Munster: 
Die Sendschreiben der Apostel (und die Apocalypse), iibersetzt nncl 
erklii.rt. 8°, Munster, 1822-3. 

KLEE (Heinrich), t 1840, R. C. Prof. Theol. at Munich : Commentar iiber 
des Apostel Pauli Senclschreiben an die Romer. 8°, Mainz, 1830. 

KNIGHT (Robert) : A Critical Commentary 011 the Epistle of St. Paul the 
Apostle to the Romans. 8°, Lond. 1854. 

KoLLNER (Wilhelm Heinrich Dorotheus Eduard), c. 1850, Prof. Theo!. a, 
Gottingen : Cornmentar zu dem Briefe des Paulus an die ·Romer. 

8°, Darmst. 1831. 
KnEHL (August Ludwig Gottlob), t 1855, Prof. Pract. Theol. at Leipzig: Der 

Brief an die Romer ausgelegt. 8°, Leip. 1849. 

LANFRANC, t 1089, Archbishop of Canterbury: Cornrnentnrii in omnes D. 
Pauli Epistolas. [Open..] 

LAPIDE (Cornelius It) [VAN DEN STEEN], t 163i, S. J. Prof. of Sacred Scrip-· 
ture at Louvain : Commentaria in omnes D. Pauli Epistolas. 

2°, Antwerp. 1614 et al. 
LAUNAY (Pierre de), Sienr de La Motte: Paraphrase et exposition sur les 

Epistres de S. Paul. 4°, Saumur et Charenton, 1647-50. 
LEEUWEN (Gerbrand van), t 1721, Prof. Theo!. at Amsterdam : Verhande­

ling van den Senclbrief Paulli aan de Romeynen. 
4°, Arnst. 1688-99. 

LEWIN (Thomas), M.A. : The life and Epistles of S. Paul. 
8°, Land. 1851. 

LrnBORCH (Philipp van), t 1712, Arminian Prof. Theo!. at Amsterdam: 
Cornmentarius in Acta Apostolorum et in Epistolas ad Romanos et 
ad Ebraeos. 2°, Roterod. 1711. 

LIVERMORE (Abiel Abbot), Minister at Cincinnati: The Epistle of Paul to 
the Romans, with a commentary and revised translation, ancl intro­
ductory essays. 12°, Boston, U. S., 1855. 
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LOCKE (John), t 1704. See GALATIANS. 
LoMBARDUS (Petrus), t 1160, Scholastic : Collectanea in omnes Epistolas 

D. Pauli ex. SS. Patribus. 2°, Paris. 1636 al. 

~fACKNIGHT (James), D.D., t 1800, Minister at Edinburgh: A new literal 
translation ... of all the apostolical Epistles, with a commentary 
and notes, philological, critical, explanatory and practical . . . 

4°, Edin. 1796 al. 
MAIER (Adalbert), R. C. Prof. Theol at Freiburg: Commentar iiber den 

Brief Pauli an die Romer. 8°, Freiburg, 1847, 
MARTYR (Peter) [VERMIGLI], t 1562, Prof. Theol. at Strasburg: In Episto-

lam ad Romanos commentarii . . . 2°, Basil. 1558, al. 
MEHRING (H. J. F.) : Der Brief Pauli an die Romer uebersetzt und erkliirt. 

8°, Stettin, 1859. 
MELANCHTHON (Philipp), t 1560, Reformer: Adnotationes in Epistola9 

Pauli ad Romanos et Corinthios ... 4°, Basil. 1522.-Commentarii 
in Ep. Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Argent. 1540.-Epistolae Pauli ad 
Romanos scriptae enarratio . . . 8°, Vitemb. 1556 al. 

MELVILLE (Andrew), t 1622, Principal of St. Mary's College, St. Andrews: 
Commentarius in divinam Pauli Epistolam ad Romanos ... 

8•, Edin. 1849. 
l\loMMA (Willem), t 1677, Pastor at l\1idclelburg: Meditationes posthumae 

in Epistolas ad Romanos et Galatas. 8°, Hag. Com. 1678. 
l\foRISON (James), D.D. Prof. Theol. to the Evangelical Union, Glasgow : 

An exposition of the Ninth chapter of Paul's Epistle to the Romans. 
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PREFACE 
SPECIALLY WRITTEN BY THE AUTHOR FOR THE ENGLISH EDITION. 

O
T cannot but be of great importance in the interests 

of a thorough, sure, and comprehensive knowledge, 
that the results of progressive effort and research 
in the wide domain of the sciences should be 

mutually exchanged and spread from people to people, and 
from tongue to tongue. In this way of a living fellowship of 
mind, penetrating to the farthest limits of civilisation, the 
various scientific peculiarities of national development and 
culture are necessarily more and more elevated into com­
mon property as regards their excellences, while their several 
defects and shortcomings are reciprocally compensated and 
supplied ; and thus the honest efforts and labours of indivi­
duals, pressing forward in common towards a deeper and 
clearer knowledge, are at once encouraged by their mutual 
respect and stimulated by a generous rivalry. Especially, 
and in an eminent degree, does this hold true within the 
sphere devoted to the highest object of human effort-the 
sphere of scientific theology. To the cultivation of this ecience, 
in accordance with its healthy life springing from the Divine 
Word and with its destination embracing time and eternity, be­
longs in an eminent sense the noble vocation of applying every 
gift received from God freely and faithfully to the service 
of the great whole-the building up of His kingdom. In its 
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view the nations with their various characteristic powers, capa­
cities, and tongues, are members of the one body, to which they 
are to hail each other as belonging in the fellowship of the one 
Head, which is Christ, and of the one Spirit, whose motions 
and influences are not n:stxained by any limits of nation or of 
language. 

From this point of view it cannot but be in every sense a 
matter for congratulation that in our day more than formerly 
those literary works of German theoiogy, which have on their 
native soil obtained a fair position in the literature of the science 
to which they relate, should by translation into the English 
tongue have that more extended field opened up to them, whose 
only limit is the ever-increasiug diffusion and prevalence of that 
language in both hemispheres. Thus German theological labour 
goes forth into the wide world ; becomes at home in distant 
lands and in a foreign dress; communicates what has been 
given to it, in order, by the mutual working of the Spirit, to 
receive in its turn from abroad; stimulates so far as in it lies, in 
order that it may itself find stimulus and furtherance, instruction 
aud correction; and in all this lends its aid, that the divided 
theological strivings of the age and the various tendencies of 
religious national character may be daily brought closer together, 
and united in the eternal focus of all genuine science, which is 
truth and nothing but truth-and in the realm of theology the 
highest truth of all, that of divine revelation. 

In the transplanting of the literary products of German 
theology to the soil of the English language the well-known 
publishing house of the Messrs. T. & T. Clark of Edinburgh 
have earned special distinction; and their efforts, supported by 
select and able professional scholars, have already found, and 
continue increasingly to find, an appreciation corresponding to 
their merits both in British and American circles. I have 
therefore readily and willingly given my consent to the pro­
posal of the above-meµtioned honourable publishers to set 011 
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foot and to issue an English translation of my Commentary 
on the New Testament; and with no less readiness have my 
esteemed German publishers, Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht in 
Gottingen, declared their agreement to it. I earnestly wish 
that the version thus undertaken, the first portion of which 
is given to the public in the present volume, may not fail to 
receive, in the field of the English language and of the science 
which it represents, an indulgent and kindly reception, such as, 
during a long series of years, has been accorded to the German 
work by the German theological public. And if I venture to 
couple with this wish some measure of a hope corresponding 
to it, I am induced to do so simply by the fact that even in 
the German idiom these works have already found their way, 
in no inconsiderable numbers, both to England and America. 

Respecting the object and intention of my Commentaries no 
special explanation is needed, since, in point of fact, these are 
obvious on the face of them. They aim at exactly ascertaining 
and establishing on due grounds the purely historical sense of 
Scripture. This aim is so clear and so lofty, that all the produce 
of one's own thoughts and subjective speculation must fall 
entirely into the background, and must not be allowed to mix 
up anything of its own with what objectively stands forth in the 
revelation of the New Testament and simply seeks to be under­
stood just a:; it so stands. For exegesis is a historical science, 
because the sense of Scripture, the investigation of which is 
its task, can only be regarded and treated as a historical fact; 
as positively given, it can only be known, proved, established, 
and set forth so as to be clearly and surely understood, by the 
positive method of studying the grammar, the iisus loquendi, 
and the connection in detail as well as in its wider and widest 
sense. Exegetical research therefore cannot regard any defini­
tions of the doctrinal system of a Church as binding or regula­
tive for its operations, as if forsooth, in cases where the Con­
fession has spoken, its duty were to seek only what it was a 
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priori directed to seek, and thereupon to :find only what it so 
seeks. No! it is just when perfectly unprejudiced, impartial, 
and free-and thus all the more consciously and consistently 
guided simply and solely by those historically given factors of 
its science-that it is able with genuine humility to render to 
the church, so far as the latter maintains its palladium in the 
pure Word of God, real and wholesome service for the present 
and the future. Unhappily the Church of Rome, by its un­
cl1angeable tradition beyond the pale of Scripture, and now com­
pletely by its Vaticanum, has refused to receive such service in 
all points affecting its peculiar doctrine. But with the Evangelical 
Church it is otherwise. However deep may be the heavings of 
conflicting elements within it, and however long may be the 
duration of the painful throes which shall at last issue-accord­
ing to the counsel of God and when His hour has come-in a 
happier time for the church when men's minds shall have 
attained a higher union, the pure word of Scripture, in its 
historical truth and clearness and in its world-subduing divine 
might, disengaged from every addition of human scholasticism 
and its dividing formulae, must and shall at length become once 
more a wonderful power of peace unto unity of faith and love. 
The Evangelical Church bears inalienably in its bosom the Word 
as the living and irnperisbable leaven of that final development. 

Such is the ideal goal, which the scientific exposition of 
Scripture, while it desires nothing else than to elucidate and 
further the true historical understanding of Scripture, may never 
lose sight of in regard to the church, which is built on the 
Word But how limited is the measure of the attainments and 
ot the gifts conferred upon the individual! and how imisistibly 
must it impel him, in the consciousness of his fragmentary 
contributions, to the humbling confession," Not as though I had 
already attained ! " Nevertheless let each strive faithfully and 
honestly according to what has been given to him, for that noble 
goal in the field of Scripture-science, in firm assurance that 
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God can bless even what is little and be mighty in what is ,veak. 
.And so may the gracious God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ accompany my humble labours on His Word, as they 
are now going forth in the dress of another language to far 
distant brethren, with the blessing on which all success depends, 
that they may conduce to the knowledge of His Truth, to the 
service of His Church, and to the glory of His Holy Name. 

HANNOVER, lliarch 1873. 

Dn. HEIN. AUG. WILH. MEYER, 
0BERCONSISTORIALIUTB. 



PREFACE 
TO THE GERMAN EDITION, 

IIORTY years have now elapsed since my Commentaries 
on the New Testament were first given to the public. 
The first edition of the first volume-the weak corn­

-· mencement-appeared in January 1832. A scien­
tific work, which has passed through a long course of develop­
ment and still continues that course, has always a history-a 
biography-of its own, which of course is intimately interwoven 
with that of its author. Yet in this retrospect I can only be 
filled with praise and thanksgiving to the divine grace; of my­
self I have nothing to say. The indulgence of friendly readers, 
which I have experienced so long, will not, I hope, fail to be 
still extended to me, when my day's work is drawing to its end. 

This fifth edition of the Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Romans is based-as was of course to be expected, and may be 
inferred from the increase in the number of the sheets-on a new 
and careful revision o.f the fourth edition, which was issued in 
1865. This enlargement-although in: particular- instances much 
has been abridged or even deleted-could not be avoided, if on 
the one hand the more recent publications relating to the Epistle 
were to meet with due attention, 1 and if on the other hand 

1 I could not take into consideration the treatise of Dr. Eklund : "uap( vocabu­
lum, qui,d, ap. Paulum significet," Lund, May, 1872, which, cautiously proceed­
ing by a purely exPgetical method, in the definition of the ethical side of that 
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the general plan of the book-according to which it has to provide 
along with the exposition itself a critical view of the interpreta­
tions contrasting with it, and so of the detailed history of the 
exegesis-was to be preserved. 

But on what portion of the New Testament could the labour 
and trouble-which are being continually renewed, wherever exe­
getical science conscientiously strives to reach its pure and clear 
historic aim-be less spared than on this, the grandest and richest 
in contents of all the Apostle's letters? Especially at the present 
time. The Epistle to the Romans still stands forth as a never 
silent accuser confronting the Roman ecclesiasticism, which has 
strained to the uttermost spiritual arrogance in the dethroned 
head, and Loyolist submissiveness in the members, of its hierarchy 
(perinde ac si essent cadavera) ; it is still the steadfast di vine 
charter of the Reformation, as formerly our Luther found mainly 
in it the unyielding fulcrum by the aid of which he upheaved 
the firmly-knit Roman structure from its old foundations. Amids-(. 
the vehement and pretentious conflicts, which continually sur• 
round us in the field of evangelic belief, we still have in this 
Epistle-just because it sets clearly before us the pure apostolic 
Gospel in its deepest and most comprehensive scope-the 
clearest and most prominent criterion for the recognition of 
what belongs to the pith and marrow of the Confession, in 
order that we may distinguish with steadfast eye and con­
science that which is essential from all the fleeting, temporary, 

notion arrives substantially at the explanation of Augustine and Luther-a result, 
nevertheless, in which I am still precluded froru concurring, as regards the Epistle 
to the Romans, by the contrast of crcl.pf and voOs, as well as that of crdpf nnd the 
moral i;,w in eh. vii.-I must here also make supplementary mention of Hilgen• 
feld's dissertation "Petrus in Rom und Johannes in Kl. Asien" (Zcitschrift, 
1872. 3) ; in it he declares himself in favour of the nearly contemporary martyr­
dom of Peter and Pnul in Rome as e. historically accredited fact, and, as l must 
still even after the doubts of Lipsius assume, with just reason, even as respects 
its ind~pendence of the Simon legend.-Dul"ing the very printing of this 
Preface there have come into my hands the two dissertations by Harmsen, 
who defenda the reference of the doxology in ix. 6 to God, and Hilgenfel<l, who 
maintains the genuineness of chapters xv. and xvi. (in the latter's Ze~chrift, 
1872. 4). 
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controversial or scholastic forms, with which it has become con­
nected and interwoven through the historical relations of ecclesi­
astical symbols; a distinction, to which even the Introduction 
to the Formula Concordiae, although this most of all bears the 
theological impress of the time, significantly enough points, 
and wl1ich better meets the exigencies of the restless pre­
sent than the overbearing cry-recklessly transcending limit or 
measure-after unity of doctrine, which yet does not remove 
or even so much as conceal the dissensions among the criers 
themselves. The unity which they desire-were it uniformly 
established, as it were in the lump, for all doctrinal definitions 
of the Confession-would be Roman, and the very negation of 
truth and truthfulness in the church, because it would be 
contrary to the freedom of conscience in the unde1·standing oj 
Scripture, which has its ground and support, its standard and 
limit, and the holy warrant of its upright confidence, not beyond 
the pale of Scripture, but in it, and in it alone. 

Let us only advance with clearness along the straight path of 
pure historical exegesis, in virtue of which we have al ways to re­
ceive what Scripture gives to us, and never to give to it aught of our 
own. Otherwise we run a risk of falling into the boundless maze 
of an interpretation of Scripture at our own pleasure, in which arti­
ficial and violent expedients are quickly enough resorted to, with 
a view to establish results which are constructed from foregone 
premisses, and to procure doctrines which are the creations­
obtruded on Scripture-of a self-made world of thought and its 
combinations. Exegetes of this sort-whose labours, we may 
add, are usually facilitated by a lack of sure and thorough philo­
logical culture, 1 and of needful respect for linguistic authorities-

1 We theologians are far too much given to neglect a comprehensive and pre­
cise knowledge of the Greek grammar. If the exegete of the present day supposes 
himself adequately furnished with such a Grammar as that of Rost (whose memory, 
as my former Gymnasia! teacher, I gratefully revere) he is mistaken; it is no 
longer sufficient. We ought not to overlook the progress of philology in the field 
of the classics, but should be diligent in turning to account, for the New Testo.­
ment, whatever the contributions of the present cuiy furnish. Otherwise we neglect 
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have the dubious merit of provoking refutati<m more than 
others do, and thereby indirectly promoting the elucidation of 
the true sense of Scripture. Yet they may, as experience shows, 
attain for a time an influence, especially over younger theolo­
gians who have not yet reached the steadiness and soberness of 
mature exegetic judgment, by the charm of novelty and of a certain 
originality, as well as of a dialectic art, which veils its mistakes 
so that they are not at once recognised-an influence under 
which good abilities are misled and learn to be content with ex­
tracting from the words of Scripture a meaning, which, originating 
from their own presuppositions, belongs really to themselves. In­
deed, if such a mode of handling Scripture, with its self-deceptions 
and with its often very singular caprices, could become domi­
nant (which, looking to the present state and progress of science, 
I do not reckon possible), there would be reason to fear that gra­
dually the principle of Scripture authority, which preserved in 
its full objectivity is the aegis of the evangelical churches, would 
become illusory. All the worse and more confusing is it, when 
such an exegesis employs as the organ of presenting and com­
municating its views a mode of expression, the quaint drapery 
of which hinders us from clearly discerning the substance of the 
meaning lying beneath it, and in fact frequently permits the 
effort of translating it into current forms of speech which cannot 
mislead to be attended with but dubious success.1 

nn eminently important pnrt of our duty. I cannot but here recommend very 
urgently to the theologian, in the interest of pure exegesis, the second edition of 
Kiihner's Large Gmmmar (in two parts, 1869-1872)-to which my citations will 
nlwnys l1enceforth refer-as the most complete and most solid work on the 
structure of the Greek language regarded from the present stnnclpoint of science. 
This entirely remodelled edition is a glorious monument of thorough and compre­
hensive erudition, and of clear and ripe familiarity with the genius of the lan­
guage of classic Hellenism. 

1 In presence of such wretched evils of style we may be allowed to recall tha 
simple rule, which the epigrammatist bids the rhetoricians (Anthol. Pal. xi. 
144, 5 f.) lay to heart: 

N oiiv v..-0Kett18a, ~ii Tois "fpdµµa,ri Kai ~pa.11w a(/Twv 

dva, Koworipav, w11u vo,iv ii. 'Myns. 
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For the critical remarks the part of the editio octava of Tischen­
dorf's New Testament, which includes the present Epistle, was 
in good time to be turned to account. As it deviates in many 
cases from the editio septima, and this diversity is partly due to 
a modification of the critical principles adopted, I have deemed 
it adYisable to specify not merely the readings of the octava, 
but also those of the septima. The one I have indicated by 
Tisch. (8), the other by Tisch. (7); but where the two editions 
agree, I put merely Tisch. 

With confidence then in God, who sits as Ruler and knows 
how to guide all thin~s well, this work is left to make its 
way once more into the much agitated theological world. May 
He ward off harm, so far as it contains what is erroneous, and 
grant His blessing, so far as it may minister to the correct, 
unstinted, and undisguised understanding of His revealed Word. 

DR. l\1EYER. 

HA.NNOVER1 24th July 1872. 
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EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 

INTRODUCTION. 

§ 1. SKETCH OF THE APOSTLE'S LIFE. 

lll
AUL, who received this Roman name, according to 

Jerome, Catal. 5-and from Acts xiii. 9, this view 
seems the most probable 1-on occasion of the con­
version of Sergius I>aulus the Roman Proconsul of 

Cyprus, but was at his circumcision named ,~~~,2 was the son of 
Jewish parents belonging to the tribe of Benjamin (Rom. xi. 1; 
Phil. iii 5), and was born at Tarsus 3 (Acts ix. 11, xxi. 39, xxii. 3), 
a ,roAtS' µ.Eya;\11 Kat E118aiµ.w11 (Xen. Anab. i. 2, 23) of ancient re­
nown, founded accorcling to the legend by Perseus, in Cilicia. The 
year of his birth is quite uncertain (A.D.10-15 ?); but it is certain 
that he was of Pharisaic descent (see on Acts xxiii. 6), ancl that 
his father was a Roman citizen (see on Acts xvi. 37). He there­
fore possessed by birth this right of citizenship, which subse­
quently had so important a bearing un his labours and his fate 

1 Sec the particulars on Acts xiii. 9. 
~ Since both nnmes were generally current, every nttempt to explilin their 

mi:tming in reference to <rur Pnul is utterly arbitrary-from thnt of Augustine, 
according to whom he wns called Saul ns persecutor (ns S11ul persecuted Dnviu), 
nnd Paulus as praedicator (namely, ns the minimus apostolorum, 1 Cor. xv. 9), 

down to Umbreit's play on the word ,~l/!l (the made one, created anew) in the 
Stud. u.. Krit. 1852, p. 377 f., nnd L1mge'; fancy thnt the Apostle wns called the 
little, because he overcame Elymas ns the little Dr.vid overcanw Golinth. 

3 Not nt Gisehala in Galilee, nccoruing to the statement of Jerome, de Vir. ill. 
5 (comp. also what he says on Philem. 23), which cnnnot be taken into con­
sideration nfter the Apostle's own testimony (see especially Acts xxii. 3), unless 
with Krenkel (Paulus d. Ap. d. Jieirlcn, 1869, p. 216) we distrust the nccounts ol 
tho Book of Acts even in such n point lying beyond the scope of its dogmatic 
tendency, 

~ A 
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(Acts xxii. 27 f.). Of his first youtl1ful training in l1is native city, 
where arts and sciences flourished (Strabo, xiv. 5, 13, p. 673), we 
know nothing; but it was probably conducted by his Pharisaic 
father in entire accordance with Pharisaic principles (Phil. iii. 5 ; 
Gal. i. 14), so that the boy was prepared for a Pharisaic rabbinical 
school at Jerusalem. While yet in early youth (Acts xxii. 3, 
xxvi 4, comp. vii. 58; Gal. i. 14; Tholuck, in the Stitd. u. Krit. 
1835, p. 364 ff.; also in his Vermischte Sehr. II. p. 274 ff.) he 
was transferred to Jerusalem, where he had perhaps even then 
relatives (Acts xxiii. 16), though there is no evidence that the 
entire family migrated thither (Ewald). He entered a training­
school of Pharisaic theology, and became a rabbinic pupil of the 
universally honoured (Acts v. 34) Gamaliel (Acts xxii. 3), who, 
notwithstanding his strict orthodoxy (Lightfoot, ad l'ifatth. p. 33), 
shows himself (Acts v. 34 ff.) a man of wise moderation of 
judgment.1 In accordance with a custom, which was rendered 
necessary by the absence of any regular payment of the Rabbins 
and was very salutary for their independence (see on Mark vi. 
S, and Delitzsch, Hand1cerkerleben zur Zeit Jesu, 1868, V.), the 
youthful Saul combined with his rabbinical culture the learning 
of a trade-tentmaking (Acts xviii. 3)-to which he subsequently, 
even when an apostle, applied himself in a way highly honourable 
and remarkably conducive to the blessing of his official labours, 
and for that reason he felt a just satisfaction in it (Acts xviii. 
3, xx. 34; 1 Thess. ii. 9; 2 Thess. iii. 7 ff.; 1 Cor. iv. 12, ix. 6, 
xii. 15; 2 Cor. xi. 8, xii. 13). At the feet of Gamaliel he o1 
course received an instruction which, as to form and matter, was 
purely rabbinic; and hence his epistles exhibit, in the mode in 
which they unfold their teaching, a more or less distinct 
rabbinico-didactic impress. But it was natural also that his 
susceptible and active mind should not remain unaffected by 
Hellenic culture, when he came into contact with it; and how 
could he escape such contact in Jerusalem, whither Hellenists 
flocked from all quarters under heaven? This serves to explain 

1 See traits of the mild liberality of sentiment, which mllrked this grandson of 
the celebratP.d Hillel, quoted from the Robbins in 'l'holuck, l.c. p. 378. Th~ 
fact that nevertheless the youthful Saul developed into a zealot cannot wnrrnnt 
any doubt, in opposition to Acts viii. 34 F.., as to his hnving been Gamnliel's 
rupil (such as HaUBrath expresseij, neut. Zeityesch. II. p. 419 ff.). 
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a dilettante 1 acquaintance on his part with Greek literary 
works, which may certainly be recognized in Acts xvii 28, if 
not also in 1 Cor. xv. 33 (Tit. i. 12); and which, perhaps already 
begun in Tarsus, may have been furthered without its being 
sought by his subsequent relations of intercourse with Greeks of 
all countries and of all ranks. It is impossible to determine 
how much or how little of the virtues of his character, and of the 
acuteness, subtlety, and depth of lofty intellect which he dis­
played as apostle, he owed to the influence of Gamaliel; for his 
conversion had as its result so entire a change in his nature, that 
we cannot distinguish-and we should not attempt to distinguish 
-what elements of it may have grown out of the training of his 
youth, or to what extent they have done so. We can only recog­
nize this much in general, that Saul, with excellent natural gifts, 
with the power of an acute intellect, lively feelings, and strong 
will, was, under the guidance of his teacher, not merely equipped 
with Jewish theological knowledge and dialectic art, but had 
his mind also directed with lofty national enthusiasm towards 
divine things; and that, however deeply he felt sin to be the 
sting of death (Rom. vii. 7 ff.), he was kept free (Phil. iii 6) 
from the hypocritical depravity which was at that time prevalent 
among Pharisees of the ordinary type (Schrader, II. p. 23 ff; 
comp. also Keinl, Gesch. Jesu, I. p. 265). Nevertheless it is also 
certain that the moderation and mildness of the teacher did not 
communicate themselves to the character of the disciple, who, on 
the contrary, imbibed in a high de1:,rree that prevailing rigour of 
Pharisaism, the spirit of which no Gamaliel could by his indivi­
dual practical wisdom exorcise. He became a diRtinguished 
zealot for the honour of Jehovah and the law (Acts xxii. 3), as 
\\'ell as for Pharisaic principles (Gal. i. 14), and displayed all the 
recklessness and violence which are wont to appear, when fiery 

1 The exaggerations of the older writers (see e.g. Schramm, de STUPEKDA erudi­
tione Pauli, Her born. I 710) are pure inventions of foncy. So too is Schm<ler's 
opinion, that Paul had by Greek culture prepared himself to Le a Jewish mis­
sionary, a proselytiser. It cannot even be proved that he formed his diction on 
the model of particular authors, such as Demosthenes (Koster in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1854, p. 305 If.). 'l'he comparisons instituted with a view to estnulish this 
point are tuo weak and general. How many similar parnllels might be collected, 
e.g. from Plato, and even from the tragedians! On the whole the general remark 
of Jerome, at Gal. iv. 24, is very appropriate: "/'. scisse, licet non ad per/ectum, 
literas ,aecularts.'' 
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youthful spirits concentrate all their energies on the pursuit of 
an idea embraced with thorough enthusiasm. His zeal was fed 
with abundant fuel and more and more violently inflamed, when 
the young Christian party growing up in Jerusalem became 
an object of hostility as dangerously antagonistic to the theo­
cracy and legal orthodoxy (comp. Acts vi. 13, 14), and at length 
formal persecution broke out with the stoning of Stephen. 
Even on that occasion Saul, although still in a very subordinate 
capacity, as merely a youth in attendance,1 took a willing and 
active part (Acts viii. 1, xxii. 20); but soon afterwards he came 
forward on his own account as a persecutor of the Christians, 
and, becoming far and wide a terror to the churches of Judaea 
(Gal. i. 22 f.), he raged against the Christians with a violence so 
resolute and persistent (Acts xxii. 3 f., xxvi 10 ff.), that his con­
duct at this time caused him ever afterwards the deepest humi­
liation and remorse (1 Cor. xv. 8, 9; Gal. i. 13; Eph. iii. 8; 
Phil. iii 6; comp. 1 Tim. i. rn). Yet precisely such a character 
as Saul-who, full of a keen but for the time misdirected 
love of truth and piety, devoted without selfish calculation his 
whole energies to the idea which be had once embraced as his 
highest and holiest concernment-was, in the purpose of God, to 
become the chief instrument for the proclamation and exten­
sion of the divine work, of which he was still for the moment 
the destructive adversary. A transformation so extraordinary 
required extraordinary means. Accordingly when Saul, invested 
with full powers by the Sanhedrin (Acts ix. 1, xxvi. 9), was 
carrying his zealous labours beyond the bounds of Palestine, 
there took place near Damascus (35 A.D.) that wonderlul ap­
pearance to him of the exalted Jesus in heavenly glory (see 
on Acts ix. 3; 1 Cor. ix. 1, xv. 8) which arrested him (Phil. iii. 
12),and produced no less a result than that Saul-thereby divinely 
called, and subsequently favoured with an inward divine revela­
tion of the Son of God 2 (see on Gal. i. 15 f)-gradually Lecame, 

1 Not a• a married man or nlrencly n widower, of about tl1irty years of age, 
(Ewald, Hnnsrath); comp. on Acts vii. 68. 

1 The attempts of the Tlibingen school (e~pecinlly of Baur e.nd Holsten) to 
represent the Gospel of Paul as having originatP.d from the intrinsic action of his 
own mind, and the event at Damascus as o. visionary picture <lrnwn from l1is own 
spirit, are noticed and refuted at Aets ix., nnd by Beyschlag in th~ Stud. u. Krit. 
ltiiO, 1. Compare generally Dorner, Gcsch. d. J11'0I, Tlieol. p. 829 ff, 
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under the further guidance of the divine Spirit and in the school 
of his own experiences so full of trial, the Apostle, who by 
the most extensive and most succesr.ful proclamation of the 
Gospel, espr-cially among the Gentiles, and by his triumphant 
liberation of that Gospel from the fetters of Mosaism on the one 
hand and from the disturbing influences of the current theosophic 
speculations on the other, did more than all the other apostles­
he, the Thirteenth, more than the Twelve, who had been called 
in the fir:it instance for the ow81:Ka<J,u11.ov of Israel (Gal. ii. 9 ; 
1 Cor. xv. 10). His conversion was completed through Ananias, 
who was directed to him by means of an appearance of Christ 
(Acts ix. 10 ff); and, having been baptized, he at once after a 
few days, in the resolute consciousness of his spiritual life 
transformed with a view to his apostolic vocation (Gal. i. 16), 
preached in the synagogues of Damascus Jesus 1 as being the 
Son of God (Acts x. 19 f.). For all half-heartedness was foreign 
to him; now too he was, whatever he was, thoroughly, and this 
energetic unity of his profound nature was now sanctifiell 
throughout by the living spirit of Christ. His apostolic labour:, 
at Damascus, the birthplace of his regenerate life, lasted three 
years, intenupted however by a journey to Arabia (Gal. i. 17), 
the object of which most probably was to make merely a pre­
liminary and brief trial of his ministry in a foreign field. 2 

1 The chief fncts in the life of Jesus could not but huve been nlready known to 
him in a generul wny, whilst he wns actively opposing the Christiuns at J eru­
snlem ; but now, for the first time, there duwned upon him the saving knowledge 
of these facts and of their truth, and his constant intercourse with believers 
henceforth deepened more nnrl more this snving knowledge. Thus, following the 
living historicnl tradition within the circle of Christianity under the influence 
of the Christ revealeu in him, he became the most important witness for the 
history of J<•sus npart from the Gospels. Comp. Keim, Geschichte Jesit, I. p. 36 ff.; 
nlso Hnnsrath, neut. Zeitgcsch. II. p. 457. But that he hnu seen Christ Himself, 
cnnnot be inferreu from 2 Cor. v. 16; see on that passage. 

• Schrader, mmner, Kohler (Abfassungen d. eJJislol. Sehr. p. 43 f.), 
Riickert, nnd Schott on Gal. l. c., Holsten, Dollinger, Krenke!, nnd others, 
think that Pnul withdrew immediately after his conversion to a neigh­
bouring desert of Arabia, in order to prepare llimself in retirement for l1is calling. 
Compare olso Hausrath, ncut. Zcilgesch. II. p. 455. This view is deciuculy nt 
variance with Acts ix. 19, 20, where the immediate public teaching nt Dnmnscus, 
a few days after t.he conversion, receives very studious prominence. But we shou!<l 
only have to assume such an inconsistency with the pnssuge in Acts, in the event 
,if that nssamed object of the Arabian journey being '-Xegetically deducible from 
the Apostle's own words in Gal. i. 17, which, however, is by no means the c11sc. 
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Persecution on the part of the Jews-which was subse­
quently so often, according to the Divine counsel, the salu~ary 
means of extending the sphere of the Apostle's labours-compels 
him to escape from Damascus (Acts ix. 19-26; 2 Cor. xi. 32f.); 
and he betakes himself to the mother-church of the faith on 
account of which he has suffered persecution in a foreign land, 
proceeding to Jerusalem (A.D. 38), in order to make the personal 
acquaintance of Peter (Gal. i. 18). At first regarded by the 
believers there with distrust, he was, through the loving inter­
vention of Barnabas (Acts ix. 27 f.), admitted into the relation of 
a colleague to the apostles, of whom, however, only Peter and 
James the brother of the Lord were present (Gal. i. 19). His 
first apostolic working at Jerusalem was not to last more than 
fifteen days (Gal. i. 18); already had the Lord by an appear­
ance in the temple (Acts xxii. 17 ff.) directed him to depart to 
the Gentiles; already were the Hellenists resident in the city 
seeking his life; and he therefore withdrew through Syria to his 
native place (Acts ix. 30; Gal. i. 20). Here he seems to have 
lived and worked wholly in quiet retirement, till at length Bar­
nabas, who bad appreciated the greatness and importance of the 
extraordinary man, went from Antioch, where just at that time 
Gentile Christianity had established its first church, to seek him 
out at Tarsus, and brought him thence to the capital of Syria; 
where both devoted themselves for a whole year (A.D. 43) without 
interruption to the preaching of the Gospel (Acts xi. 25, 26). 
We know not whether it was during this period (see Anger, 
tenip. rat. p. 104 ff.), or during his sojourn in Cilicia (see Ewald, 
apost. Zeit. p. 440, ed. 3), that the Apostle became the subject 
of that spiritual ecstasy and revelation which, even after the 

Luke, it is b11e, makes no mention at all of the Arabian journey; but for th11L 
very reason it is highly improbable that it had as its object a silent prepnrntion 
for his official work. For in that case the analogous instances of other fnmons 
teachers who had prepared themselves in the desert for their future calling (Ex. 
xxiv. 18, xxxiv. 28; Deut, ix. 9; 1 Kings xix. 8), nnd the cxnmple of John the 
Baptist, and even of Christ Himself, would have made the fact seem too important 
either to have remained wholly unknown to Luke, or to ho.ve been passed over 
without notice in his history; although Hilgenfeld and Zeller suppose him to 
have omitted it intentionally. On the other hand, we cnnnot suppose thnt the 
sojourn in Arabia extended over the whole, or nearly the whole, of the three 
years (Eichhorn, Remsen, Anger, Ewald, Laurent, nnd older expositors). See 
generally on Gal. i. 17. 
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lapse of fourteen years, continued to be regarded by him as so 
extremely remarkable (2 Cor. xii 2-4). 

But the great famine was now approaching, which, foretold at 
Antioch by the prophet .Agabus from Jerusalem, threatened 
destruction to the churches of J udaea. On this account the 
brethren at Antioch, quite in the spirit of their new brotherly 
love, resolved to forward pecuniary aid to Judaea; and entrusted 
its transmission to Barnabas and Saul (.Acts xi. 27-30). .After 
the execution of this commission (A.D. 44), in carrying out 
which however Saul at least cannot have gone all the way to 
Jerusalem (see on Gal ii. 1), the two men were formally and 
solemnly consecrated by the church at .Antioch as apostles to 
the Gentiles (.Acts xiii. 1-3); and Saul now undertook-at first 
with, but afterwards without, Barnabas-his missionary journeys 
so fruitful in results. In the course of these journeys he was wont, 
where there were Jews, to attempt the fulfilment of his office in 
the first instance among them, in accordance with what he knew 
to be the divine order (Rom. i. 16, xv. 8 ff.), and with his own 
deep love towards his nation (Rom. ix. 1 ff.); but when, as was 
usually the case, he was rejected by the Jews, he displayed the 
light of Christ before the Gentiles. .And in all variety of circum­
stances he exhibited a vigour and versatility of intellect, an 
acuteness and depth, clearness and consistency, of thought, a 
purity aud steadfastness of purpose, an ardour of disposition, an 
enthusiasm of effort, a wisdom of conduct, a firmness and deli­
cacy of practical tact, a strength and freedom of faith, a fer­
vour and skill of eloquence, a heroic courage amidst dangers, a 
love, self-denial, patience, and humility, and along with all this 
a lofty power of gifted genius, which secure for the Saul whom 
Christ made His chosen instrument the reverence and admira­
tion of all time.1 

1 Comp. Holsten, l.c. Evang. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 88 IT.; Luthardt, d. Ap. Paul. 
e. Lebensbild, 1869; Krenkd, Paul. d. Ap. d. Heiden, 1869 ; Hu.usrath, neut. 
Zeitgesch. II. 1872 ; Grau, Entwickelungsgesch. d. neulest. Schriftth. 1871, II. p. 
10 f.; a.Isa Sabatier, l'ap~tre Paul, esquisse d'une histoire de sa pens!.e, Strnsb. 1870. 
Still the history of the spiritue.l development of the Apostle cannot be so definitely 
and sharply divided into periods es Sabatier bes tried to clo. See, age.inst this, 
the appropriate remarks of Gess, Jahrb. f. D. Tluol. 1871, p. 159 If. The motive 
power and unity of all his working le.y in his inward fellowship with Christ, with 
His death and resurrection-in the subjective living and moving in Christ, and al 
Christ in him. Comp. Grau. l.c. p. 15 If. 
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In accordance with the narrative of Acts, three 1 m1ss10nary 
journeys of the Apostle may be distinguished; and in the 
description of these we may insert the remaining known facts of 
his history. 

(1.) On his consecration as Apostle to the Gentiles, Paul went 
along with Barnabas the Cyprian, and with Mark accompanying 
them as apostolic servant, first of all to the neighbouring CyprlB; 
where, after h.is advance from Salamis to Paphos, his work was 
crowned by a double success-the humiliation of the goetes 
Elymas, and the conversion of the proconsul Sergius Paulus 
(Acts xiii. 6-12). Then Pamphylia, where Mark parted from 
the apostles (xiii. 13), Pisidia and Lycaonia became in turn fields 
of his activity, in whici.J, together with Barnabas, he founded 
churches and organized them by the appointment of presbyters 
(xiv. 23). At one time receiving divine honours on account of 
a miracle (xiv. 11 ff.), at another persecuted and stoned (xiii. 50, 
xiv. 5, 19), he, after coming down from Perga to Attalia, retlll'ned 
to the mother-church at Antioch. 

While Paul and Barnabas were here enjoying a quiet sojourn 
of some duration among the brethren (Acts xiv. 28), there came 
down from Judaea Pharisaic Christians jealous for the law, whc 
required the Gentile converts to submit to circumcision as a 
condition of Messianic salvation (Acts xv. 1; Gal. ii. 4). It 
was natural that this demand should encounter a decided oppo­
nent in the highly enlightened and liberal-minded Paul, whose 
lively assurance of the truth, resting on revelation and upheld 
by his own experience, could tolerate no other condition of 
salvation than faith in Christ; and in consequence both he and 
the likeminded Barnabas became entangled in no small contro­
versy (Acts xv. 2). The dispute involved the fundamental 
essence and independent standing of Christianity and the whole 
freedom of a Christian man, and was therefore of such import­
ance that the church at Antioch, with a view to its settlement, 

1 The supposition that there were other chief journeys, which, it is alleged, 
are left unnoticed in the Acts (Schrader), is quite incompatible with the course 
of the history as there given. He must, however, have matle mo.ny subordinate 
journeys, for the Book of Acts is far from giving a complete account of his labours, 
as is clearly shown by various intimations in the Epistles. For example, how 
many journeys and events not noticed in the Acts must be 11ssumed in connectiou 
with 2 Cor. xi. 14 ff. r 
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deputed their most influential men, Paul, who also received a 
revelation for this purpose (Gal. ii. 2), and Barnabas along with 
some others (Paul also took Titus with him, Gal. ii. 1), to pro­
ceed to Jerusalem (fourteen years after the Apostle's first journey 
thither, A.D. 52), and there discuss with the apostles and elders 
the points in dispute. And how happy was the result of this 
so-called .Apostolic Council! Paul laid the Gospel which he 
preached to the Gentiles before the church, and the apostles in 
particular, with the best effect (Gal. ii. 2, 6); and, as to the point 
of circumcision, not even his apostolic associate Titus, a Gentile, 
was subjected to the circumcision demanded by members of 
the church who were zealous for the law. With unyielding 
firmness Paul contended for the truth of the Gospel. Tlie apostles 
who were present-James, the brother of the Lord, Peter and 
John-approved of his preaching among, and formally recog­
nized him as Apostle to, the Gentiles (Gal. ii. 1-10); and he 
and Barnabas, accompanied by the delegates of the church 
at Jerusalem, Judas Barsabas and Silas, returned to Antioch 
bearers of a decree (Acts xv. 28-30) favourable to Christian 
freedom from the law, and important as a provisional measure 
for the further growth of the church (Acts xvi. 4 f.), though 
not coming up to that complete freedom of the Gospel which 
Paul felt himself bound to claim, and for this reason, as well as 
in virtue of his consciousness of independence as Apostle to the 
Gentiles, not urged by him in his Epistles. Here they prose­
cuted afresh their preaching of Christ, though not always without 
disturbance on the part of Jewish Christians, so that Paul was 
compelled in the interest of Christian freedom openly to oppose 
and to admonish even Peter, who had been carried away into 
dissimulation, especially seeing that the other Jewish Christians, 
and even Barnabas, had allowed themselves to be tainted by that 
dissimulation (Gal. ii. 11 ff.). Paul had nevertheless the welfare 
of his foreign converts too much at heart to permit his wishing 
to prolong his stay in Antioch (Acts xv. 36). He proposed to 
Barnabas a journey in which they should visit those converts, 
but fell into a dispute with him in consequence of the latter 
desiring to take Mark (Acts xv. :W-!~9)-a dispute which 
had the beneficial consequence for the church, that the two 
men, each of whom was qualified to fill a distinct field of 
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labour, parted from one another and never again worked in 
conjunction. 

(2.) Paul, accompanied by Silas, entered on a second missionary 
journey (A.D. 52). He went through Syria and Cilicia, strength­
ening the Christian life of the churches (Acts xv. 41); and then 
through Lycaonia, where at Lystra (see on Acts xvi. 1) he asso­
ciated with himself Timothy, whom he circumcised-apart how­
ever from any connection with the controversy as to the neces­
sity of circumcision (see on Acts xvi. :~)-with a view to prevent 
his ministry from causing offence among the Jews. He also 
traversed Phrygia and Galatia (Acts xvi. 6), in the latter of 
which he was compelled by Lodily weakness to make a stay, 
and so took occasion to plant the churches there (Gal. iv. 13). 
When he arrived at Troas, he received in a vision by night a caU 
from Christ to go to Macedonia (xvi. 8 ff.). In obedience to this 
call he stepped for the first time on the soil of Europe, and caused 
Christianity to take permanent root in every place to which he 
carried his ministry. For in Macedonia he laid the foundation 
of the churches at Philippi, Thessalonica, and Beroea (Acts xvi 
12 ff., xvii 1 ff., 10 ff.); and then, driven away by repeated 
persecutions (comp. also 1 Thess. ii. 1 f., i. 6)-but leaving Silas 
and Timothy behind in Beroea (Acts xvii. 14)-he brought to 
Christ His first-fruits even in Athens, whl:'re he was treated by 
the philosophers partly with contempt and partly with ridicule 
(Acts xvii. 16 ff.). But in that city, whence he despatched 
Timothy, who had in the meanwhile again rejoined him, to 
Thessalonica (1 Thess. iii. 1 ff.), he was unable to found a church. 
The longer and more productive was his labour in Corinth, 
whither he betook himself on leaving Athens (Acts xviii. 1 ff.). 
There, where Silas and Timothy soon joined him, he founded the 
church whi0h Apollos afterwards watered (1 Cor. iii. 6, 10, iv. 
lfi, ix. 1); and for more than a year and a half (Acts xviii. 11, 
18; A.D. 53 and 54)-during which period he received support 
from Macedonia (2 Cor. xi. 9), as he had previously on several 
occasions from the Philippians (Phil. iv. 15 £.)-overcame the 
wisdom of the world by the preaching of the Crucified One 
(1 Cor. ii 1 ff.). The relation here formed with his fellow­
craftsman Aquila (Acts xviii. l ff.), who as a Roman emigrant 
was sojourning with his wife Priscilla in Corinth, could not fail 



SKETCH OF THE APOSTLE'S LIFE. 11 

to exercise essential influence on tl10 Christian churcb at Rome 
(Rom. xvi. 3). In Corinth he wrote also at this time the first of 
his doctrinal Epistles preserved to us-those to the Thessalonians. 
Corinth was the terminus of his second missionary journey. 
From Corinth be started on his return, not however taking a 
direct course, but first making by way of Ephesus (whither he 
brought Aquila and Priscilla with him) a journey to Jerusalem 
to attend a festival (Acts xviii. 18-22 ; A.D. 55), whence, without 
prolonging bis stay, he returned to the bosom of the Syrian 
mother-church. But be did not remain there long (Acts xviii 23); 
his apostolic zeal soon impelled him to set out once more. 

(3.) He made l1is third missionary tour through Galatia and 
Phrygia, strengthening the churches which he had founded from 
town to town (Acts xviii. 23); and traversed Asia Minor as far 
as Ephesus, where for nearly three years (A.D. 56-58) he laboured 
with peculiar power and fervour and with eminent success (Acts 
xix. 1-xx. 1), although also assailed by severe trials (Acts xx. 
19; 1 Cor. xv. 32, comp .. 2 Cor. i. 8). Tins sojourn of the 
Apostle was also highly beneficial for other churches than that 
at Ephesus; for not only did he thence make a journey to 
Corinth, which city he now visited for the second time (see on 
2 Cor. introd. § 2), but he also wrote towards the end of that 
sojourn what is known to us as the First Epistle to the Corintkians, 
receiving subsequently intelligence of the impression made by it 
from Timothy, whom he had sent to Corinth before he wrote, as 
well as from Titus, whom he had sent after writing it. The 
Epistle to the Galatians was also issued from Ephesus. He was 
impelled to leave this city by his steadfast resolution now to 
transfer his labours to the far West, and indeed to Rome itself, 
but before doing so to revisit and exhort to steadfastness in the 
faith his Macedonian and Achaean converts (Acts xix. 21, xx. 
2), as well as once more to go to Jerusalem (Acts xix. 21 ). 
Accordingly, after Demetrius the ·silversmith had raised a tumult 
against him (Acts xix. 24 ff.), which however proved fruitless, 
and after having suffered in Asia other severe afflictions (2 Cor. 
i. 8), he travelled tluough ~JJfacedonia, whither he went by way 
of Troas (2 Cor. ii. 12), and where, after that in addition to 
Timothy Titus also from Corinth had joined him, he wrote the 
Second Epistle to tlie Corinthians. He then remained three 



12 TilE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO TIIE ROMANS. 

months in Achaia (Acts xx. 3), where he issued from Corintl1-
which he now visited for the third time (2 Cor. xii. 14, xiii. 1)­
his Epistle to the Romans. Paul now regards his calling in the 
sphere of labour which he has hitherto occupied as fulfilled, and 
is impelled to pass beyond it (2 Cor. x. 15 f.); he has preached 
the Gospel from Jerusalem as far as Illyria (Rom. xv. 19, 23); he 
desires to go by way of Rome to Spain, as soon as he shall have 
c01weyed to Jerusalem a collection gathered in Macedonia and 
Greece (Rom. xv. 23 ff.). But it does not escape his foreboding 
spirit that suffering and tribulation await him in J udaea (Rom. 
xv. 30 ff.). 

The Apostle's missionary labours may be regarded as closed 
with this last sojourn in Achaia; for he now entered on his 
return journey to Jerusalem, in consequence of which the capital 
of the world was to become the closing scene of his labours and 
sufferings. Hindered solely Ly Jewish plots from sailing directly 
from Achaia to Syria, he returned once more to Macedonia, and 
after Easter crossed from Philippi to Troas (Acts xx. 3-6), 
where his companions, who had set out previously, awaited him. 
Coming thence to Miletus, he bade a last farewell with touching 
fen·our and solemnity to the presbyters of his beloved church 
of Ephesus (Acts xx. 17 ff.); for he was firmly convinced in his 
own mind, filled as it was by the Spirit, that he was going to 
meet bonds and afflictions (xx. 23). At Tyre he was warned by 
the Christians not to go up to Jerusalem (xxi. 4); at Caesarea 
Agabus announced to him with prophetic precision the ap­
proaching loss of his freedom (xxi. 10 ff.), and his friends sought 
with tears to move him even now to return; but nothing coukl 
in the least degree shake his determination to follow absolutely 
the impulse of the Spirit, which urged him towards Jerusalem 
(xx. 22). He went thither (A.D. 59) with heroic self-denial an<l 
yielding of himself to the divine purpose, in like manner as 
formerly the Lord Himself made His last pilgrimage to the 
Jewish capital. Arriving there shortly before Pentecost-for 
his object was not only to convey to the brethren the gifts of 
love collected for them, but also to celebrate the national festival, 
Acts xxiv. 17-he was induced by James and the presbyters 
immediately on the following day to undertake, for the sake of 
the J udaists, a N azarite vow (xxi. 17 ff). Dut, while it was yt~t 
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only the fifth day of this consecration (see on Acts xxiv. 11), the 
Asiatic Jews fell upon him in the temple, accusing him of 
having, as an enemy of the law and the temple, brought Gen­
tiles with him into the holy place; and they would have killed 
him, had not the tribune of the fort Antonia rescued him by 
military force from their hands (xxi. 28-34). In vain he 
defended himself before the people (Acts xxii.), and on the fol­
lowing day before the Sanhedrin (xxiii 1-10); but equally in 
vain was a plot now formed by certain Jews who had bound 
themselves by an oath to put him to death (xxiii. 11-22); for 
the tribune, when informed of it, had the Apo~tle conducted 
immediately to the Procurator Felix at Caesarea (xxiii. 23-35). 
}'elix was base enough, in spite of Paul's excellent ·defence, to 
detain him as a prisoner for two years, in the expectation even 
of receiving a bribe; and on his departure from the province, 
from a wish to gratify the Jews, left the Apostle to be dealt 
with by Porcius Festus his successor (summer, A.D. 61), Acts 
xxiv. Even from the more equitable Festus, before whom the 
Jews renewed their accusations and Paul the defence of l1is 
innocence, he did not receive the justice that was his due; where­
fore he found himself compelled to make a formal appeal to the 
Emperor (xxv. 1-12). Before this date however, whilst living 
in the hope of a speedy release, he had written at Caesarea his 
Epistles to the Ephesians, Golossians, and Philemon (which are 
usually assigned to the Roman captivity); see on Eph. introd. 
§ 2. His appeal, notwithstanding the unanimously favourable 
opinions pronounced regarding him (Acts xxvi.) after his solemn 
defence of himself before King Agrippa II. and his sister 
(xxv. 13 ff.), was necessarily followed by hi3 transference from 
Caesarea to Rome. During the autumn voyage, on which he 
was accompanied by Luke and Aristarchus, danger succeeded 
danger, after the Apostle's wise warnings were despised (Acts 
xxvii 10, 11, 21); and it was only in consequence of his advice 
being afterwards followed (Acts xxvii 30-36) that all were 
saved and, after the stranding of their vessel at Malta, happily 
landed to pass the winter on that island. In the following 
spring he saw Rome, though not-as it liad been so long hi:, 
earnestly cherished wish to visit it (Rom. i. 10 ff.)-as the free 
herald of the Gospel Still he there enjoyed the favour-after 
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rece1vmg a custodia rnilitaris-of being permitted to dwell fo 
his own hired house and to continue without interruption his 
work of instruction among all who came to him. This mild 
imprisonment lasted two full years (from the spring of 62): and 
as at this time his intrepid fidelity to his office failed not to 
make oral proclamation of the kingdom of God (Acts xxviii. 30, 
31; Phil. i. 12 ff.), so in particular the Epistle to the Philip­
pians, which emanated from this time of captivity, is a touching 
proof of that fidelity, as well as of the love which he still received 
and showed, of the sufferings which he endured, and of the 
resignation and hope which alternated within him. This letter 
of love may be called his swan's song. The two years' duration 
of his further imprisonment did not decide his cause; and it does 
not make his release by any means self-evident,1 for Luke reports 
nothing from this period respecting the progress of the Apostle's 
trial. But now all at once we lose all trustworthy accounts 
bearing on the further course of his fate; and only thus much 
can be gathered from the testimonies of ecclesiastica1 writers as 
historically certain, that he died the death of a martyr at Roma 
under Nero, and nearly at the same time 2 as Peter suffered 
crucifixion at the same place. See the testimonies in Credner, 
Bin!. I. p. 318 ff.; Kunze, praecip. Patrum testim., quae ad rnoi·t. 
P. spect., Gott. 1848; and generally Baur, Paulus, I. p. 2-!3 ff. 
ed. 2; Wieseler, p. 547 ff.; Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 149 ff.; from the 
Catholic point of view, Dollinger, Ghi·istenth. und Kirclw, p. 79 
ff. ed. 2. 

The question however arises, Whether this martyrdom (be­
heading) was the issue of his trial at that time (Petavius, Lard­
ner, Schmidt, Eichhorn, Heinrichs, Wolf, de altera Pauli captivit. 
Lips. 1819, 1821, Schrader, Hemsen, Kollner, Winer, Fritzsche, 

1 In opposition to Stolting, Beitr. z. Exey. d. Paul. Br. p. 195. 
2 Whether Peter suffered martyrdom somewhat enl"iicr thnn Paul (Ewald), or 

some time later, cannot be made out from Clement, Cor. I. 5, uny more thnn from 
otlier sources. Moreover this question is bound up with thot ns to the place and 
time of the composit10n of the First Epistle of Peter. But that Ptter never cnme 
to Rome-as, following Baur and others, LipsinR, Chronol. d. I'.lim. Bischofe, 1869, 
aml Qucllcn d. Rom. Petrussage, 1872, and Gundert in the Jahrb. f. D. 1'h. 
1869, p. 306 If., seek to prove (seo the earlier literature on the question in Bleek'R 
Ei11lciluny, p. 562)-cannot, in view of the church trndition, be maiutuiued. 
The fucus:Jion of tLis question in detail belongs to nnother pince. 
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Dnur, Schenkel, de ·wette, Matthies, Wieseler, Schaff, Ebrarcl, 
Thiersch, Reuss, Holtzmann, Judenth. u. Christenth. p. 549 f., 
Hausrath, Hilgenfeld, Otto, V olckmar, Krenke}, and others, 
including Rudow, Diss. de argU1nentis historic., quilnts epistolar. 
pastoral. origo Paul. impugnata est, Gott. 1852, p. 6 ff.), or of a 
second Roman captivity, as has been assumed since Eusebius (ii. 
2::!) by the majority of ancient and modern writers, including 
Michaelis, Pearson, Hiiulein, Bertholdt, Hug, Heidenreich, Pas­
toralbr. II. p. 6 ff., Mynster, l.:l. theol. Sehr. p. 291 f., Guericke, 
Bohl, Abfassungsz. d. Er. an Timoth. u. Tit., Berl. 1829, p. 91 
ff., Kohler,1 Wurm, Schott, Neander, Olshausen, Kling, Credner, 
Neudecker, Wiesinger, Baumgarten, Lange, apost. Zeitalt. II. i. 
p. 386 ff., Bleek, Dollinger, Sepp, Garns, d. Jah1· cl. llfi.irtyrertodes 
d. Ap. Petr. ii. Paul. 1867, Ewald, Ruther and others. Since 
the te1:itimony of Eusebius, l.c., which is quite of a general 
character, confessedly has reference merely to a tradition (Xoyo~ 
{x€1), which was acceptable to him on account of 2 Tim. iv. 16 
f., the historical decision of this question turns on the statement 
of Clemens Romanus.2 He says, according to Dressel's text,3 1 
Cor. 5: ~la tijXov Kat O IIavAOS' inroµovqs- {3pa/3€'iov inr€<TX€11, 
E71'TaKIS' 0€<Tµa <f,opirras-, <f,uyaO€U0€k X10a<r0€'is-. K.ijpu( yevoµ€110S' 

:,, T€ 711 avaToAii Kat Ell -rii 0U<T€1, TO y€1111a'io11 TqS' 71':<TT€WS' av-rou 

1 Who, curiously enou~h, further assumes a third and fourth captivity. 
i Nothing nt all bearing upon our question cnn be derived from the testimony 

or Dionysius of Corinth, quoted by Euseb. ii. 25, to which Wicsinger still 
utta~hes WPi~ht. It merely affirms that Peter nml Pnul l111ving come to Italy, 
there taught, nnd died as martyr~. Comp. Caius ap. Eus. l.c., lren. Haer. iii. 
l; Tertull. Scorp. 15, pracscr. 36; and even the K'I/PV"fJJ,O. Ilfrpou (Clem. Strom vi. 
5 ). Thcstl testimonies do not in the least suggest the idea of a second pr~sence in 
Rome. 

3 Dressel follows the recension or Jnrobson (Oxon. 1838, nnd 2d ed. 1840), who 
collnted Cod. A anew, and carefully rectified its text of the epistle first issued by 
Pntricius Junius (Oxon. 1633), followed substantinlly in that form by Cotelerius 
(Paris 1672), and then amended by Wotton (Cantabr. 1718). The vnriotions 
hol\·ever or the different revisions of the text, which is only preserv~d, and thnt 
in a very faulty form, in Cod. A, do not essentially nlfcct tl1e present question. 
Even the form in which Laurent (neutest. Stud. p. 105 ff., and in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1870, p. 135 If.) gives the text of the passage in Clement on the bnsis of 
Tischendorf's reproduction of Cod. A, is without influence on our question. This 
holds true also with respect to the lntest critical editions of the Clementine Epis­
tles by Hilgenfeld (N. T. extra canonem, 1866, 1.), by Lightfoot (S. Clemen: of 
Rome. The two Epistle.a, etc. 1869), nnd by Laurent \Clem. Rom. ad Cor. epistula, 
etc. 1870). 
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KAeor t> ... a{3ev, OtKatOCTUVI/V 818a[ar C))\ov TOIi KOCTµov, Kai e,ri TO 
I ""' {'I I ''0 I ' I , \ ..,. r I Tepµa Tl/r OVCT€Wr ""' wv, Kat µapTVP'//CTar €'7!"1 TWII 11yovµe11w11. 

OuTwr Cl'7!"1/AACIY'1 TOU KOCTµov, Kai etr TOV ay1011 T0'7!"0II e,ropeu011, 
v,roµovijr yevoµevos- µeyt/TTOS' u,roypaµµos-. This passage, it is 
thought, indicates clearly enough that Paul before his death, 
passing beyond Italy, had reached the farthest limit of the West, 
::3pain,1 and that therefore a second Roman imprisonment must 
be assumed. See especially Credner, Gesch. d. Kanan, p. 51 ff.; 
Ruther, Pastoralbr. Einl. p. 32 ff. ed. 3; Lightfoot l.c., who 
understands by Tepµa T. 8. Gades. In opposition to this view 
we need not seek after any different interpretation of To Tepµa T. 

ou1Tews-; whether it may be taken to signify the western limit 
appointed to Paul (Baur, Schenkel, Otto )-which certainly would 
be very meaningless-or the line of demarcation between East­
and West (Schrader, Hilgenfeld, apost. Viiter, p. 109); or even 
the centre of the West (Matthies). But it is to be observed :-lst. 
that the language generally bears a highly rhetorical and hyper­
bolical character, and, were it only for this reason, it is very ha­
zardous to interpret the" limit of the West" ( To Tepµa Tijr 8u1Tewr) 
with geographical accuracy. And is not even the immediately 
preceding OtKatOCT. 018a[as- C:Xov TOV Kocrµov a flourish of exagger­
ation? 2d. Clement does not speak of East and West from his 
own Roman stand-point, but, as was most naturally accordant 
with the connection and design of his statement, from the stand­
point of Paul, into whose local relations he in thought transports 
himself. While the Apostle laboured in Asia, he was in the 
East: then he passed over to Greece, and thus had become, 
from his Oriental point of view, a herald also in the West. But 
in the last crisis of his destiny he came even to the far \Vest, as 
far as Rome: and for this idea how naturally, in the midst of the 
highly coloured language which he was using, did the expression 
€'71"1 TO Tepµa T~r o:CTewr eX0wv suggest itself! It could not have 
been misunderstood by the readers, because people at Corinth 
could not but know tlw place where Paul met his death. 3cl. 

1 So also Ewnld, apost. Zeit. p. 620 If. ed. 3, who supposes tlrnt, when l',,ul 
heard in Spain of the horrors of the N eronian persecutions, he hurried back to 
Rome to bear witness for Christianity; that there he wns nrrested, placed once 
more on trial, and condemned to death. According to Ewal<l the Ilook of Acts 
itself, at i. 8, points by way of anticipation to the Spanish journey, 
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E,r} Twv 1iyouµl11w11 denotes (in allusion to l\fatth. x. 18) the 
rulers generally, before whom Paul gave testimony concerning 
Christ (µapTup~<Ta~), after he had reached this Tlpµa Tij~ ou<T£w~. 

If the latter denotes Rome, then we may without hesitation, on 
historical grounds, conclude that the rulers are those Roman 
magistrates before whom Paul made his defence in Rome. But 
if Spain should be the "goal of the West," we should find our­
selves carried by the µapTup~<Ta~ e,r) Tw11 ~youµ. to some scene 
of judicial procedure in Spain; and would it not in that casf. 
be necessary to assume a sojourn of the Apostle there, which 
that very trial would render specially memorable ? But how 
opposed to such a view is the fact, that no historical trace, at 
all certain, is preserved of any church founded by Paul in 
Spain! For the testimonies to this effect adduced by Garns, 
Kirchengesch. v. Spanien, p. 26, Sepp, Gesch. der Ap. p. 314, ed. 2, 
and others, contain nothing but traditions, which have merely 
arisen from the hypothetical Spanish journey of Paul. Auel to 
say with Ruther that the Apostle had travelled (e"Xew11) to Spain, 
but had not laboured there, is to have recourse to an explanation 
at variance with the intrinsic character of Paul himself and 
with the context of Clement. Besides, according to Rom. xv. 
23 f., Paul desired to transfer his ministry, that was accomplished 
in the East, to Spain. 4th. If e,rl TO Tf pµa T, OU<Tf(J)~ eX8w11 was 
intended to transport the reader to Spain, then it would be most 
natural, since ouTw~ sums up the previous participial clauses, to 
transfer the Q71"'7AAay,, TOV KO<Tµou also to Spain; for just as this 
071"'7AA. T. K, is manifestly correlative to the OIKatO<TUl/'71/ o,oa(. OAOjl 
T, KO<Tµo11, so £i~ T. ay1011 T071"01/ €71"0p€u0,, corresponds with the 
e,r) T, TEpµa T, 0U<T€W~ K.T.A, ; so that Paul, starting from the 
TEpµa T ou<T£w~, which he has reached, and where he has bome 
his testimony before the rulers, enters on his journey to the holy 
place. It is only, therefore, when we understand Italy as the 
western limit, that the language of Clement is in harmony with 
the historical circumstances of the case.1 See, moreover, Lipsius, 

1 If we render µapTvp~<ras martyrium passus (Credner, Lange, and older writers), 
this result comes out the more clearly, since at all events P11ul <lied in Rome; 
along with which indee1l Dollinger further finds in iirl Twv 1/"'(ovµ. an evidence 
for the year 6i that hns been the traditional date since Eusebius, ChT01i. (comp. 
also Garns, Jahr d. Miirtyrertodes, etc.; and Sepp, l.c. p. 379), when Nero was 
absent and the Prefects ruled in Rome. See his Christeiith. u. Kirclu, p. 101, ed. 

L B 
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de Clem. Rom. ep. ad Cor. I. p. 129, and Clironol. d. rl/m. Bischufe, p. 
163 ff. It cannot withal be overlooked that in the so-called Epist. 
Clem. ad Jacobum, c. 1, there is manifestly an echo of our pas­
sage, and yet Rome alone is designated as the final goal of the 
A ·tl ' l b ' ' ' ' 0 ' "'' - ' ' po::s e s a ours: TOIi erroµe11011 aya 011 Ol\.'f' T'f' Korrµrp µ1711urra1 
Q ' ' ' • -e -•p ' ' e Q , ,-,arrtl\.€a, µe')(plf €I/Tau a Tl/ wµn ye11oµe11of, €0fJOUA1]T'f' OLOar;-

'\ I , r ' e I ' \ - - QI Q , \ r' Kal\.tq. rrw~WII av pW7r0Uf, aUTOf TOU 1/UII ,-,iou f-1La1Wf TO ~1'/11 

µeT1JAAafe11. After this the conjecture of Wieseler (and Schaff, 
Hist. of Apost. Church, p. 342), who, instead of e1ri -ro Tepµa as 
given by Junius, would read u1ro -ro Tepµa, and explain it" be­
fore the supreme power of the West," is unnecessary. It is 
decisive against this view that Jacobson, as well as Wotton, 
found e1ri in the Cod. A, and that Tischendorf likewise has 
attested the existence of Kai e1ri as beyond doubt. But, besides, 
Wieseler's expedient would not be admissible on grounds of 
linguistic usage, for Tepµa in the sense assumed is only used 
with 1xe111; see Eur. Snppl. 617, Or. 1343, Jacobs. ad Del. epigr. 
p. 287. From the very corrupt text of the Canon Muratorii,I 

2. Against that chrono1ogical determination, see generally Baxmann, dass Petr. 
u. Paul nicht am 29. Junius 67. gemartert worden sind, 1867. 

1 The passage in question runs, "Acta autem omnium apostolomm sub uno 
libro sunt. Lucas optime Theophile comprindit (comprehendit), quia sub prae• 
sentia ejus singula gerebantur, sicuti et semote passionem Petri evidenter cle­
clarat, sed profectionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis." Wieseler 
conjectures that after proficiscentis the word omiltit has been left out ; that 
semote means : at a separate place, viz. not in the Acts of the Apostles, but in the 
Gospel, xxii. 31-33. A very forced conjecture, with which nevertheless Volk­
mar (in Credner's Gcsch. d. Kanon, p. 348) agrees, supposing that a non has 
dropped ont after proficiscentis. Credner, l.c. p. 155 f., conjectured semota (namely 
loca, which is supposed to refer to John xxi. 18 ff., and Rom. xv. 24), and ther. 
et instead of scd. Otto, p. 154, would read sic et instead of scd; making the 
meaning : "Consequently (sic) he declares openly, that just as (uti et) in his 
absence the martyrdom of Peter took place, so likewise (sic et) the journey of 
l'aul," etc. But how much must we thus introduce into the semote I Laurent 
alters into: '' semota passione . .. et projectione," etc. Various suggestions nre made 
by others; see Ewald, Jahrb. VlJJ. p. 126, whose own procedure is the boldest. 
Hilgenfeld, Kanon u. Krit. d. N. T., thinks that the author has "guessed" the 
martyrdom of Peter and the Spanish journey of Pnul from the abrupt close 
of the Acts of the Apostles. Such a theory should have been precluded by the 
"evidcnter declarat," for which indeed Ewald would read "evidenter dccerpit" 
or "decollai. If we must resort to conjecture (and it is necessary), it seems 
the simplest cour~e, instead of et semote, to insert id scm.otam, and then in­
~tend of sed, et. This would yield the sense : as tliis circwnstance (id), viz. the 
writing down only what took place in his presence, cviclmtlv explains the exclu.• 
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nothing can be gathered bearing on our question, except that the 
author was already acquainted with the tradition of the journey 
to Spain dfterwards reported by Eusebius; not, that he wished 
to refute it (Wieseler, p. 536). On the other hand, Origen (in 
Euseb. iii 1 : Tl oe:i ,re:pi IIauXou Xeye:,v a,ro 'Ie:pou1TaX;µ µexpi 
TOU 'IXXuptKOU 71"€71"A1JPWKOTO~ TO e:uayyeX,ov TOU XptlTTOU Kai 
VITT€pov €V TV 'Pwµ11 e,ri N epwvM µe:µapTUPJ/KOTO~) tacitly excludes 
the Spanish journey. The tradition regarding it arose very natur­
ally out of Rom. xv. 24; (Jerome: "ad Italiam quoque et, ut ipse 
scribit, ad Hispanias-portatus est"), and served as a needed his­
torical basis for the explanation of 2 Tim., acquiring the more 
general currency both on this account and because it tended to 
the glorification of the Apostle. It is further worthy of atten­
tion that the pseudo-Abdias, in his Historia Apostolica, ii 
7, 8 (in Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. p. 452 ff.), represents the 
execution as the issue of the captivity reported in the Acts. 
Had this author been a believer in a liberation, as well 
as in a renewed missionary activity and second imprisonment, 
he would have been the last to refrain from bringing forward 
wonderful reports regarding them. Substantially the same may 
b~ said of the ..4.cta Petri et Paitli in Tischeudorf, Act. ap. apocr. 
p. 1 ff. 

Note.-If we regard the Epistles to Timotliy and Titits-whicl1, 
moreover, stand or fall together-as genuine, we mitst take, as Euse­
bius in particular has done with reference to 2 Tim., the tradition of 
the AposUe's liberation from Rome aud of a second captivity there 
as an historical postulate,1 in order to gain the room which caunot 
otherwise be found for the historical references of those Epistles, 

sion (semotam) of the passion of Peter and of the journey of Paul from Rome to 
Spain. On both of these occasions the nuthor nccortlingly thinks tho.t Luke 
wo.s not present, nnd thereby the fo.ct that he has omitted them in his book 
i8 explo.ined. 

1 This is the ground o.ssumed by the latest expositors of the rastornl Epistles, 
who mail'ltnin their genuineness, Wiesinger and Huther; whilst RuJow, ngain, in 
the already mentioned Dissert. 1852, only rejects the First Ep. to Timothy 
(comp. Bleek), nnd, calling in question n second captivity, ascribes the Second 
Ep. to Timothy to thtl first imprisonment, and the Ep. to Titus to the sojourn 
at Ephesus. So also Otto, with respect to the two last-named Epistles ; but ho 
regar1ls the First Ep. to Timothy as a letter of instruction for Timothy in view of 
his mission to Corinth, conseqnently as nearly contemporaneous with the Ep. to 
Titus. See, in opposition to Otto, Huther 011 the Pa,storal Epistles, Introd. ed. 3 
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and the latest possible time for their other contents. But the 
more defective the proof of the second imprisonment is, the more 
warranted remain the doubts as to the genuineness of these 
Epistles, which arise out of their own contents; while in virtue 
of these doubts the Epistles, in their turn, cannot themselves be 
suitably adduced in proof of that captivity. Besides, it cannot 
be left out of view that in all the unquestionably genuine Epistles 
which Paul wrote during his imprisonment every trace of the 
previously (Rom. xv. 24:) cherished plan of a journey to Spain 
has vani,,hed; and that in the Epistle to the Philippians, which 
was certainly not written till he was in Rome (i. 25 f., ii. 24), he 
contemplates as his further goal in the event of his liberation, not 
the far West, but Macedonia, or in other words a return to the 
East. From Acts xxiii. ll, however, no evidence can be adduced 
against the Spanish journey (as Otto contends), because in this 
passage there is no express mention of a last goal, excluding all 
further advance. 

§ 2. 'l'HE CHRISTIAN CHURCH AT Ro11rn.1 

That the Christian Church in Rome had been in existence fo1· 
a considerable time when Paul wrote to it, is clear from i. 8-13 
and xiii. 11, 15 ; and that it was already a church formally con­
stituted, may be gathered from the general analogy of other 
churches that had already been long in existence, from xii. 5 ff., 
and less certainly from xvi. 5. Especially may the existence of 
a body of presbyters, which was essential to church organization 
(Acts xiv. 23), be regarded as a matter of course. In the Acts 
of the Apostles the existence of the Church is presupposed 
(xxviii 15) as something well known; and the author, who fol­
lows the thread of his Apostle's biography, had no occasion to 
narrate its origin or development. 

The origin of the Roman Church cannot therefore be deter-• 
mined with certainty. It is uot incredible that even during the 
lifetime of Jesus faith in Him had taken root, in individual 
cases, among the Roman Jews (comp. Clem. Recogn. i. 6). For 

1 See Th. Schott, d. Rornerbrief s. Endzweck u. Gedankengang nach, Er!. 1858; 
Mangold, d. R/Jmerbr. u. d. Anfange d. rom. Gem. Marb. 1866 ; Wieseler in 
Herzogs Encykl. XX. p. 583 ff. (1866); Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1867, p. 
627 If.; comp. also Grau, z. Einfuhr. in d. Schrifttli. N. T., Stuttg. 1868, and his 
Entwickel:mgsgesch. d. neut. Schriftlh. II. 1871, p. 102 ff.; Sabutier, l'apdere Paul, 
1870. 
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e,mong the pilgrims who flocked to the festivals at Jerusalem 
from all countries Romans also were wont to be present (Acts ii. 
10), and that too in considerable numbers, because the multitude 
of Jews in Rome had since the time of Pompey become e tra­
ordinarily great (see Philo, leg. ad Caj. II. p. 568; Dio Cass. 
xxxvi 6; Joseph. Antt. xvii. 11, 1), including Jews directly from 
Palestine (prisoners of war, see Philo, l.c.), of whom a large 
portion had attained to freedom, the rights of citizenship, and 
even wealth. Is it unlikely that individual festal pilgrims from 
Rome, impressed uy the words and works of J esns in Jerusalem, 
carried bark with them to their homes the first seeds of the faith? 
To this view it cannot be objected (as by Reiche), that Chris­
tianity did uot spread beyond the bounds of Palestine until after 
the miracle of Pentecost; for there is mention, in fact, in Matt. 
x. of the official missionary activity of the Apostles, and in Acts 
viii. 1 ff. of that of emigrants from Jerusalem. If the former and 
the latter did not labour in foreign lands until a subsequent period, 
this by no means excludes the possibility of the conversion of 
individual foreigners, partly Jews, partly proselytes, who became 
believers in JeritSaleni. It is further probable that there were 
some Romans among the three thousand who came over to the 
Christian faith at the first Pentecost (Acts ii. 10); at least it would 
be very arbitrary to exclude these, who are expressly mentioned 
among the witnesses of what occurred at Pentecost, from participa­
tion in its nsults. Lastly, it is probaule that the persecution 
which broke out with the stoning of Stephen drove some Pales­
tinian Christians to take refuge even in the distant capital of the 
world, distinguished by its religions toleration, and in fact in­
clined to Oriental modes of worship (Athenaeu3, Deipnos. I. p. 
20 B., calls it €7r!TOµ~v Tij~ oi'KouµlvYJ~. and says: KOi -yap C:Xa Tli 

rnvYJ a.0pow~ avTo01 r:TUJ/~KLrnat). For that this dispersion of the 
Christians of Jerusalem was not confined to Samaria and J ndaea 
(an objection here urged by Heiche and Kollner), is proved by 
Acts xi. 19, where emigrants are mentioned who had gone as far 
as Phoenicia antl Cyprus. And how easily might some find their 
way even to Rome, seeing that the brisk maritime intercourse be­
tween these places and Italy afforded them opportunity, and sceiug 
that they might expect to fintl admittance and repose among their 
countrymen in Rome, who were strangers to the fanatical zeal of 
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Palestine. But altl10ugh, in consequence of the constant inter­
course maintained by the Jews at Rome with Asia, Egypt and 
Greece, and especially with Palestine (Gieseler, Kirchengesch. I. 
§ 17), various Christians may have visited Rome, and various 
Jews from Rome may have become Christians, all the influences 
hitherto mentioned could not establish a Christian congregational 
life in Rome. Individual Christians were there, and certainly 
also Christian fellowship, but still no organized church. To 
plant such a church, there was needed, as is plain from the analogy 
of all other cases of the founding of churches wit,Ji which we are 
acquainted, official action on the part of teachers endowed directly 
or indirectly with apostolic authority. 

Who the founder of the Roman cong1·egational life was, how­
ever, is utterly unknown. The Catholic Church names the 
Apostle Peter; concerning whom, along with the gradual develop­
ment of the hierarchy, there has been a gradual development of 
tradition, that he came to Rome in the second year, or at any 
rate about the beginning of the reign of the Emperor Claudius 
(according to Garns, A.D. 41), to overcome Simon Magus, and 
remained there twenty-five years (Garns: twenty-four years and 
an indefinite number of days), till his death, as its first bishop. 
See Eusebius, Chron. (in Mai's Script. vet. nov. coll. VIII. p. ~76, 
378); and Jerome, de vir. ill. 1..1 But that Peter in the year 44, 
and at the date of the apostolic conference in the year 52, was 
still resident in Jerusalem, is evident from Acts xii. 4, xv. 7, 
and Gal. ii 1 ft'. From Acts xii. 7 a journey to Rome cannot be 
inferred.2 Further, that still later, when Paul was living at 

1 See, generally, Lipsius, d. Qiullen d. Rom. Petrussage, Kiel, 1872. As to the 
way in which that tradition, the germs of which are found in Dionysius of Coriuth 
(Euseb. H. E. ii. 25), gradually developed itself into the complete and definite 
form given ahove, see Wieseler, chronol. Synops. p. 671 ; regarding the motley 
legends connected with it, see Sepp, Gesch. d. Ap. p. 341, ed. 2 ; concerning the 
unhistorical matter to be eliminated from the report of Jerome, see Ruther on 
1 Peter, Introd.; comp. Credner, Einl. II. p. 382. The nlleged presence of Simon in 
Rome is probably the mere product of a misconception, by which Justin, Apol. i. 26 
(comp. Jrenaeus, Haer. i. 23), explained nn old inscription ns refe1Ting to Simon 
Magus. Comp. also Uhlhorn, d. Homil. u. Rccog1,. d. Clem,. p. 378 f.; Moller in 
Ilcrzogs Encykl. XIV. p. 392 1r.; Bleek, p. 663 f. 

2 Even if Peter had actually, in the course of his foreign travels (1 Cor. ix. 6), 
visited Rome once in the time of Claudius (comp. on Acts xii. 17), which Ewnld 
(apost. Zcit. p. 606 f. ed. 3.) concedes to ecclesiastical tradition, not call ill~ in 
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Ephesus, Peter had not been labouring in Rome, is evident from 
Acts xix. 21, because Paul followed the principle of not interfer­
ing with another Apostle's field of labour (Rom. xv. 20 ; comp. 2 
Cor. x. 16); and, had Peter been in Rome when Paul wrote to 
the Romans, he would have been saluted by the latter before all 
others; for the numerous salutations in eh. xvi. presuppose an 
accurate acquaintance with the teachers who were then in Rome. 
Peter cannot have been labouring in Rome at all before Paul 
himself was brought thither, because the former, as Apostle to 
the Jews, would have brought Christianity into closer contact 
with the Jewish population there than is apparent in Acts 
xxviii. 22. It is even in the highest degree improbable that 
Peter was- in Rome prior to the writing of the Epistle to the 
l'hilippians-the only one which was certainly written by Paul 
in Rome-or at the time of its being written ; for it is incon­
ceivable that Paul should not in this letter have mentioned a 
fellow-Apostle, and that one Peter, especially when he bad to 
complain so deeply of being forsaken as at Phil. ii. 20. Conse­
quently the arrival of Peter in Rome, which was followed very 
soon by his execution-and which is accredited by such ancient 
and strong testimony (Dionysius of Corinth, in Euseb. ii. 25; 
Caius, in Euseb. ii. 25 ; Origen, in Euseb. iii. 1; Irenaeus; Tertul­
lian, etc.) that it cannot be in itself rejected-is to be placed only 
towards the end of Paul's captivity, subsequent to the composi­
tion of the Epistle to the Philippians. If, therefore, the tradition 
of the Roman Church having been founded by Peter-a view dis­
puted even by Catholic theologians like Hug, Herbst, Feilmoser, 
Klee, Ellendorf, Maier, and Stengel, who however are vehemently 
opposed by Windischmann, Stenglein, Reithmayr,and many others 1 

question even a meeting with Simon M ngu~ there, yet we cnnnot regnrd this ns 
involving the foundation of the Roman church nnd the episcopal position. Other­
wise Paul woul<l illlve intrude<l on another labourer's fieltl. See the sequel. 

1 Dollinger, Christenth. u;. Kirche, p. 95 If. e<l. 2, still seeks to support it on 
the usual grounds, and in doing so starts from the purely fanciful d. priori 
premiss, that the Romon Church must have been founded by an Apostle, with the 
equally arbitrary conclusion: "and that Apostle ca1i only lrnve been Peter." He 
gives to the twenty-five years' duration of the Petrine episcopatus a cul'ious round­
about interpretation, according to which the episcopate is made to mean merely 
ecclesiastical dignity in general ; seep. 317. The passage of Dionysius or Corinth 
111 Euseb. ii. 26 is misinterpreted by him.-lt ill accords with the Romnn cvis, 
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-must be entirely disregarded (although it is still defended 
among Protestants by Bertholdt, Mynster and Thiersch), it is 
on the other hand highly probable, that a Christian church 
was founded at Rome only subsequent to llaul's transference 
of his missionary labonrs to Europe; since there is no sort of 
indication, that on his first appearance in Macedonia and Acbaia 
he anywhere found a congregation already existing. He himself 
in fact stood in need of a special direction from Christ to pass 
over to Europe (Acts xvi. 9 f.); and so another official herald of 
the faith can hardly before that time have penetrated. as far as 
Italy. But, when Paul was labouring successfully in Greece, it 
was very natural that apostolic men of his school should find 
motfre and occasion for c:;arrying their evangelic ministry still 
further westward,-to the capital of the Gentile world. The ex­
pulsion of the Jews from Rome under Claudius (Sueton. Claud. 
25; Acts xviii. 2) served, under Divine guidance, as a special 
means for this end. Tiefugees to the neighbouring Greece be­
came Christians, Christians of the Pauline type, and then, on their 
return to Rome, came forward as preachers of Christianity and 
organisers of a church. We have historical confirmation of this 
in the instance of Aquila and Priscilla, who emigrated as Jews 
to Corinth, dwelt there with Paul for upwards of a year and a 
half, and at the date of our Epistle had again settled in Rome, 
where they appear, as previously in Ephesus (1 Cor. xvi 19), 
according to Rom. xvi. 3 as teachers and the possessors of a 
house where the Roman church assembled.1 It is probable that 

copate of Peter that in Euseb. iii. 2, nnd J renrtcus, iii. 3, Lin11s is expressly 
named as the first Roman bishop ; and in fact in the Constit. ap. vii. 46, I, it is 
said that he was appointed by Paul; while Peter only nominated the second 
lJishop (Clemens) after the death of Linus. Ar.cording to this statement Peter 
had nothing to <lo with the founding of the Roman episcopate, and neither Paul 
nor Peter was bishop in Rome. On the whole it is to be ruaintnined that no 
Apostle at all was bishop of a church. The apostolnte nnd the presbyterate 
were two specifically distinct offices in thA service of the Church. In Rome 
especially the succession of bishops can only be historico.lly proved from Xystu. 
onwards (ob. 125); see Lipsius, l.c. 

1 That this married pair came to Corinth, not as Christians, but ns still Jews, 
and were there converted to Christianity through Paul, see on Acts xviii. I, 2. 
Comp. Reiche, I. p. 44 f.; Wieseler, l.c. p. 686.-llloreover, that the Christia'/1,S 
(Jewish-Christians) resident in Rome were driven into exile along with other Jews 
by the edict of Claudius, can neither be proved nor yet controverted from the 
well-known passage in Sueton. Claud. 25 (see on Acts xviiL JJ; for at that time 
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others 1;1.l.so, especially among the persons mentioned in eh. xvi., 
were in similar ways led by God; but it is certain that a chief 
place among the founders of the church belongs to Aquila and 
Priscilla; since among the many who are greeted by Paul in 
the 16th chap. he presents to them the first salutation, and that 
with a more laudatory designation than is accorded to any 
of the others. 

Christianity, having taken root in the first instance among the 
Jews, found the more readily an entrance among the Gentilrs 
in Rome, because the popular heathen religion had already fallen 
into a contempt inducing despair both among the cultivated and 
uncultivated classes (see Gieseler I. i. § 11-14; Schneckenburger, 
,iwtest. Zeitgesch. p. 59 f.; Holtzmann, Judenthitm u. Christenthwn, 
p. 305 ff.). Hence the inclination to Monotheism was very general; 
and the number of those who had gone oYer to Judaism was very 
great (Juvenal, Sat. xiv. 96 ff.; Tac. Ann. xv. 44, Hist. v. 5; 
Seneca, in Augustine, de civ. Dei, vii. 11; Joseph. Antt. xviii. 
3, 5). How much attention anti approval, therefore, must the 
liberal system of religion, elevated above all the fetters of ::i 

deterrent legal rigour, as preached by Aquila and other Pauline 
teachers, have met with among the Romans dissatisfied with 
heathenism ! From the description of most of the persons named 
in eh. xvi., from the express approval given to tha doctrine 
in which the Romans had been instructed, xvi. 17, vi. 17, o.ncl 
even from the fact of the composition of the letter itself, inas­
much as not one of the now extant letters of the Apcstle is 
directed to a non-Pauline church, we may with certainty infer 
that Pauline Christianity was preponderant in Rome ; and from 
this it is a further necessary inference that a very important part 
of the Roman church consisted of Gentile-Christians. This 
Gentile-Christian part must have been the preponderating one, 
and must have formed its chief constituent element (in opposi­
tion to Baur, Schwegler, Kreh}, Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hengel, 
Volkmar, Reuss, Lutterbeck, Thiersch, Holtzmanu, Mangold, 
Grau, and Sabatier), since Paul expressly and repeatedly de­
signates .and addresses the Romans in general as belonging to the 
€01111 (i. 6, 13, xi. 13); and asserts before them the importance 

the ChristiRn body, which nt all events was very small and isolated, wus not yet 
1nJepenclent, but still uniteJ with the Jewish populatiou. 
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of his calling as Apostle to the Gentiles (xv. 15 f., i. 5 ; comp. 
xvi. 4, 26). Comp. Neander, Gesch. d. Pflanzung, etc., ed. 4, p. 
452 ff., Tholuck, Philippi, Wieseler, Hofmann. Indeed, we 
must. presume in accordance with the apostolic agreement 
of Gal. ii. 7 ff., that Paul would not have written a doc­
trinal Epistle to the Romans, especially one containing his 
entire gospel, if the church had been, in the main, a church of 
the 7rfptToµ; and not of the a,cpo/3v<rTla.1 Even eh. vii. 1, 
where the readers are described as "/Lllw<r,covTf~ 110µ011, as well as 
the numerous references to the Old Testament, and proofs adduced 
from it, are far from attesting the predominance of ,Jewish Chris­
tianity in Home.2 They are fully explained, when we recollect 
that in the apostolic age all Christian knowledge was conveyed 
through the channel of the Old Testament (xvi. 26); that an 
acquaintance with the law and the prophets, which was constantly 
on the increase by their being publicly read in the assemblies 
(comp. on Gal iv. 21), was also to be found among the Gentile­
Christians; and that the mingling of Jews and Gen tiles in the 
churches, even without a Judaizing influence being exerted 
on the latter (as in the case of the Galatians), could not but 
tend to further t11e use of that Old Testament path which 
Christian preaching and knowledge had necessarily to pursue. 
The grounds upon which Baur (in the Tubing. Zeitschr. 1836, 
3, p. 144 ff. 1857, p. 60 ff., and in his Paulus, I. p. 343 
ff. ed 2 ; also in his Christenth. d. drei erst. Jahrb. p. 62 ff. 
ed. 2 ; see also Volckmar, d. Rom. Kirche, p. 1 ff.; Holsten, 
z. Ev. u. Paul. u. Petr. p. 411) seeks to establish the pre­
ponderance of Jewish Christianity will be dealt with in con­
nection with the passages concerned ; as will also the defence 

1 Ry thie Epistle he would have gone beyond the line laid down by him for his 
own field of labour (comp. 2 Cor. x. 1311'), and would have interfered in the 
sphere not &Rsigned to him-the Apostleship to the Jews. 

' Even in the Epistle of Clement, written in the name of tl10 Roman Churcl1, 
with its numerous 0. T. references, the Gentile-Christi11n and Pauline element of 
thought predominates, although there is a manipulation of P11uline views 11nd ideas 
in accordance with the" ChriBtian legalism" (Ritschl, aUkath. K. p. 274 ff.) of a 
later period. Comp. Lipsius, de Clem. Rom. Ep. ad Cor. pr. 1855 ; and Mnngold, 
p. 167 ff. I cannot agree with Wieseler and others that this Epistle wns written 
before the destruction of Jerusalem, but wi•h Ritschl o.nd others nssign it to the 
time of Domitian ; comp. Cotelcrius. 
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of that preponderance which Mangold has given, while correct­
ing in many respects the positions of Baur. The middle course 
attempted by Beyschlag, l.c. p. 640-that the main element of 
the church consisted of native Roman proselytes to Judaism, 
so that we should regard the church as Gentile-Christian in its 
lineage, but as Jeunsh-Christian in its halnts of thought - is 
unsupported by any relevant evidence in the Epistle itself, 
or by any indication in particular of a previous state of pro­
selytisni. 

But even if there was merely a considerable portion of the 
Christian church at Rome consisting of those who had been 
previously Jews (as, in particular, xiv. l ff. refers to such), it must 
still appear strange, and might even cast a doubt upori the exist­
ence of a regularly organized church (Bleek, Bcitr. p. 55, and 
Einl. p. 412; comp. Calovius and others), that when Paul 
arrives as a prisoner in Rome, and wishes to acquaint himself 
with the Jewish community there, the leaders of the latte? 
make no mention of a Christian congregation at Rome, but 
evince merely a superlicial cognisance of the Christian sect in 
general (Acts xxviii. 22). But the Jewish leaders are here 
speaking as officials, and, as such, are not inclined without special 
immediate occasion to express their views before the captive 
stranger as to the position of the Christian body which existed in 
Rome itself. A designation of the Christian sect generally in 
accordance with its notorious outward reputation-such as might 
bring it into suspicion-is enough for them ; bnt ns to the precise 
relation in which this sect stands to them in Rome itself they do 
not feel themselves called upon to say anything for the present, 
and, with discreet reserve, are therefore wholly silent resper.ting 
it. This narrative therefore of Acts is neither to be regarded as 
a fiction due to the tendency of the author (Baur, Zeller, Iloltz­
mann), nor to be explained, arbitrarily and inadequately, by the 
expulsion of the Jews under Claudius (Olshausen), which had 
induced the Roman Jewish-Christians to separate themselves 
entirely from the Jews, so that on the return of the latter from 
exile the former remained unnoticed by them. Neither is it to 
be accounted for, with Neander-overlooking the peculiar charac­
ter of Jewish religious interests-by the vast size of the metrJpo­
lis; nor, with Baumgarten, by the predominance of the Gentile-
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Christi::tns there; nor yet, with older writers, by the hypothesis­
unjust and incapable of proof-that the Roman Jews acted a dis­
honest and hypocritical part on the occasion. Not dishonesty, 
but prudence and caution are evinced in their conduct (comp­
Schneckenburger, Philippi, Tholuck, l\fangold), for the explana­
tion of which we do not require, in addition to what they them­
selves express in ver. 22, to assume any special outward reason, 
such as that they had been rendered by the Claudian measu1·e 
more shy and reserved (Philippi; comp. Ewald, apost. Zeit. p. 588, 
ed. 3); especially seeing that there is no just ground for referring 
the • words of Suetonius, "J udaeos irnpulsore Chresto assidue 
tumultuautes Roma expulit" (Claud. 25), to disputes between 
,Tews and Christians reiative to the Messiahship of Jesus, con­
trary to the definite expression "tumultuare." 1 

,v e may add that our Epistle-since Peter cannot have laboured 
in Rome before it was written-is a fact destructive of the histo­
rical basis of the Papacy, in so far as the latter is made to rest on 
the founding of the Iloman church and the exercise of its epis­
copate by that Apostle. For Paul the writing of such a didactic 
Epistle to a church of which he knew Peter to be the founder 
and bishop, would have been, according to the principle of his 
apostolic independence, an impossible inconsistency. 

1 The Chrestus of Suetonius was a Jewisl1 agitator in Rome, who was nctually 
so called. See on Acts xviii. 2, and Wieseler, p. 685. Every other interpreta­
tion is fanciful, including even the one given above, which is ndopted by the 
majority of modern writers, among others Ly Baur, Holtzmann, Keim, Grau, nnd 
Mangold. Thiersch is peculiar in a<hling to it the groundless assertion 
that "the disturbances arose through the testimony of Peter to the Messinh in 
Rome, but that Peter had again left Rome even before the expulsion of the Jews 
by Claudius." Groundless is also the opinion of Philippi, that, if Cltrestu.s is to he 
taken as an agitator, he must have been a pseudo-Messiah. The pseudo-111:essii,hs 
appeared much later. But after the analogies of Judas and Themlns, other insur­
gents are conceivable enough-enthusiasts for political freedom nnd zealots. lley­
srhlag, p. 652 If., likewise taking Cltrestus as equivalent to Christus, infers too 
rashly, from the passage in Suetonius, thnt the Roman Church wns chiefly com­
posed of proselytes, who, when the native-born Jews were expelled, remained be­
hind. 111:iircker (Le/ire von dcr Erlos. nacli d. Rlimerbr. Meining. 1870, p. 31 
rightly rejects the interchange of the names Ghrcstus and Cliristua. 
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§ 3. OCCASION, OBJECT ANP CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE.1 

Long before writing this Epistle (a,ro r.oA\wv ETWV, xv. 23) 
the Apostle had cherished the fixed and longing desire (Acts 
xix. 21) to preach the Gospel in person at Rome (i. 11 ff)-in 
that metropolis of the world, where the flourishing of Christi­
anity would necessarily exert an influence of the utmost import­
ance on the eutire ,vest; and where, moreover, the special 
relation in which tbe church stood to the Apostle through its 
Pauline founders and teachers, and through the many friends 
and fellow-labourers whom be possessed in the city (eh. xvi.), 
claimed his ardent and loving interest. His official labours in 
other regions had hitherto prevented the carrying oi1t of this 
design (i. 13, xv. 22). Now indeed he hoped that he should 
soon accomplish its realisation; but, partly because he wished first 
to undertake bis collection-journey to Jerusalem (xv. 23-25), aud 
partly because Spain, and not Rome (xv. 24-28), was to be the 
goal of his travels to the ·west, a lengthened sojourn in Rome 
cannot have formed part of his plan at that time. Accordingly, 
in pursuance of his apostolic purpose with reference to the 
Roman church, he could not but wish, on the one hand, uo 
longer to withhold from it at least such a written communication 
of his doctrine, which he had so long vainly desired to proclaim 
orally, as should be suitable to the church's present need; and 
on the other hand, by this written communication to pave the 
way for his intended personal labours in such fitting manner as 
to render a prolonged stay there unnecessary. This twofold 
desire occasioned the composition of our Epistle, for the trans­
mission of which the journey of the Corinthian deaconess 
Phoebe to Ilome (xvi. 1) afforded an opportunity which he 
gladly embraced. He could not fail to possess a sufficient ac­
quaintance with the circumstances of the church, when we con­
sider his position towards the teachers saluted in eh. xvi., nnd 
the eminent importance of the church itself-of whose state, 
looking to tbe active intercourse between Corinth and Home, he 
was certainly thoroughly informed-as well as the indications 
afforded by eh. xii xiv. xv. That the Epistle was called forth 

1 See, besides the works quoteJ in § 2, Riggen Lach in the Lutlier. Zeitscl,r. 
1868, p. 33 If. 
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by spe;ial communications made from Rome itself (possibly by 
Aquila and Priscilla) is nowhere apparent from its contents; on 
the contrary, such a view is, from the general natu1·e of the 
contents, highly improbable. Of all the Apostle's letters, our 
present Epistle is that which has least arisen out of the necessity 
of dealing with special casual circumstances. According to Baur, 
the readers, as Jewish Christians (imbued also with erroneous 
Ebionite views), gave rise to the letter by their opposition to 
Paul, in so far, namely, as they saw in Paul's apostolic labours 
among the Gentiles a detriment to the Jews, contrary to the pro­
mises given to them by God, and therefore asserted the national 
privileges of their theocratic prirn:i.cy in an exclusive spirit as 
opposed to the universalism of the Pauline teaching. Comp. 
also Schwegler, nachapost. Zeit. I. p. 285 ff.; Volckmar, l.c. p. 7 ff.; 
and also Reuss, Gesch. d. N. T. § 105 ff. ed. 4. In this view the 
Epistle is made to assume a specifically polemic character, which 
it manifestly has not (how very different in this respect the Ep. 
to the Galatians and those to the Corinthians !) ; it is assumed 
that the Church was a Jewish-Christian one; and an impo1tance_ 
too great in relation to the whole, and indefensible from an exe­
getical point of view,1 is attached to the section, chs. ix.-xi. (even 
in Baur's second edition, which contains on .this point a partial 
retractation), while, on the other hand, the two last chapters 
have to be sacrificed to critical doubts that have no foundation. 
In no other Pauline Epistle is the directly polemical element so 
much in the background; and where it does find expression, it 
is only for the moment (as in xvi. 17-20),-a sure proof that it 
was least of all the concrete appearance and working of Anti­
paulinism which the Apostle had occasion in this Epistle to oppose. 
Against that enemy he would have waged a very different war­
fare, as is shown in particular in the case of the Epistle to the 
Galatians, so nearly allied in its contents. Nor is that enemy 
to be discovered in the weak in faith of xiv. 1 ff. Of course, 
however, Paul could not present his Gospel otherwise than in 

1 Daur previously, after liis dissertation in the Tub. Zcitschr. 1836, 3, found 
even the principal theme of the whole Epistle in chs. ix.-xi., for which chs. 
i.-viii. only serve as introduction. See against this Yiew Huther's Zwcck 11. 

Inhale d. 11 ersten Kap. d. ]Uimcrbr. 1846, p. 14 f. Baur, in his Clirislenth. d. 
drei erslen Jahrb. p. 62 If. ed. 2, has n10clificcl his \'iew on this point. 
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antagonism to the Jewish righteousness of works and arrogance, 
which it had already overcome and would continue to do so; 
for this antagonism belonged to the essence of his Gospel and 
had to assert itself, wherever there was Judaism-only in various 
forms and degrees acr.ording to the given circumstances-and 
therefore at Rome as well The view of Thiersch (Kirche im 
apostol. Zeitalt. p. 166), that Paul desired to elevate the Jewish­
Christian church, which had consisted of the simple followers 
of Peter, from their still somewhat backward standpoint to more 
enlarged views, rests on the erroneous opinion that Peter had 
laboured in Rome. 

The object of our Epistle, accordingly, was by no means the 
drawing up of a systematic doctrinal system in general (see, 
against this view, Kostlin in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, 
p. 68 ff. ; Grau, Entwickelungsgesch. II. p. 114) ; but it is not on 
the other hand to be restricted more specially than by saying: 
Paid uished to lay before the Romans in writing, for their Chris­
tian edification (i 11, xvi. 25), his evangelic doctrine-the doc­
trine of the sole way of salvation given in Christ--viewed in its 
full, specific chamcter as the su71crseding of Judaism, in such a 
way a.s tlw necessities and circumstances of the Church demanded, 
and as he would have preached it arnong them, had he been present 
in person (i 11). The mode in which he had to accom­
plish this was determined by the circumstance, that he deemed it 
necessary for his object fully to set forth before the Roman 
church, in a. manner proportionecl to the high importance of 
its position, this Gospel as to which his disciples had al­
ready instructed them, in the ent-ire connection of its consti­
tuent fun,damental principles. 1 In no other letter has he 
done this so completely and thoroughly ;2 hence it is justly 
regarded as a grand scheme of his whole teachiug,3 in the precise 

1 Ag~inst which Horm11nn unjustifinl,ly urges cbro µ.lpous nnu ws l,ravaµ.,µ.v~awv 
~µ.a.s in xv. 15. See on that passage. 

1 So completely, th11t we can well enough understand how this Ep. could be­
come the basis of lllel11ncthon's loci communes. 

3 Comp. H11usrnth, neut. Zcitgesch. II. p. 514 IT. Observe, nt the same time, thnt 
though the Epistle <leuls \'Cry much with legal notio11S, this uoes not arise from its 
brfog uestined for the Rvmans to whom Paul hacl become a Roman (Grau, l.c. 
p. 113), but from the very nature or the Pauline Gospel in general, nncl is there• 
fore found e.g. o.l.so in the Epistle to the Galatians. 
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form which he held to be suitable for its presentation to tl1e 
Romans. How much he must have had this at heart! How 
much he must have wished to erect such a complete anci abid­
ing memorial of his Gospel in the very capital of the Gentile 
world, which was to become the Antioch of the West! Not 
merely the present association of Jews and Gentiles in the 
church, but, generally, the essential relation in which, accor<l­
jng to the very Pauline teaching, Christianity stood to Judaism, 
required him to subject this relation in particular, viewed in 
its strong antagonism to all legal righteousness, to an earnest 
and thorough discussion. This was a necessary part of his 
design; an<l consequently its execution, though on the whole 
based on a thoroughly didactic plan, nevertheless assumed, iu the 
presence of the given points of antagonism, partly an apologetic, 
partly a polemic form, as the subject required; without however 
any precise necessity to contend against particular doctrinal 
misconceptions among the Romans, against divisions and erroneous 
views, snch as had appeared, for example, among the Galatians 
and Corinthians; or against a Judaistic leaven brought with 
them by the Jews and Jewish-Christians who had returned 
to Rome (comp. Grau). The actual dangers for the moment in 
the Church were more of a moral than a dogmatic character-a 
remark which applies also to the opposition between the Gentile 
Christians, strong rn faith, and the scrupulous Jewish Christians 
-and have merely given occasion to some more special uotices 
(xiii. 1 ff.; xiv. l ff.), and hints (xvi. 1 ff.) in the hortatory 
JJOrtion of the Epistle. The J udaistic opponents of Pauline 
Christianity had not yet penetrated as far as Rome, and were not 
to arrive there till later (Ep. to the Philippians). It was therefore 
an untenable position when, even before the time of Baur, who as­
sumed the object of the Epistle to be the systematic and mdical re­
futation OJ Jewish exclusiveness, its aim was very frequently viewed 
as that of a polemic against Jewish arrogance, which had Leen spe­
cially aroused on account of the calling of the Gentiles (Augustine, 
Theodoret, :Melancthon, Michaelis, Eichhorn, Schmidt, Flatt, 
Schott, and others 1). The same may be said of the hypothesis 

1 Comp. van Hengel, who assumes that Paul desired to instruct the Homans 
how to refute the S1tbtldies of the Jews with reference to the calling of the Gen tiles, 
and to free them from errors and doubts thenc~ arising. 
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that Paul wished, in a conciliato1·y sense, to obviate misunderstand­
ings between Jewish and Gentile Christians (Hug). There is no 
evidence in the Epistle of actual circumstances to justify any 
such special definitions of its object; and even from xvi. 20 it 
cannot be assumed that J udaistic temptation had already begun 
(as Grau thinks). The comprehensiveness of the object of our 
Epistle-from which, however, neither the combating of Judaism, 
which arose naturally and necessarily out of the nature of the 
Pauline Gospel, nor (seeing that the future coming forward of his 
opponents could not be concealed from theApostle)the prophylactic 
design of it, may be excluded-has been justly defended by Tho­
luck, Rtickert, de Wette, Reiche, Kollner, Fritzsche, Philippi, Wie­
seler, Hausrath and others. Comp. Ewald, p. 317 f. Along with 
it,however, Th. Schott (comp. also Mangold, Riggenbach, Sahatier) 
has assumed a special personally apologetic purpose on the part 
of the Apostle; 1 namely that, being now on the point of pro­
ceeding with his Gentile mission-work in the far West, Paul 
wished to gain for his new labours a fixed point of support in 
the Roman church, 2 and on this account wished to instruct 
the Romans ::i.s to the significance and justification of the step, and 
to inspire them with full confidence regarding it, for which reason 
he exhibits to them in detail the nature and principles of his 
work. Against this view it may be urged, in general, that Paul 
nowhere gives expression to this special purpose, though the 
announcement of it would have been of decided importance, both 

1 Hofmnnn nlso m11kes the object of the Apostle p~rsonal. Pnul llllSUmes it to 
be o. n111ttor of surprise in Rome that he, the Apostle of the Gentiles, shoulu 1111.ve 
hitherto nlwnys kept aloof from the world's cnpitol, and even now hnd not come to it. 
It might seem RS if the church, that hnd arisen without his nid, hnd no intereHt for 
him; or ns ir he were afraid to proclaim the message of solvntian in the grent 
centre of Gentile culture. This twofold en-oneous notion he W118 especinlly desirous 
to refute. As II proof how for he was from being thus nfroid, he sets forth whnt in 
his view the message of salvation was, etc. etc. Thus he might hope thnt the 
ccurch in the metropolis of the world would be just os steady n point of support 
for his ministry in the farthest West, ns if it hnd been founded by himself. In 
this way, however, assumptions and objects ore D.Slligned to the Epistle which nre 
not expressed in it, but nre imputed to it on the ground of subordinnte expres­
sions, as will be shown in the exposition. 

• Compare also Sabatier, l'ap6t1·e Paul, p. 160 f., who at the snme time nffirms 
of the "grnnd missionaire:" dont l'ambitfon "ait aussi vaste que le mcnufr. 
According to Sabatier, Paul gives down to chop. viii. the defence of his doctrine, 
Rnd in chnps. ix.-xi. that of his a11ostlc:ihip. 

L C 
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for liis own official interests and for the information of the Tiomnn 
church (they could not read it between the lines either in the 
preface, vv. 1-15, or in the conclusion, xv. 14-44); and, in parti­
cular, that the Apostle's intention of visiting the Romans only in 
passing through, witlwut making a lengthened sojoiirn, is incom­
patible with the assumed purpose which he is alleged to have 
formed regarding the church. Moreover, a justification on so 
great a scale of the Gentile mission would presuppose not a Gentile­
Christian, but a Jewish-Christian, church and its requirements. 
Hence Mangold, holding the same view that the Epistle contains 
a justification of the Gentile apostleship, has the advantage of 
consistency in his favour; his theory is nevertheless based on 
the unsatisfactory ground adopted by Baur, namely, that the 
Church was Jewish-Christian. See, further, Beyschlag, l.c. 
p. 636 ff., and especially Dietzsch, Adam 1i. Ghristus, p. 14 ff . 

.As to contents, our Epistle, after the salutation and introduc­
tion (i. 1-15), falls into two main portions, a theoretical and 8i 
hortatory, after which follows the conclusion (xv. 14-xvi. 27). 
The theoretic portion (i. 16-xi. 36) bears its theme at the outset, 
i. 16, 17: "Righteousness before God, for Jews and Gentiles, 
comes from faith." Thereupon is established, in the first place, 
the necessity of this plan of salvation, as that which the whole 
human race required, Gentiles and Jews alike, because the latter 
also, even according to their own Jaw, are guilty before God, and 
cannot attain to righteousness (i. 17-iii. 20). The nature of this 
plan of salvation is then made clear, namely, that righteousness 
really and only comes from faith; which is especially obvious 
from the justification of Abraham (iii. 21-iv. 25). The blessed 
1·esults of this plan of salvation are, partly the blissful inward 
condition of the justified before God (v. 1-11); partly that 
justification through Christ is just as universally effective, as 
Adam's fall was once universally destructive (v. 12-21); and 
partly that true morality is not only not endangered by the 
manifestation of grace in Christ, but is promoted and quickened 
b_y it (chap. vi.), and made free from the fetters of the law (vii. 
1-6). This last assertion demanded a defence of the law, as that 
which is in itself good and holy, but was abused by the sinful 
principle in man, against his own better will, to his destruction 
(vii 17-25)-a s::td variance of man with himself, which could 
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11ot be removed through the law, but only through Christ, whose 
Spirit produces in us the freedom of the new divine life, the 
consciousness of adoption, and assurance of future glory ( eh. 
viii.). From the lofty description of this blessed connection 
with Christ, Paul now suddenly passes to the saddening thought 
that a great part of that very Jewish people, so signally fayoured 
of God, has rejected the plan of redemption ; and therefore he 
develops at length a Theodicee with regard to the exclusion, 
apparently irreconcileable with the divine promises, of so many 
members of the theocracy from the attainment of salvation in 
Christ (chs. ix.-xi.). The hortatory portion (chs. xii.-xv. 13) 
gives the essentials of the Pauline ethical system, partly in 
the form of general exhortations (xii. 1-21; xiii. 8-14), and 
partly in some special discussions which were deemed neces­
sary in the circumstances of the Romans (xiii 1-7, xiv. l-xv.13). 
The conclu.sion comprises in the first place-corresponding to 
the introduction (i. 8-15)-personal explanations with regard 
to the Apostle's intended journey by way of Rome to Spain 
(xv. 14-:~3); then the recommendation of Phoehe (xvi. 1 ff.) 
nnd salutations (xvi. 3-16); a warning with a closing wish (xvi. 
i 7-20); some supplementary salutations with a second closing 
wish (xvi 21-2-!); and, finally, a concluding doxology (xvi. 
25-27). 

" This Epistle is the true masterpiece of the N. T., and the ve1·y 
purest GoS'[Jel, which is well worthy and deserving that a Christian 
man should not only learn it by heart, word for word, but also that 
he should daily deal with it as with the daily bread of men's souls. 
Por it can neve·r be too much or too well read or studied ; and the 
more it is handled, tke more precious it becomes and the better it 
tastes." -Luther, Pref ace. 

§ 4. PLACE AND Tnrn OF COMPOSITION.-GE~UI~ENESS OF TIIE 

EPISTLE. 

Since the Apostle, when he composed his letter, was on the 
point of conveying to Jerusalem the proceeds of a collection 
maue in Macedonia and Achaia (xv. 25-27), and intended to 
journey thence by way of Rome to Spain (xv. 28, comp. Acts 
xi.x. 21), we are thus directed to his last sojourn-of three months 
-in Achaia, Acts xx. 3. His purpose was to cross over 
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directly from Achaia to Syria in order to reach Jerusalem, but 
he was led, owing to Jewish plots, to take quite a different route, 
namely, back through Macedonia (Acts xx. 3). This change in 
the plan of his journey had not been made when he wrote his 
Epistle ; otherwise he would not have failed to- mention in eh. 
xv.-where he had at vv. 25 and 31 very immediate inducement to 
do so-a circumstance so remarkable on account of its novelty 
and importance. \Ve justly infer therefore-even apart from 
the fact that the composition of such an epistle presupposes 
a somewhat lengthened and quiet abode-that it was written 
before Paul again departed from Achaia. Although Luke men­
tions no particular city as the scene of the Apostle's three 
months' residence at that time, still it is, a priori, probable that 
be spent at least the greater part of the time in Corinth. For 
Corinth was the principal church of the country, and was in the 
eyes of the .Apostle pre-eminently important and precious on 
account of his earlier labours there. But our attention is also 
directed to Corinth by the passages 1 Cor. xvi. 1-7, 2 Cor. ix. 4, 
xii 20-xiii. 3, from which it is plain that, on his journey down 
from Macedonia to Achaia, Paul had chosen that city as the 
place of his sojourn, where he wished to complete the business 
of the collection, and from which he would convey the money to 
Jerusalem. Now, since the recommendation of the deaconess 
Phoebe from the Corinthian seaport Cenchreae (xvi. 1, 2), as well 
as the salutation from his host Gaius (xvi. 23, comp. with 
1 Cor. i. 14), point to no other city than Corinth, we may, 
beyond all doubt, abide by it as the place of writing, and not 
with Dr. Paulus (de orig. ep. P. ad Rom. paralip. Jen. 1801, and 
R,omerbrief, p. 231), on account of xv. 19 (see on that passage), 
}JUt forward a claim on behalf of a town in Illyria. Theodoret 
has admirably proved in detail its composition at Corinth. 

The time of composition accordingly falls in A.D. 59, when 
Paul regarded his ministry in the East as closed, and (see 
xv. 19, 23) saw a new and vast scene of action opened up to 
him in the West, of which Rome should be the centre and Spain 
the goal 

The genuineness is decisively attested by the testimonies of 
the orthodox church (the first express and special quotations 
from it are found in Ireuaeus, Ilae1-. iiL 16, 3, 9, while previously 
there are more or less certain echoes of its language or traces of 



fiENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE. 37 

its nsc),1 as well as of the Gnostics Basilides, Valentinus, 
Heracleon, Epiphanes, and Theodotus; and there is not a single 
trace that evPn the Judaizing heretics, who rejected the authority 
of the Apostle, at all rejected the Pauline authorship of our 
Epistle. In order to warrant any doubt or denial of its authen­
ticity, therefore, the most cogent internal grounds would need. 
to be adduced; and in the utter absence of any s11ch grounds, the 
worthless scruples of Evanson (Dissonance of the four generalllJ 
received Evangelists, 1792, p. 259 ff.) and the frivolities of Bruno 
Bauer could find no supporters. The Epistle bears throughout 
the lively original impress of the Apostle's mind, and his charac­
teristic qualities, in its matter and its form ; is the cliief record 
of his Gospel in its entire connection and antagonism ; and is 
therefore also the richest original-apostolic charter and model 
of all true evangelical Protestantism. The opinion of Weisse 
(philosoph. IJogm. I. p. 146), which ultimately amounts to the 
suggestion of a number of interpolations as interwoven through. 
out the Epistle (see his Beitr. z. Krit. d. Paul. Br., edited by 
Sulze, p. 28 ff.), rests simply on a subjective criticism of style, 
which has discarded all weight of external evidence. 

The originality of the Epistle extends also to its langiurge, the 
Greek, in which Paul dictated it to Tertius.2 The note of the 
Syrian Scholiast on the Peschito, that Paul wrote his letter in 
Latin-a theory maintained also, but for a polemical purpose, by 
Hardouin, Salmeron, Bellarmine, Corn. a Lapide, and others-is 
based merely upon a hasty inference from the native language 
of the readers. Its composition in Greek however corresponds 
fully, not only with the Hellenic culture of t.he Apostle himself, 
but also wiLh the linguistic circumstances of Rome (see Credner's 
Einl. II. p. 383 f.; Bern hardy, Gricch. Litcrat. ed. 2, p. 483 ft), 
and with the analogy of the rest of the ancient Christian writings 
addressed to Rome (Ignatius, Justin, Irenaeus, et al.). 

That the two last chapters are genuine and inseparable parts of 
t.he Epistle, see in the critical remarks on eh. xv. 

1 Clem. Cor. i. 35 ; Polycarp, ad Phil. 6 ; Thcoph. acl Autol. i. 20, iii, 14 ; 
letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons in Euseb. v. 1. 

!I The reason why Paul clid not usually write his Epistles himself is to bo 
sought, not in o. WE\nt of practice in the writing of Greek-which is a supposition 
hardly reconcileo.ble with his Hellenic culture-but in his npostolic position, in 
which-when, instead or the oral preaching for which he wns co.lied, he hiul to 
enter on written communicntion-friendly nnd suLor,linate hnnds were o.t hia 
scn·ice, Comp. on Gal vi. 11. 
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ITauXou €7ilO"ToA; r.po~ 'Pwµalour. 

The simplest and most ancient superscription is: 7rpo~ 'Pwµa!o11, 
in A BC~-

CHAPTER I. 

Ver. 1. 'I11a-ou X.J Tiseh., following B, reads Xpinou 'I11'1'ov 
against decisive testimony. - In ver. 7 ev 'Pwµl1, and i11 ver. 15 
TOlS' ev 'Pwµo, are wanting in G. Born.; and on ver. 7 the scho-
1• t f d 47 1 ' ' 'I) ' " ' ~ • c ' " ias o co . remar rn: TO ev wµl1 ovTe ev Tl1 e,,;11y1Ja-et, 011Te 
ev Ttp p17Tcp µv17µoveuet (who 1 probably the codex, which lay 
before the copyist). This quite isolated omission is of no critical 
weight ; and is in no case to be explained by the very unnatural 
conjecture (of Reiche) that Paul in several Epistles (especially 
in that to the Ephesians) addresRed the readers simply as Chris­
tians, and that then the plaee of residence was inserted by the 
copyists in aecordance with the context or with tradition. In 
ver. 7 the omission might be explained by the reading ev ayrlr.ri, 
which G and a few other authorities give instead of aya'IT17To1~ ; 
but, since TOlS' ev 'P. is wanting in ver. 15 also, another unknown 
reason mnst haYe existed for this. Perhaps some church, which 
received a copy of the Epistle from the Romans for public read­
ing, may have, for their own particular church-use, deleted the 
extraneous designation of place, and thus individual codices may 
have passed into circulation without it. Riickert's conjecture, 
that Paul himself may have caused copies without the local 
address to be sent to other churches, assumes a mechanical 
arrangement in apostolic authorship, of which there is elsewhere 
no trace, and which seems even opposed by Col. iv. 16. - Ver. 8. 
v'IT/p] A B C D* K, ~, min., Dam. read 7rep{, which Griesb. has 
recommended, and Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted: justly, on 
account of the preponderant attestation, since both prepositions, 
though V'ITEP less frequently (Eph. i. 16 ; Phil. i 4), were used 
for the exJ_Jression of the thought (in opposition to Fritzschc). -
Ver. 13. The less usual position Ttva Kaf'ITOV (Elz. K. T.) iR 
established by decisive testimony; as also o 0eo~ yap (Elz. o. y. 0.) 
in ver. 19 ; and oe Ka{ (Elz. Tf Kat) in ver. 27, although not ou 
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equally strong authority. - Instead or ou 0tXw in ver.13, D* E G, 
It. and Am brosiaster read ouK oioµat. Defended by Rinck. But the 
very assurance already expressed in vv. 10, 11 might easily cause 
the ov 0t'Aw to seem unsuitable here, if due account was not 
taken of the new element in the progress of the disconrse con­
tained in 7rpo£0eµriv. -After £vayy. in ver. 16 Toii Xp1<TTou (Elz.) 
is omitted on decisive authority; 7rpwTov, however, which Lach­
mann bas bracketed, ought not to be rejected on the inadequate 
adverse testimony of B G, Tert. as it might seem objectionable 
along with 7rta-r£uoVTt (not so in ii. 9 f.). - Ver. 24. The Ka{ is 
indeed wanting after 8115 in A BC N, min., Vulg. Or. al.; it 
was very easily passed over as superfluous; comp. ver. 26; ii. 1. 
Nevertheless Lachm. and Tisch. (8) have deleted it. - iv eaVToi~] 
Lachm. and Tisch. read iv avT01r, following A B C D* N, min. 
But how frequently was the reflexive form neglected by the 
copyists. It occurred also in ver. 27 (B K). - Ver. 27. app£v£r] 
B D* G, 73, Or. Eus. Oec. read ap<T£v€r. Adopted by Lnchm. 
}'ritzsche and Tisch. (7). Since two different forms cannot be 
supposed to have been used in the same verse, and in that which 
follows a.ptT£vEr iv aptrE<Tt is undoubtedly the true reading ( only A• 
N, min., and some Fathers reading uniformly a.pp. iv a.pp.), we 
must here adopt the form ap<T€V€r almost invariably used in the 
N. T. (only the Apocal. bas /J.pp.). - Ver. 29. 7ropv1:li;t] wanting 
after a.811,. in A B C K N, min., and several vss. and :Fathers. 
Deleted by Lachm. Fritzsche, and Tisch., and rightly so ; it is 
an interpolation introduced by those who did not perceive that 
the naming of this vice was not again appropriate here. It wns 
written in the margin, and introduced at diflerent places (for we 
find it after 7rOV1/p{q. also, and even after KaKl'!-), so that it in 
some instances even supplanted 7rovripl,,_. -The placing of KaKl'!­
immediately after a.81Kl9- (La.chm. on weak authority), or accord­
ing to A N, Syr., after 7rOV1/p{q. (Tisch. 8), is explained by the 
aggregation of terms of a similar kind.-Ver.31. After a.tTTopyov, 
Elz. and Scholz read a.tr7rov8ovr, which Mill condemned, and 
Lachm. and Tisch. have omitteu. It fa wanting in A B D"' 
E G and N*, Copt. Clar. Germ. Boern. and several Fathers. It 
is found before atrTopy. in 17, 76, Theophyl. Taken from 2 Tim. 
iii. 3. - Ver. 32. After e7r1y110VT€r, D E Bas. read ovK ivo'71Ta11, 
and G, ovK lyvw<Tav. That death is the wages of sin-this 
Christian doctrinal proposition seemed not at all to correspond 
with the natural knowledge of the Gentiles. - Instead of avT« 
7rOIOU(Ttll, a.Aha Kat ITUl/€VOOK0V(TI B reads aVTU 7rOIOUIITE~, a.AA« 
Kat tTU11EU00Koii11TEr ; so Lachm. in margin. This arose from the 
fact, that 1:i<Tl11 was erroneously taken for the chief verb in the 
sentence ; or else it was a consequence of the introuuction uf 
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ouK lyvr>J1Tav, which in other witnesses led to the insertion of 
Y~P or .5€ after OU µovov. ' 

Vv. 1-7.-The Apo~tolic salutation. 
Ver. I. IIauXoi;J See on Acts xiii. 9. - 8ouXoi; ... Euayy. 0EOu is 

the exhaustive statement of his official dignity, proceeding from 
the general to the particular, by which Paul earnestly-as deal­
ing with the Church of the metropolis of the world, which had 
as yet no personal knowledge of him-opens his Epistle as an 
official apostolic letter; without, however, having in view therein 
(as Flatt thinks) opponents and calumniators of his apostleship, 
for of the doings of such persons in Rome the Epistle itself con­
tains no trace, and, had such existed, he would have set forth 
his dignity, not on\y positively, but also at the same time 
negatively ( comp. Gal. i. 1 ). - In the first place Paul describes 
by .SouXoi; 'I. X. his relation of service to Christ, as his Ruler, whose 
servant he is, and that in general (comp. on Phil. i 1), just as the 
Old Testament m;,, i::iy expresses the relation of service to 
Jehovah, without marking off in itself exclusively any definite 
class, such as the prophetic or the priestly (see Josh. i. 1, xiv. 7, 
xxii. 4; J udg. ii 8; Ps. cxxxi. 10 ; comp. Acts xvi. 17). This 
relation of entire dependence (Gal. i. 10; Col. iv. 12) is then 
specifically and particularly in<licated by KArJToi; a1ro1TT0Xoi;, 

and for this reason the former .SouXo~ 'I. X. cannot be ren­
tlered merely in general Olii-isti cultor (so Fritzsche), which 
is inadequate also at 1 Cor. vii. 22; Eph. vi 6. Paul was 
called to his office, like all the earlier Apostles; he did not 
arrive at it by his own choice or through accidental cir­
cumstances. For the history of this divine calling, accom­
plished through the exalted Christ Himself, see Acts ix. (xxii. 
26), and the remarks thereon. This KArJTOi; presentP,d itself so 
naturally to the Apostle as an essential element 1 in the full de­
scription of his official position which he meant to give (comp. 1 
Cor. i. 1), that the supposition ofa side-glance at uncalled teachers 
(Cameron, Glockler) seems very arbitrary. - a.g,wp11Tµ/voi; Et'i; 
fvayy. 0wu] characterizes the KArJTOi; U.7rOITTOAOi; more precisely: 
8et apart (definitely separat.ed from the rest, of mankind) for God'.~ 
message of salvation, to be its preacher and minister (see on Eph. iii 

' See Weiss in the Jahrb. f. Dc11tsche Theol. 1857, p. 97 ff. 
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7). The article before €vayy. elsewhere invariably given in the 
N. T., is omitted here, because Paul views the message of God, of 
which he desires to speak, primarily under its qualitative aspect 
(comp. also van Hengel and Hofmann). Concrete definiteness is 
only added to it gradually by the further clauses delineating its 
character. This Dilode of expression implies a certain festal 
tone, in harmony with the whole solemn character of the pregnant 
opening of the Epistle: for a gospel of God, which He promised 
before, etc. Still we are not to understand, with Th. Schott, 
a work of proclamation, since €uayy. is not the work of conveying 
a message, but the message itself. 0€0u is the genitive subjecti 
(auctoris), ver. 2, not objecti (Chrysostom). See on Mark i. 1. It is 
God who causes the message of salvation here referred to, which 
is His Xoyor (Acts x. 36), to be proclaimed; comp. xv. 16; 2 
Cor. xi. 7; 1 Thess. ii. 2, 8, 9 ; 1 Pet. fr. 17. The destination 
of Apostle to the Gentiles is involved in a.<f,rop. €h €v. 0. though not 
expressed (against Beza and others). Further, since a.<f,rop. is 
parallel with the previous KA'JTor, it is neither to be explained, 
with Toletus and others, including Olshausen, by Acts xiii. 2, 
nor with Reiche, Ewald and van Hengel (following Chrysostom 
and others) by Gal i. 15, comp. Jer. i. 5; but rather by Acts ix. 
15 (<TK€uor EKAoyijr), comp. xxvi. 16 ff. The setting apart took 
place as a historical fact in and with his calling at Damascus. 
Entirely different is the mode of presenting the matter in Gal. i. 
15, where a.<f,opf<Tar µ€ EK KOLA, µ'JTP- as the act of predestination in 
the counsel of God, is placed befo1·e the KaXl<Tar, as the historically 
accomplished fact. The view of Drusius (de sectis, ii. 2, 6) and 
Schoettgen (comp. Erasmus and Beza), which Dr. Paulus has 
again adopted, viz. that Paul, in using the word a.<f,rop., alludes to 
his former Pharisaism (" the true Pharisee in the best sense of 
the word"), is based on the Peschito translation (see Grotius), 
but is to be rejected, because the context gives no hint of so 
peculiar a reference, for which also no parallel can be found 
in Paul's other writings. 

Ver. 2. A more precise description of the character of this 
€uayyeX1ov 0€ou, according to its concrete peculiarity, as far as 
ver. 5 inclusive, advancing and rising to a climax under the 
urgent sense of the sacredness of his office, which the Apostle 
has frankly to assert and to establish before the church of the 
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metropolis of the world, personally as yet unknown to him.­
() 7rpoe-1r11yyel"AaTo «:.T."A.] Ho,v natural that the Apostle with 
his Old Testament training should, in the light of the New 
Testament revelation which he had received, first of all glance 
back at the connection divinely established in the history of 
salvation between the gospel which he served and ancient pro­
phecy, and should see therein the sacredness of the precious gift 
entrusted to him ! To introduce the idea of an antithetic design 
(" ut invidiam novitatis depelleret," Pareus, Estius, Grotius 
and others, following Chrysostom and Theophylact) is quite 
arbitrary, looking to the general tenor of vv. 1-7. The news of 
salvation God has previously promised (7rpoe7r11yyd"AaTo, 2 Cor. 
ix 5; Dio Cass. xlii. 32) through His p1·ophets, not merely in so 
far as these, acting as the organs of God (avTov), foretold the 
:i\fessianic age, with the dawn of which the evayyE"A.1011, as the 
"publicu1n de Christo exhibito praeconium" (Calovius), would 
necessarily begin, but they foretold also this praeconium itselj; its 
future proclamation. See x. 18, xv. 21; Isa. xl 1 ff., xlii 4, 
lii. 1 ff.; Zeph. iii. 9; Ps. xix. 5, lxviii. 12; Deut. xviii. 15, 18. 
It is the less necessary therefore to refer 8, with Philippi and 
Mehring, to the contents of the gospel. - Twv 7rpoq>11Tw11] is not to 
be limited, so as either to include merely the prophets proper in 
the narrower sense of the word, or to go back-according to Acts 
iii. 24, comp. xiii. 20-only as jar as Samuel. The following Ev 
ypaq,a,f ciy. suggests, on the contrary, a reference to all who in 
the 0. T. have prophesied tlw gospel (even Moses, David and others 
not excluded); comp. Heb. i. l. - Ell ypa<j>a,f aylatf] Not: in the 
holy Scriptures (so most expositors, even Fritzsche), in which 
case the article must have been used; but qualitatively: in holy 
u:ritings. The divine promises of the gospel, given through the 
prophets of God, are found in suck books as, being God's records 
for His revelations, are holy writings. Such are the prophetic 
writings of the 0. T.; thus designated so as to lay stress on 
their qualitative character. In a corresponding manner is the 
anarthrous ypa<j>wv 7rpO</>IJTIKwv to be understood in xvi. 26. 

Vv. 3, 4.1 \Ve must, with Lachmann and Tischen<lorf, set aside 
the view which treats Tov yevoµEvou .... veKpwv, and vv. 5, 6, 
as parentheses, because we have to deal with intervening 

1 Comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgcnfrhl's Zci/sclir. 1871, p. 502 ff. 
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clauses which accord with the construction, not with insertions 
which interrupt it. See Winer, p. 526 [E. T. 707]. - 7repi Tou 
viov auTov] "Hoe refertur ad illud q uod praecessit euayyt>uov; ex­
plicatnr nernpe, de quo agat ille sermo bona nuntians," Grotius. 
So, also, Toletus, Cajetanus, Calvin, J ustiniani, Bengel, Flatt, 
Reiche, Kollner,Winzer,Baumgarten-Crusius, Kreh!, Umbreit,Th 
Schott, Hofmann, and others. But it may be objected to this 
view, on the one hand, that 7repl is most naturally connected with 
the nearest suitable word that precedes it; and on the other that 
euayy., frequently as it is used with the genitive of the object, 
nowhere occurs with 7repl in the N. T. ;1 and still further, that if 
this connection be adopted, the important thought in ver. 2 ap­
pears strangely isolated. Therefore, the connection of 7repl with 
& 7rpom'IYY· is to be preferred, with Tholuck, Klee, Ri.ickert, 
Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Ewald, :Mehring, 
and others, following Theodoret ; so that the great pc1·sonal obfect 
is introduced, to 1chich the divine previous promise of the gospel 
referred; consequently, the person concerning whom was this 
promise of the future message of salvation. God coiild not (we 
may remark in opposition to Hofmann's objection) have previ­
ously promised the gospel in any other ivay at all than by 
i::p.eaking of Christ His Son, who was to come and to be re­
vealed; otherwise his 7rpoe7rayyt>..Xea-0a1 euayyi!Xwv would have 
had no concrete tenor, and consequently no object. - Tou 
yevoµlvou. down to 11eKpw11 describes under a twofold aspect 
(KaTa.) the exalted dignity of Him who had just been designated 
by TOU uiou aVTOU: (1) KOTC& rrapKa, He entered life as IJavicl's 
descendant; (2) KaTa. 7r11euµa ciy1wrr., He was powerfully in­
stated as Son of God by His resurrection. Nevertheless o via~ 
TOI/ 0eov, in the words 7repi TOU viou aVTQU (not auTou), is not 
by any means to be taken in the general, merely historical 
theocratic sense of Messiah (Winzer, Progr 1835, p. 5 f.; comp. 
also Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 424; and Pfleiderer, l.c.), 
because this is opposed to the constant usage of the Apostle, who 
never designates Christ as vio~ 0eou otherwise 2 than from the 

1 Hofmann erroneously tl1inks that Paul could not have nddcd the object of his 
divine message otherwise than by .,,.,pl. He would have only needed to repent 
the fir ,~11yyb.10P with rhetorical emphnsis, in order then to ndd the object in the 
genitive (Toii 11loii cl.). Comp. Dissen. ad Dem. de cor. p. 315. 

g Comp. Gess, ii. d. Pers. Cliristi, p. 89 If.; Weiss, bibl. Tlicol. p. 309. 
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standpoint of the knowledge which God had given to him by re­
velation (Gal. i. 16) of the metaphysical Sonship (viii. 3, 32; Gal. 
iv. 4; Col. i. 13 ff; Phil. ii. 6 ff. al.); and the hypothesis of a 
1nodijication having taken place in Paul's view (Usteri, Ki:illner; 
see, on the other hand, Riickert) is purely fanciful. Here also the 
vio~ -roii 0eoii is conceived in the metaphysical sense as He who 
had proceeded out of the essence of the Father, like Him in sub­
stance (not, as Baur thinks, as organ of the Spirit, which is the 
purer form of human nature itself), and is sent by Him for the 
accomplishment of the Messianic counsel. But since it was ne­
cessary for this accomplishment that He should appear as man, it 
was necessary for Him,-aud these essential modal definitions 
are now added to the vio11 -roii av-roii,-as a human phenomenon, 
(1) to be boi-n Ka-ra <TapKa, and indeed of the seed of David,1 and 
yet (2) to be actually instated Ka-ra 'Trl/E'Uµa, as that which, 
although from the time of His birth in appearance not different 
from other men (Phil. ii. 7; Gal. iv. 4), He really was, namely 
the Son of God. These two parallel clauses are placed in asyn­
detic juxtaposition, whereby the second, coming after the first, 
which is itself of lofty and honourable Messianic significance, is 
brought out as of still greater importance. See Bernhardy, p. 
448; Dissen. ad. Pind. E.w. II., de Asynd. p. 275. Not perceiv­
ing this, Hofmann fails to recognise the contrast here presented 
between the two aspects of the Son of God, because Paul has 
not used KaTa 'Trl/EUµa Je opt<T0J11TO~ in the second clause. - Ka-ra 

<TapKa] in 1·espcct of flesh; for the Son of God had a fleshly mode 
of being on earth, since His concrete manifestation was that of a 
niate1·ially human person. Comp. ix. 5 ; 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; 1 Pet. 
iii 18; Phil. ii. 7; Rom. v. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 21; 1 Tim. ii. 5. To 
the <Tapf belonged in the case of Christ also, as in that of all 
men, the ,J,uxii as the principle of the animal life of man; but 
this sensuous side of His nature was not, as in all other men, 
the seat and organ of sin. He was not <TapKtKo~ (vii. 14), and 
o/ll)(tKo~ (1 Cor. ii. 14), in the ethical sense, like all ordinary men, 
although, in virtue of that sensuous nature, he was capable of 

1 But at the same time the iJea of "an accommo<lntion to the Jewish-Christian 
mode of conception " (Holsten, z. Ev. Paul. u. Petr. p. 4 27), is not to be enter• 
tained. Paul gives the two main epochs in the history of the Son of God, ns they 
adually occurreJ and had been alrcaJy prophetic11lly unnounccJ. 
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being tP.mpted (Heb. ii. 18 ; iv. 15). Although in this way His 
body was a uwµa Tq~ uapKo~ (Col. i 22), yet He did not appear 
€11 <rapKt aµapTla~. but €JI oµotwµaTt <rapKO~ aµapla~ (Rom. viii. 
2). With reference to His fleshly nature, therefore, i.e. in so far 
as He was a materially-human phenomenon, He was born (yEvo­
µevou, comp. Gal iv. 4), of the seed (as descendant) of David, as 
was necessarily the case with the Son of God who appeared as the 
promised Messiah (Jer. xxiii. 5; Ps. cxxxii. 11; Matth. xxii. 42; 
John vii 42; Acts xiii :23; 2 Tim. ii. 8). In this expression 
the EK <r1repµaTO~ ll.auto is to be understood of the male line of 
descent going back to David (comp. Acts ii. 30, EK Kap1rou Tq~ 
o<rcpuo~), as even the genealogical tables in Matthew and Luke 
give the descent of Joseph from David, not that of Ma1·y ; 1 and 
Jesus Himself, in John v. 27 (see on that passage), calls Himself, 
in contradistinction to His Sonsbip of God, son of a man, in which 
case the correlate idea on which it is founded can only be that 
of fatherhood. It is, therefore, the more erroneous to refer eK <r1r, 
Aau. to Mary (" ex semine David, i.e. ex virgine Maria," Melanc­
thon; comp. also Philippi), especially since Paul nowhere (uot eveu 
in viii 3, Gal iv. 4) indicates the view of a supernatural genera­
tion of the bodily nature of Jesus (U steri, Lehrbegr. p. 328; Rich. 

1 In opposition to Hofm11.1m, Weissag. u. Er/illl. II. p. 40 (comp. the Erl11ngen 
Ztitschr. 1868, 6, p. 359 f.), who gener11lizes the sense of the words in such 11 way 
as to con\"ey the meaning th11t Christ 11ppeared as one belonging to the collective 
body which tracu its descent back to David. But in foct it is simply s11id that 
Christ was BORN of tM seed of David. The reading '"Yevvr.,µhov (in min., 11nd JIISS. 
usecl by Augustine) is ll correct gloss; and Hofmunn himself grnnts (heil. Sclmft 
N. T., in loc.) thnt '"'(l'"YvtuOa., i,c here signifies descent by birth. And eveu if '"YfV0• 
uhov be t11ken as meaning: who appeared, who came (comp. on .Mnrk i. 4 ; Phil. 
ii. 7 ; so Ewnld), still the genetic relntion to the u1ripµ.a. of D11vid remnins the 
same. He cam,: ,ea.Ta ud.p,ca. of thto seed of David, nnd thut in no other w11y than 
through His birth. This remark hol<ls good 11Lio 11g11inst other obscure evllSions 
to which Hof11111nn resorts in his Schri/tbew. II. 1, p. 113; in his lieil. Sehr. 
N. T. he adheres subst11n tially to his earlier view (" come o/ the race which called 
itself after Davu:l, because tracing its descent to hi.a ancestry"). No, the nripµa. 
of David is nothing else than his semen mnle, out (i,c) of which, trnnsmittcd 
(comp. cl1rd, Acts xiii. 23) through the mllle line from '"Ytvea. to '"Ytvtd. (I\Iutth. i. 
6 If.), at length the Son of God ,ca.rci url.p,ca.-Christ, the D11vid's son of promise­
was born. See besides, against Hofm11nn, Rich. Schmidt, l.c. - Becausto Christ 
was i,c u1ripµa.ros of David, He might u.lso Himself be culled u1ripµa. of Dnvid, in 
the same w11y RB He is called in Gal iii. 16 u1ripµa. 'A{Jpa.d.µ; and He is so c11lled 
1\Iatth. i 1. Comp. further on i,c u1ripµa.ros, in the sense of fatherhood, Soph. 
0. C. 2H : rlvos d u1ripµa.ros .••• 1ra.rpoiJEr, 
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Schmidt, Paulin. C!i?·istol. p. 140 ff.; Pfleiderer, l.c.), even apart 
from the fact that the Davidic descent of the mother of Jesus can 
by no means be established from the N. T. It is the more unjusti­
fiable, to pronounce the metaphysical divine Sonshipwithoutvirgin 
birth as something inconceivable1 (Philippi). -There now follows 
the other, second mode in which the Son of God who has appeared 
on earth is to be contemplated, viz. with reference to the spirit of 
holiness, which was in Him. The parallelism between KaTa <TapKa 
and KaTa 1rveuµa ay., apparent even in the position of the two ele­
ments, forbids us to understand KaTa 7rV. ayu,io-. as denoting the 
presupposition and regulative cause of the state of glorious 
power ascribed to the Son of God (Hofmann). In that case Paul 
must have used another preposition, conveying the idea on 
account of, perhaps ota with the accusative ( comp. the oto, Phil. 
ii. 9), in order to express the thought which Hofmann has dis­
covered, namely, that the holiness of His spirit, and therefore of 
His life, was to make His divine Sonship a state of glorious power. 
Tiegarding the view taken of ev ouvaµet in connection with this, 
see the seq_ uel. 'Ayiwo-uvYJ, in Paul's writings as well as in the 
Sept. (in Greek authors and in the other writings of the N. T. 
it does not occur), invariably means holiness (2 Cor. vii. 1; 
1 Thess. iii 13; Ps. xcvi. 6, xcvii. 12, cxliv. 5), not sanctifica­
tion (as rendered by the Vulgate, Erasmus, Castalio, and many 
others, including Glockler and Schrader). So also in 2 Mace. 
iii. 12. The genitive is the gen. qualitatis (Hermann, ad Viger. 
pp. 887, 891; Kuhner, II. 1, p. 226), and contains the specific 
character of the ,rveuµa. This 1rveuµa aytWO', is, in contradistinc­
tion to the a-apf, the other side of the being of the Son of God 
on earth ; and, just as the a-apf was the outward element per­
ceptible by the senses, so is the 1rveuµa the inward mental ele­
ment, the substratum of His vou~ (1 Cor. ii. 16), the principle ancl 
the power of His INNER life, the intellectual and moral "Ego" 
which receives the communication of the divine--in short, the 
f<Tw av0pw1ro~ of Christ. His 1rveuµa also was human (Matth. 
xxvii. 50; John xi. 33, xix. 30)-altogether He was an entire 
man, and the Apollinarian conception is without support in the 
N. T. teaching-but it was the seat of the divine nature belong-

1 This opinion rests on a premiss assumed a priori, on an abstract postulate, 
tLe propriety of which it i, impossible to prove. Comp. on Mntth. i. 18, note. 
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ing to His person; not excluding the specially of t11e latter (in 
opposition to Beyschlag, Christal. pp. 212, 231), but being rather 
that which contained the metaphysical vi,fr11~ 0£ov, or-according 
to the J ohannine type of doctrine-the seat and the organ of the 
Aoyo~, which became flesh in the human person of Jesus, as also 
of the fulness of the Holy Spirit which bore sway in Him (John 
iii. 34; Acts i 2; 2 Cor. iii. 17). Consequently the 7rV£vµa of 
Christ, although human ( comp. Pfleiderer), was exalted above all 
other human spirits, because essentially filled with God, and 
thereby holy, sinless, and full of divine unpolluted life, as was no 
other human 7r11roµa ; and for this reason His unique quality is 
characterized by the distinguishing designation 7rV£vµa aym,a-1111'11', 
i.e. lpirit full of holiness. This purposely-chosen ·expression, 
which is not to be abated to the studium sanctitatis (van 
Hengel), must, seeing that the text sets forth the two sides of the 
personal nature of Christ, absolutely preclude our understand­
ing it to refer to the 7r11£uµa ciyiov, 1 the third person of the 
divine Trinity, which is not meant either in 1 Tim. iii. 16, 
or in Heh. ix. 14. Nevertheless, the majority of commen­
tators, since Chrysostom, have so explained it; some of them 
taking it to mean : " secimd1tni Sp. S. ei divinitu,s conces­
sum " (Fritzsche ; comp. Beza, Calixtus, Wolf, Koppa, Tho­
luck, and others) ;2 some referring it to the miraculous worl,:ing 
of the Holy Spirit (Theodoret), or to the bestowal of the Spirit 
which took place through Christ (Chrysostorn, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Luther, Estius, Bohme, and others). Since the 
contrast between a-ap( o.nd 7rv£uµ.a is not that between the 
human and the divine, but that between the bodily and the 
mental in human nature, we must also reject the interpretation 
which refers the words to the di'Dine nature (Melaucthon, Ca­
lovius, Bengel, and many others); in which case some take 
ayiwa-111111 as equivalent to efOT'l~ (Winzer); others adduce in ex-

1 This is cnlled in the Test. XII. Patr. p. 588, 1rvEvµ.a. .i-yu11a-vv71s, in so fnr n~ it 
producu holiness. 

t Comp. aho Zeller in the theol. Jahrb. 18!2, p. 486. In his view (2 Cor. iii. 
17), the ,rvEiiµ.a. is the element of which the higher personality of Christ consists. 
According to Baur, Paulu,s II. p. 375, it 1e the Messianic spirit, the intrinsic 
7irincipl11 constituting the .Messiahship of Christ. .According to Holsten, z. Ev. 
d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 425, it is in itself a tran.,cl"lldent pneumatic force, 1ehich pro• 
duces the .i-yu,1.ro,,.,, n radiance of the divine 1rvEvµ.a. IL-y,ov, 
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vlanation of 7rVEVµa the here irrelevant 7rVEUµa o 0Eof, John iv. 24 
(Beza, Winzer, Olshausen, Maier, Philippi); others take the expres­
sion as substantially equivalent to the J ohannine ;\.oyof (Riickert; 
comp. Reiche, "the principle of His higher essence"), and thus 
have not avoided an Apollinarian conception. The correct. inter­
pretation is substantially given by Kemner, de Wette, Baumgar­
ten-Crusius, Ewald (also in his Jahrb. 1849, p. 93), and Mehring. 
Comp. Hofmann (" spirit which supposes, wherever it is, a con­
dition of holiness"), and also Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeitalt. 
p. 49, who nevertheless understands the divine nature of Christ 
as also included.1 - optCT0e'VTof] The translation of the Vulgate, 
qui praedestinatus est, bas~d on the too weakly attested reading 
1rpoop1CT0e'vTof (a mistaken gloss), drew forth from old writers 
(see in Estius) forced explanations, which are now properly for­
gotten. 'Opl{Etv, however, with the double accusative, means 
to designate a person for something, to nominate, to instate (Acts 
X. 42; comp. Meleager in the Anthol. xii. 158, 7: (Tf 0Eov wptCTE 
oalµwv), nor is the meaning different here.2 For although Christ 
was already the Son of God before the creation of the world, and 
as such was sent (viii. 3; Gal. iv. 4), nevertheless there was needed 
a fact, by means of which He should receive, after the humilia­
tion t.hat began with His birth (Phil. ii. 7 f.), instating into the 
rank and dignity of His divine Sonship; whereby also, as its 
necessary consequence with a view to the knowledge and convic­
tion of men, He was legitimately established as the Son. The 
fact which constituted instatement was the resurrection, as the 
transition to His oofa ; comp. on Acts xiii. 33; and e1rol1}CT£ in 
Acts ii. 36. Inaccurate, because it confounds that consequence 
with the thing itself; is the gloss of Chrysostom: oeix0e'vTof, 
u.1ro<pav0e'vTof, Kpt0e'vTof; and that of Luther:" shewn." Umbreit'11 
rendering is erroneous: "separated," namely from all men. - ev 

1 A more accurate nnd precise definition of the idea m11y be found in Weiss, 
bibl. Thcol. p. 313; also Rich. Schmidt, p. 105 f.; Pfleiderer in 1-Iilgenfeld's 
Zcitschr. 1871, p. 160, 503 f. 

• But not in the sense : destined to become sometlting, os Hofm11nn tliinks; nor 
generally, in the sense : qui dcstinatus est, but rather: qui constitutus est (wa8 
instated). For otherwise the aorist participle would be unsuitable, since it must 
necessarily indicate an act following the "'(Evoµlvov, etc. ; whereas the divin~ 
d,:,stination would be pi·ior to the birth, Consequently, were thut sense intended, 
it must have Leen, as in Acts x. 42, wp,uµl111111, 
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ou11aµ1:1] Not: tlwougk omnipotence (Umbreit), but: mightily 
(Luther), forcibly; for this installation of the Son of God as 
Son of God was a work of divine power, which (see what follows) 
was accomplished by means of the resurrection from the dead. 
Thus commanding power, divinely-energetic and effectual, forms 
the ckara.cteristic quality, in which the op1uµor took place. 
On ev, as paraphrase of the adverb (Col. i. 29; 2 Thess. i 11), see 
Bernhardy, p. 209. ev ouv. is not, with Melancthon, Schoettgen, 
Pareus, Sebastian Schmid, and others, including Paulus, Baum­
garten - Crusius, Philippi, Mehring, Holsten, Hofmann, and 
Pfleiderer, to be connected with uiou 0rnu (as tlie mightily pou:er­
ful Son of God); for it was here of importance to dwell, not on 
a special predicate of the Son of God,1 but, in contradistinction to 
the €K U7rEpµ. ~au. KaTa uapKa, upon the divine Sonship in itself; 
of which Sonship He was indeed the hereditary possessor, but 
yet needed, in order to become instated in it with 1Jlori011s potccr, 
resurrection from the dead. Thus, howeve1·, ev 8uvaµfl, even 
when rightly counected with op1u0., is not, with Chrysostom and 
Theophylact, to be taken as "per virtutem, i e. per signa et pro­
digia" (Calovius, comp. Grotius); nor with Fritzsche: vi ei datd; 
for Paul himself defines the how of the mighty op1uµor by: ;g 
ava~. VEKpwv. This, namely, was the causal fact, by virtue of 
which that op1uµor was accomplished; for by the resurrection of 
Christ, God, who raised Him up (comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 4), accom­
plished in point of fact His instating declaration: Thou art my 
Son, this day, etc., Acts xiii 33. Paul rnight accordingly have 
written o,a, but e,c is more expressive of the thought that 
Christ in vi1·t1,e of the resurrection, etc. On EK, used of causal 
issuing forth, see Buttmann's neut. Gr. p. 281; Ellendt, Lex. 

1 As if only a chnnge of His attn"b11tcs was concerne<l, or tl1c transition into tho 
full reality of the divine Sonship (PlleiJerer). The question concerncJ the 
installation of the Son of Gou as such, as it were His enthronisation, which lll\ll 
not tnken place previously, but was accomplisheu by the resurrection with ri. 

mighty power. By me11ns of the latter He receive<l-ns the Son of God, which from 
the beginning and even in the days or His flesh He really was-a de facto instate­
ment, which nccomplillheu itself in a way divinely powerful. What nccrueJ to 
Him thereby, was not the full r•.ality (see viii. 3; Gal. iv. 4), but the full 
efficiency of the Son of Go,l ; because He was now exnlteJ above nil the limitntion3 
of tho state of His ,c{vwcm (Phil. ii.; 2 Cor. viii. 9); comp. e.g. vi. 9; xi. 33 f. , 
v. 10; 2 Cor. xiii. 4; anu numerous other passages. The Son was now the 
,cvp,os ,rdvrwv, had the name nbuve every name, etc. etc. 

~ V 
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Soph. I. p. 550 f. The temporal explanation, since or after 
{Theodoret, Erasmus, Luther, Toletus, and others, including 
Heithmayr; comp. Flatt, Umbreit, and Mehring), is to be rejected, 
because the raising up of Jesus from the dead was itself the 
great dhine act, which, completed through the majesty of the 
Father (vi. 4), powerfully instated the Son in the Son's position 
and dignities; hence it was also the basis of the apostolic 
preaching, Acts i 22, ii 24 ff., xiii. 30, xvii. 31 f., xxvi. 2:3; 
Rom. iv. 24; 1 Cor. xv. 3 ff. \Ve are not to take the expression 
e{ avaa-T. veKp., as is often done, for et avaa-T. ff( IJ€Kp., the second 
eK being omitted for the sake of euphony: but it must be viewed 
as a general designation of the category (11eKpwv, see on Matth. ii 
20): through resurrection of the deacl, of which category the per­
sonal rising of the dead Jesus was the concrete case in point. 
Comp. xvii. 32. So, also, de Wette, Hofmann; comp. Philippi, 
who however, following Erasmus and Bengel, introduces also 
the idea, foreign to this passage, that our resurrection is involved 
in that of Christ.-The following 'L1a-ou Xp,a-Tou is in apposition 
to Tou uiou avTou in v. 3; not necessary in itself, but in keeping 
with the julness of expression throughout this opening portion of 
the Epistle, which exhibits a character of majesty particularly 
in vv. 3, 4. - Observe, further, that the exhibition of the holy 
and exalted nature of Christ in our passage serves to express 
the high dignity of the apostolic office. Of diversities in faith 
and doctrine in Rome regarding the person of Christ there is not 
a trace in the whole Epist.]e. 1 

Ver. 5. To the general Tou Kuplou ~µwv, which designates 
Christ as the Lo1·d of Christians in general, Paul now adds the 
special relation in which lv. himself stands to this common KJpw~. 
He entertained too lively a consciousness of the bliss and dignity 
of that relationship, not to set it forth once more ( comp. ver. 1) in 
this overflowing salutation; ~11is time, however, with closer refer­
ence to the readers, in accordance with his definite character as 
Apostle of the Genti"les. - Vv. 5, 6 are not to be enclosed in a 
parenthesis; and only a comma should be placed after ver. 6. -
ot' ou] through whom, denotes nothing else than the medium; 
nowhere, not even in Gal. i. 1, the causa principalis. The view 
of the Apostle is, as Origen rightly perceived, that he had 

1 Comp. Gess, von d. Pers. Chr. p. 50, 
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received grace and apostleship through the mediation of Chnst, 
through whom God called him at Damascus. Regarding Gal. i 
1, see on that passage. - iX~Boµev] He means himself alone, 
especially since in the address he specifies no joint author of the 
letter; not however-as Reiche, following Estius and many others, 
thinks-using the plural out of modesty (in the solemnity of an 
official epistolary greeting?), but rather (comp. iii 9) in accord­
ance with the custom, very common among Greek authors, of 
speaking of themselves in the plural of category (Kruger,§ 61, 2; 
Kuhner, ad Xen. llfem. i 2, 46). This is, no doubt, to be traced 
back to the conception" I and my equals;" but this original con­
ception was in course of use entirely lost. The opinion, therefore, 
that Paul here includes along with himself the other apostles 
(Bengel, van Hengel) is to be all the more rejected as unsuitable, 
since the subsequent £V 1ra,n -roi~ {0vecnv points to Paul liimsclf 
alone as the Apostle of tlie Gentiles. To understand Paul's offi• 
cial assistants as included (Hofmann) is forbidden by the subse­
quent a1roa--roX~v, which does not mean mission in general, hut, 
as invariably in the N. T., specially apostleship. - x&piv K. 

a1roO"ToA~v] grace (generally) and (in particular) apostleship. 
X&piv is to be unJerstood, not merely of pardoning grace 
(Augustine, Calvin, Calovius, Reiche, Tholuck, Olshausen, and 
others), or of the extraorJinary apostolic gifts of gmce (Theodoret, 
Luther, and others, including Flatt and Mehring); for such 
special references must be demanded by the context; but on the 
contrary generally of the entire divine grace, of which Paul was 
made partaker through Christ, when he was arrested by Him at 
l)amascus in bis career which was hateful to God (Phil. iii. 12; 
1 Cor. xv. 10), converted, enlightened (Gal. i. 16), and transferred 
into the communion of GOl.l's beloved ones and saints. The 
special object (Gal. i. 16) and at the same time the highest 
eYidence of this xdp,~ which he had received, was his reception of 
the u1roO"ToA1j,1 and that for the Gentile worlJ. Others find here 
a fv 01u. ouoiv (Chrysostom, Beza., Piscator, Grotius, Glass, Rich. 
Simon, Wetstein, Semler, Kappe, Bohme, l<'ritzsche, Philippi, 
and others): x&p,v a1roCT-roXijs-. This might certainly be justified 

1 Augustine nptly remarks: "Grntinm cnm omnihns fit!clibus, npostolatnm 
autem non cum omnibns commnncm ha bet." Comp. Bengel: " Gralia et sin;;u­
laris grutiac mensura CllJostoli., oLtigit." 
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in linguistic usage by the explicative Kal (Fritzsche, ad J,fatth. p. 

856; Nagelsbach, z. Ilias, iii 100); but it arbitrarily converts t~o 
elements, which taken separately yield a highly appropriate 
sense, into one, and fails to recognise-what is involved in the 
union of the general and the particular-the fulness and force 
of the discourse moving the grateful heart. This remark applies 
also against Hofmann, according to w horn the Apostle terms 
one and the same vocation "a grace and a mission;" in which view 
a,roo-T. is erroneously rendered (see above), and in consequence 
thereof et~ inraK. 7r. is then joined merely to xap. K. a,r,, and not 
also to e"'Aa/3. - et~ irr.a,c. 7r{o-'T.] Object of the e-Xa/3. xap. K. 

a,roO"'T.: in orde1· that obedience of faith may be produced, i.e. in 
order that people may subject themselves to the faith, in order 
that they may become believing. Comp. xvi. 26; Acts vi. 7; 
2 Cor. x. 5 f.; 2 Thess. i 8. To take 7rLO"'TL~ for doctrina fidei 
(Beza, Toletus, Estius, Bengel, Heumann, Cramer, Rosenrniiller, 
:Flatt, Fritzsche, Tholuck, and others), is altogether contrary to 
the linguistic usage of the N. T., in which 7r{o-T1~ is always 
subjecti1,e faith, although often, as in the present instance, con­
ceived of objectively, as a power. Comp. xvi 21.i; Gal. i. 23. The 
ac'tivity of faith in producing worlcs (Reithmayr), however, is not 
contained in the expression. The 7r{o-T1~ is, according to Paul, 
the conviction and confidence (assensus and fiducia) regarding 
Jesus Christ, as the only and perfect :M:ediator of the divine 
grace, and of eternal life, through His work of atonement. Faith 
alone (to the exclusion of works) is the causa apprehendens of the 
salvation promised and obtained through Christ; but, because it 
transfers ns into living and devoted fellowship with Him, alto­
gether of a moral character, it becomes the subjective moral 
power of the new life regenerated through the power of the Holy 
Spirit-of the life in Christ, which, however, is the necessary 
consequence, and uever the ground of justification. See Luther's 
Preface. - The genitive 7r{o-Tew~, in accordance with the analogy 
of the expressions kindred in meaning v7raKo~ Tou Xp10-Tou in 
2 Cor. x. 5, and v,raK. 'Tij~ aArJ0eia~ in 1 Pet. i. 22, necessarily 
presents itself (comp. Acts vi. 7; Rom. x. 16; 2 Thess. i 8; also. 
2 Cor. ix. 13) as denoting that to which the obedience is ren­
dered; not (Grotius, following Beza) the causa efficiens: "ut Deo 
oLediatur per fidem," in which explanation, besides, the "Deo,., 
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is arbitrarily introduced.1 Hofmann is also wrong in taking the 
genitive 7r[a--rewr as epexegetical (an obedience consisting in faith). 
- ev 7ratTt Toir E'0vetTtv] is to be joined with eir v7raK. 7rltTTewr, 
beside whicl,, it stands ; the E'0v11, however, are not all nations 
generally, inclusive of the Jews (so most expositors, including 
Riickert, Reiche, Kollner, Fritzsche, Baur), but, in accordance 
with the historical destination of the Apostle (Gal i 16; Acts 
ix. 15, xxvi. 17 f.), and in consequence of the repeated promi­
nence of his calling as Gentile Apostle in our letter (ver. 13, xi 13, 
xv. 16), all Gentile nations, to which also the Romans belonged 
(Beza, Tholuck, Philippi, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, van 
Hengel, Ewald, Hofmann ancl others); and these regarded not from 
a geographical point of view (Mangold, p. 76), but from a popular 
one, as Cl'U; which precludes us from thinking-not as to a section, 
but at any rate as to the mass, of the Roman congregation-that 
it was Jewish-Christian. This bis apostolic calliug for the 
Gentiles is meant by Paul in all passages w11ere he describes the 
Wv11 as the object of his labours (Gal. i. 16, ii. 2, 8, 9; Epb. iii. 
1, 8; Col. i. 27; 1 Thess. ii. 16). - v1rEp TQU ovoµ. avTou] belongs, 
in the most natural connection, not to i"J,.af3 ..... a7rotTT. (Ri.ickert) 
or to ot' o~ .... Wvniv (de Wette, Mehring, Hofmann), but 
to eir v7ra,co;v .... WvetTtv; "in order to produce obedience to the 
faith among all Gentile nations for the sake of (for the glorifying 
of, comp. Acts v. 41; Phil. ii. 13) His name." Acts ix. 15, xv. 
26, xid. 13; 2 Thess. i. 12, serve to illustrate the matter referred 
to. The idea of wishing to exclude the glorifying of his own 
name (Hofmann) is not for a moment to be imputed to the 
Apostle. He would have needed a very special motive for 
doing so. 

Ver. 6. Application of the contents of ver. 5 to the relation in 
which the Apostle stood to his readers, whereby he indicates 
how he is officially entitled to address them also, teaching, 
exhorting, and so forth - ev oTr EtTTE Kat vµeir KA1JTOt 'I. X.] 
To be written thus, without a comma after vµeir, with Heu-

1 So also van Hengel, on the ground of pnssnges like v. 19; Phil. ii. 12, where 
however the sPnse of obedience to God results from the c01tlt:rt; and Ernesti, 
Urspr. d. Sunde, II. p. 281 ft'., who urges against our view that it mnkes v1rlp 
roO 6voµ. avroO superfluous. But the glory of Christ is precisely the lofty en<l or 
"II v1ra.:ov£iv rj 1rlo-n,. Where it takes place, it is acknowledged thnt J csus 
Uhrist is Lord, Phil. i~ 11. 
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mann, Laclunann, Tischendorf, de Wette, Hofmann, and Bisping: 
among wlwm also are ye called (ones) of Jesus Christ. Among 
the Gentile nations the Roman Christians were, like other 
Gentile-Christian churches, called of the Lord; amidst the 
Gentile world, nationally belonging to it (in opposition to Man­
gold's mere geographical interpretation), they also shared this 
high distinction. The i:eference of the Kat to Paul (Tb. Schott), 
and consequently the interpretation: as I, so also ye, is erroneous, 
because the Apostle bas asserted concerning himself something 
far higher than the mere Christian calling. The common interpre­
tation of KA17To1 'I. X. as an address (so too Riickert, Fritzsche, 
Philippi, van Hengel, Mehring) makes the iv oT~ £U'Te K. uµ. 
quite a meaningless assertion; for Bengel's suggestion for meeting 
the difficulty, that iv oT~ has the implied meaning: among which 
converted nations, is purely arbitrary. - Since the calling (to the 
Messianic salvation; see on Gal. i. 6 ; also 1 Cor. vii. 17) is 
invariably ascribed by Paul to God (viii. 30, ix. 24; 1 Cor. i 9, 
vii 15, 17; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 2 Thess. ii. 14; comp. Usteri, p. 281; 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 127; what Schmidt urges in opposition, in 
Rudelbach's Zeitsckr. 1849, II. p. 188 ff. is untenable) we must 
explain it, not as: called by Christ (Luther, Ri.ickert, Mehring, Hof­
mann, and others), but as: called (by God) who belong to Christ 
(so Erasmus, Beza, Estius, and most modern commentators, also 
,Viner, p. 183). The genitive is possessive, just as in the analo-, 
gous Tou~ £KAeKTou~ avToii in Matth. xxiv. 31. With the sub­
stantive nature of KA17-r6~ (comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 147) the 
genitive by no means admits merely the interpretation which 
points to the calling sitbject, as in 2 Sam. xv 11 ; 1 Kings i. 41, 
49 ; Zeph. i. 7 ; but admits of very different references, as e.g. 
in Homer, Od. xvii. 386, KAtJTol -ye {3poTwv are not those called 
by mortals, but those who arn called among mortals (genitive 
totius). 

Ver. 7. No,v for the first time, brought by ver. 6 nearer to his 
readers, Paul passes from the throng of the great intervening 
thoughts, ver. 2 ff., in which he has given fnll and conscious ex­
pression to the nature and the dignity of his calling, to the formal 
address and to the apostolic salutation. - ,rar;t K.T.X.] directs the 
letter to all beloved of God who are in Rome, etc., and therefore to 
the collective Roman Christian clutrch, Phil. i. 1 ; Eph. i. 1 ; 
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Col. i. 1),1 but not, as T11oluck thinks (comp. Turretin, Wolf, and 
Bohme), at the same time also to those foreign Christians who 
were accidentally staying in Rome, for against this view ver. 8, in 
which u1rEp 1ra11Twv uµwv can only refer to the Romans, is decisive. 
The 1raa-1 would be self-obvious and might have been dispensed 
with, but in this Epistle, just because it is so detailed and is 
addressed to a great church still far away from the Apostle, 1raa-1 
carries with it a certain diplomatic character.· Similarly, though 
from other grounds, Phil. i. 1. - aya1r11T- 0€ou, KA']TO~ ay/01~] 
Characteristic special analysis of the idea" Cliri,stians" in accord­
ance with the high privileges of their Christian condition. For, 
as reconciled with God through Christ, they are beloved of God 
(v. 5 ff., viii. 39; Col. iii. 12); and, as those who through the divine 
calling to the Messianic salvation have become separated from 
the Koa-µor and consecrated to God, because members of the new 
covenant of grace, they are called saints ; comp. 1 Cor. i. 2. This 
saintship is produced through the jiistification of the called (viii. 
30), and their accompanying subJectiou to the injfoence of the 
Holy Spirit (1 Cor. i. 30). De W ette erroneously interprets. 
"those who are called to be saints." So also Baumgiuten. 
Crusius. The calling always refers to the salvation of the 
Messiah's kingtlom. But that the ay10T17r is to be understood 
in that Christian theocratic sense after the o.nalogy of the Old 
Testament ~,,i', and not of incli-vidital mornl holiness (Pareus, 
Toletus, Estius, Grotius, :Flatt, Glockler, de W ette, and others), is 
plain from the very fact, that all Christians as Christians are ay101. 

- xaptr .... €ipriv11] See Otto, in the Jalwb. f. d. Tlieol. 1867, p. 
678 ff. Xaptr is the disposition, the subjective feeling in God and 
Christ, which the Apostle wishes to be entertained towards and 
shown to his readers; €ip1iv11 is the actual result, which is produced 
through the manifestation of the xaptr : grace and salvation 
(ci~~). the htter in every aspect in which it presents itself as 
the Christian issue of the xap1r. Comp. l\Ielancthon. The 

1 With these parallels before us, it is unreasonable to ask why Paul cloes not 
designate the rea,lel'B as a church. Bengel and vnn Hengel are of opinion thnt no 
regular congrege.tional bond was u yet in existence. Th. Schott thinks th11t Pnul 
1111 yet stood in no relation whntever to the church. The ~vrn lv 'Pwµu K.r.>... 

a.re the church, and it is to the churches that he baa written where he does not 
write to specified persO'lla. 
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specifically Christian element in this salutation 1 lies in a7ro 0EOv 
7raTpos- .... Xpt<TTov. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 3; 2 Cor. i. 2 ; Eph. i. 2 ; 
Phil. i. 2 ; 1 Thess. i. 1 ; 2 Thess. i. 1 f. ; 1 Tim. i. 2 ; 2 Tim. i 2 ; 
Tit. i. 4; Philem. 3. The special rendering of €tp1111'1, peace, which, 
following Chrysostom and Jerome, the majority, including Reiche, 
Olshausen, Tholuck, Philippi, Umbreit and others retain (the 
higher peace which is given, not by the world, but by the con­
sciousness of divine grace and love, see especially Umbreit, p. 
190 ff.), must be abandoned, because xapLS' Kat f:LPIJll'f} represent 
the general epistolary xalp"'" (Acts xv. 23; James i. 1), and 
thus the genaality of the salutation is expressed in a way 
characteristically Christian. - 7raTrJP ~µwv means God, in so far 
as we, as Christians, are Iiis children through the uio0f:<Tla (see 
on Gal iv. 5; Rom. viii. 15). - Kat Kuplou] i.e. Kat a7ro Kuplou, 
not, as Glockler, following Erasmus, takes it, "and the }'ather of 
our Lord Jesus Christ," for against this view stands the decisive 
fact that God is never called onr and Christ's Father; see also 
Tit. i. 4; 2 Tim. i. 2. The formal equalisation of God a11d Christ 
cannot be certainly used as a proof (as Philippi and Mehring 
contend) of the divine nature of Christ-whfoh, however, is other­
wise firmly enough maintained by Paul-since the different predi­
cates 7raTpos- and Kuplou imply the different conceptions of the 
causa principalis and medians. For this purpose different pre­
positions were not required ; comp. on Gal. i. 1. 

Vv. 8-15. First of all the Apostle now-as under various forms 
in all his epistles, with the exception of that to the Galatians (also 
not in 1 Timothy and Titus)-expresses with thanksgiving towards 
God his pious joy at the faith of his readers ; and then assures 
them of his longing to be with them and to labour among them 
personally. The thanksgiving is short, for it relates to a church 
not only personally unknown to him, but also far removed from 
the sphere of labour which he had hitherto occupied ; but the 
expression of it is in accordance with the position of the church 
in the metropolis of the world. 

Ver 8. IIpWTov µ€11] To that, which Paul desires ffrst of all 
to write, there was meant to be subjoined something further, 
possibly by trmTa M. But, amidst the ideas that now crowd 

1 Regarding Otto's nttcmpted derivation of it from the Aaronic benediction, see 
on 1 Cor. i. 3. 
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upon him, he abandons this design, and thus the µ{v remains 
alone. Comp. iii. 2; and on Acts i. 1; 1 Cor. xi 18 ; Schaefer, 
ad Dera. IV. p.142; Hartung, Partilcell. II. p. 410. -Ti;, 0ei;, µov] 
ov eiµi, ij, Kai AaTpevw, Acts xxvii 23; comp. 1 Cor. i. 4; Phil. i. a, 
iv. 19; Philem. 4. - 01~ 'I11pou XptcrTou] These words-to be 
connected with evxaptCTTW, not with µov, as Koppe and Glockler 
think, against which vii. 25 and Col. iii. 17 are clearly deci­
sive-contain the mediation, through which the evxaptcrTw tahs 
place. The Apostle gives thanks not on his own part and in­
dependently of Christ, not oi' iaVToiJ, but is conscious of his 
thanksgiving being conveyed through Jesv,s Christ, as one wlto is 
present to his grateful thoughts; in so far, namely, as tl1at for 
which he thanks God is v1Yidly perceived and felt° by him to 
have been brought about through Christ. Comp. on Col iii. 17; 
Eph. v. 20. Thus Christ is the mediating causal agent of the 
thanksgiving. To regard Him as its mediating presenter (Ori­
gen, Theophylact, Bengel, and others, including Hofmann) can­
net be justified from Paul's other writings, nor even by Heb. xiii. 
15. Theodore of l\Iopsucstia well observes : Toii Xp1crToii TavTq~ 

~µiv Tqr evxaptcrTlar T~V aiTlav -rrapacrxoµlvov. - ~ -rrlcrTtr uµwv] 
quite simply: your faith (on Christ); the praiseworthy character of 
the -rrlcrT1r is only set forth by the context (KaTayyeXA. iv ciXip T. K.) 
afterwards. Everywhere one hears your faith openly spoken of. 
Comp. xvi. 19. Observe how this flattering expression of the 
Apostle and the thanksgiving coupled with it, as also the 
crT11p1x0ijva1 K.T.A., in vv. 11, 12, point to the church not as 
Jewish-ChrisLian but as Pauline. Maug0ld's reference to Phil. 
i. 15-18, in opposition to this inference, leaves out of vi~w the 
quit.e different personal situation under which the latter was 
written. Comp. on Phil. i. 18, note. - iv iAip T. Kocrµip] a populnr 
liyperbole, but how nccordnnt with the position of the church in 
that city, towards which the eyes of the whole world were 
turned ! Comp. 1 Thess. i. 8. It is, moreover, obvious of itself, 
that the subjects of the KaTayyh .. Ae1v arc the believers. As to 
the unbelievers, see Acts xxviii. 22. 

Ver. 9. rap] The pith of the following proof of the assurance 
conveyed in vr:r. 8 lies in a.01aAel-rrTw~, not in the desire to come to 
Rome, which is not subjoined till ver. lO(Th.Schott). The interest 
felt by the Apostle in the Romans, which was so vivid that he un-
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ccasingly remembered them, etc., had even now urged him to his 
€vxapL(TTW Tlfl 0€rp K.T.X. - µapTur .... 0€o~J The asseveration in 
the form of an oath (comp. 2 Cor. i. 23, xi. 31 ; Phil i. 8) is 
intended solemnly to strengthen the impression of what he has 
to say ; viewed with reference to the circumstance which might 
readily excite surprise, that he, the Apostle of the Gentiles, had 
never yet laboured in the church-which nevertheless was 
Pauline-of the capital of the Gentile world. See vv. 10-13. 
The hypothesis of " iniquos 1·umores," that ltad reached his ears 
from Rome (van Hengel), is unnecessary and unsupported by 
any trace in the letter. - rp XaTp€uw K.T.X.] added to strengthen 
the asseveration with res:pect to its sacred conscientiousness: to 
whom I rendc1· holy se1·vice in my spirit, i.e. in my moral self­
consciousness, which is the living inner sphere of that service.1 

This i11 Tlfl 1r11. µou, on which lies the practical stress of the relative 
clause, excludes indeed all XaTp€u€111 of a merely external kind, 
exercising itself in works, or even impure; but is not intended 
to suggest a definite contrast to this, which would here be without 
due motive. It is rather the involuntary expression of the pro­
foundly vivid feeling of inward experience. The Apostle knows 
and feels that the depths of his innermm•t life are pervaded by 
his XaTp€U€111, Comp. rp XaTpeuw .. .• €11 Ka0ap';; (TUIIEIOIJ(TEL, in 2 
Tim. i. 3 ; also Heb. xii. 28. To 1r11€uµa µou cannot be the 
Holy Spirit (Theodoret),2 but Paul bore the witness of that Spirit 
in his own spirit (viii. 16 ; ix. 1.). - €11 TqJ evayy. T. uiou atiTou] 

in the gospel of His Son, which I preach, defend, etc. That is 
the great sphere to which He is called in the service of God, in the 
consciousness of which he is impelled by an inward necesnity to 
devote to his readers that fervent sympathy of which he assures 
them. Grotius and Reiche think there is an implied contrast to 
the XaTp€la i11 Tq, 116µcp, which however is quite foreign to the 
connection. Can we think of a side-glance at the Jewish style 
of teaching-when the discourse breathes only love and warmth 
of affection ? - wr a81aX.] wr does not stand for ifr1 (as following 
the Vulgate, the majority, including Fritzsche, think), but ex-

1 Comp. Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siliule, II. p. 89 f.; eee also on John iv. 23. 
1 Holsten also (z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 386) understnnds it of the Holy 

Spirit ns bestowed on the Apostle (µou). Sec, againtit this view, Rich. SchmiJt, 
Paul. Christol. p. 33 If. 
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presses the manner (the degree). God is my witness, how un­
ceasingly, etc. Comp. Phil. i. 8 ; 2 Cor. vii. 15 ; 1 Thess. ii. 10; 
Acts x. 28 ; Calvin; Philippi; van Hengel ; see also Ellendt, Lex. 
Soph. II. p. 1000. The idea of modality must be everywhere 
retained, where w~ takes the place of 5Tt. See the passages in 
Heindorf, ad Plat. Hipp. maj. p. 281, Jacobs. ad Ach. Tat. p. 566. 
- µ11. uµ. 'll'Otouµ.] make mention of you, viz. in my prayers. See 
ver. 10. Comp. Eph. i. 16; Phil. i. 3; 1 Thess. i. 2. 

Ver. 10. IL111TOT€ ••. Oeoµe11of] annexes tow~ ao1a~. the more 
precise definition: in that (so that) I always (each time) in my 
prayers request. e'll'i, which is to be referred to the idea of definition 
oftime(Bernhardy p. 246),indicates theform ofaction_which takes 
place. Comp. 1 Thess. i 2; Eph. i. 16; Philem. 4; Winer, p. 352 
[R T.4 70]. - ehw~ ~0'1 r.oTe] if perhaps at length on some occasion. 
}'or examples of 1i811, already (Baeumlein, Part. p. 138 ff.), which, 
comparing another time with the present,, conveys by the refer­
ence to something long hoped for but delayed the idea at length, 
see Hartung, Partikel. I. p. 238; Klotz, ad Dcva,·. p. 607; comp. 
Phil iv 10, and the passages in Kypke. Th. Schott incorrectly 
renders 'll'a11T0Te, under all circitmstances, which it never mean::l, 
and ii811 7roTe as if it were ~817 wv or r1.pTt, The mode of expres­
sion by efm"~ implies somewhat of modest fear, arising from the 
thought of possible hindrances.1 - evoow0~croµa1] I shall have the 
good fortune. The active evooou11 is seldom used in its proper 
signification, to lead well, expeditum iter pracbe,·e, as in Soph. 0. C. 
1437; Theophr. de caus. pl. v. 6, 7; LXX. Gen. xxiv. 27, 48; the 
passive, however, never means via recta inccdere, expeclitum iter 
habere, but invariably (even in Prov. xvii. 8) metaphorically: 
prospero successn ga11clere. Seo Herod. vi. 73; 1 Cor. xvi. 2 ; 3 
John 2; LXX. 2 Chron. xiii. 12; Ps. i. 3, and frequently; Ecclus. 
xi. 16, xli. 1; Tob. iv. 19, v. 16; Test. XII. Patr. p. 684. There­
fore the explanation of a p·rosperousjourney,which besides amounts 
only to an accessory modal idea (Beza, Estius, Wolf, and many 
others following the Vulgate and Oecumenius; including van 
Hengel and Hofmann), must be rejected, and not comhined with 
ours (Umbreit). - iv T'f' 0e~. -r. 0eou] in virtue of t!Le will of God; 
on this will the evoow0. causally depend. 

Ver. 11. 'E71't71'o0w] not valde cupio, but denoting the direction 
J Comp. i:i. H; and on Phil. iii. 11; 1 lfocc, iv. 10. 
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of the longing. Comp. on 2 Cor. v. 2; Phil. i. 8. - xclpurµ.a 
,rvwµaT1Ko11] Paul calls that, which he intends to communicate 
to the Romans through his longed-for personal presence among 
them (t'&Ew; comp. Acts xix. 21, xxviii. 20) a spiritual gift ·of 
grace; because in his apprehension all such instruction, comfort, 
joy, strengthening, etc., as are produced by means of his labours, 
are regarded not as procured by his own human individuality, but 
as a result which the ,rvEuµa ay1011 works by means of him- the 
gracious working of the Spirit, whose organ he is. While it was 
highly arbitrary in Toletus, Bengel, Michaelis and others to 
refer the expression to the apostolic miraculous gifts-against 
which the EvayyEXla-arr0ac in ver. 15 is conclusive-it was a very 
gratuitous weakening of its force to explain it (as is done by 
:M:orus, Rosenrnliller, Kemner, Maier, Th. Schott) as a gift refer­
ring to the (human) spirit; "a gift for the inner life," Hofmann. 
In such an interpretation the specifically Christian point of view 
(1 Cor. xii 4; comp. EvXoyla ,rvEuµaTLK~, Eph. i. 3) is left out ol 
account; besides, ,rvwµaTtKov would imply nothing characteristic 
in that case; for that Paul did not desire to communicate any gifta 
of another sort, e.g. external, would be taken for granted. -The 
expression Tt ... xap. is modest (µETpta.{ono~, Oecumenins). 
Note also the arrangement by which the words are made to stand 
apart, and this delicate TI, the substantial xapa:rµa, and the 
qualifying ,rvwµaTtKov, are brought into the more special promin­
ence. 1 - El·~ TO (]"TYJP· uµa~] Object of the intended communica­
tion of such a gift; that ye may be estrtblished, namely, in the Chris­
tian character and life. See ver. 12; comp. Acts xvi. 5; Rom. 
xvi. 25; 1 Thess. iii. 2. The (]"TYJpl[ai is conceived as being 
divinely wrought by means of the Spirit, hence the passive ex­
pression; it wa::1 to be accomplished however, as Paul hoped, 
through him as the instrument of the Spirit. Mangold, p. 82, 
l1as, withont any ground in the text, assumed that this establish­
ment has reference to "their abandoning their Jewish-Christian 
scruples 1·ega1·ding the mission to tlieGentiles," whereas ver. 12 rather 
testifies to the Pauline Christianity of the Tiomans. This remark 
applies also against Sabatier, p. 166, who understands "une 

1 On µ.,Ta~,~6vcu nvl n (instead of nvl Twos), comp. 1 The8s. ii. 8 ; Tob. vii. 0 ; 
2 nncc. i. 35. So sometimes, nlthoui:h sr!Jom, in clnssic nuthors, Hero,!. viii. 6, 
ix. 34; Xeu. Anab. ii·. 6, 5; Schaer. Meld. p. ~l; Kuhner, II. i. p. 296. 
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conception de l'evangile de Jesus plus forge et plus spiritu­
elle." 

Ver. 12. ToiiTo oe eo-Tt] This, hou·er;er, which I have just 
designated as my longing (namely, ickiv vµar;, 111a ... O"T1/pcx0. 
vµar;) means, thereby I intend to say nothing else than, etc. By this 
modifying explanation, subjoined with humility, and expressed 
in a delicate complimentary manner (Erasmus puts the matter too 
strongly," pia vajrities et sancta adulatio"), Paul guards him­
self, in presence of a church to which he was still a stranger, 
from the poilsible appearance of presumption and of formiug 
too low an estimate of the Christian standpoint of his readers.1 

- o-uµ,rapa,cX110ii11a1] must be understood not, with the Peschito, 
Vulgate, Valla, Erasmus, Luther, Piscator, de Dien, and many 
others, including Koppe and Ewald, in the sense of comjort or of 
1·efreshrnent (Castalio, Grotius, Cramer, Rosenmtiller, Rohme)­
which it would be neceilsary that the context should call for, as 
in 1 Thess. iii. 2; 2 Thess. ii. 17, but which it here forbids by the 
general i8ei11 vµu.r;, iva K.T.X.-Lut in the quite general sense uf 
Christian encouragement and q1,ickening. The o-uµ.-however is 
not to be explained by vµ.a.r; Kai eµaUTQII; on the contrary, tho 
iv uµiv renders it necessary that Paul alone should be conceived 
as the subject of o-uµ,rapa,cX110ii11a1. He desires to be quickened 
among the Romans (iv uµiv) at the same time with them, and this 
by the faith• common to both, theirs and his, which should 
mutually act and react in the way of the Christian sympathy 
that is based on specific harmony of faith. That the readers 
are not the subject of the a-uµ,rapa,cX. (Fritzscbe, van Hengel) is 
certain from iv vµ.iv, which, if it meant in animis vcstris (vau 
Hengel), would be a perfect.ly superfluous addition. -The com­
pound a-uµ,rapa,cX. occurs only here in the N. T., and is not 
found in the LXX. or Apocr.; but see Plat. Rep. p. 555 A; and 
Poly b. v. 83, 3. - ;, iv aXMXotr; ,r{o-Ttr;, more significant of the 

1 The uelicnte turn which he gives to the mnttrr is this: "to see you, in order tliat 
I," etc., means nothing more than " to be q1tickened alonf! with a11d among you," 
eto. Consequently 11vµ1rapa.KX. is parall~l to the l8i,v; for both infinitives must 
have the snme subject. If 11vµ1ra.pa.Kil.. K.r.11.. hnd been mennt to be merely 11 

delicnte explanation of 11rr,p,x/Hjva.1 vµii.s (the usual exposition nfter Chrysostom), 
then lµi must necessarily ha\'e been n<lueu to 11vµ1rapaKX. Grotius aptly ~ays : 
"11vµra.paKX. regitur nb bnrofJw." The true intrrpretution is given nlso by lleugel 
nn,l Th. Schott; comp. Olshnuscn, Ewahl, auu Hofmann, who erroneously i111put,u 
to me the common view. 
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hearty character of the faith than ~ ciXX~Xwv 1rla-T1f, is the faith 
of both viewed in its mutual identity, so that the faith which 
lives in the one lives also in the other. - vµwv T€ Kat Jµou] 

placed in this order with delicate tact. 
Ver. 13. My longing towards you has often awakened in me 

the purpose of coming to you, in order also among you etc. 
Paul might have placed a Ka{ before 1rpo€0., but was not obliged 
to do so (in opposition to Hofmann's objection); and he has not 
put it, because he did not thinlc of it. The discourse proceeds from 
the desire (ver. 11) to the purpose, which is coming nearer to real­
isation. Hence it is the less necessary to transfer the weight 
of the thought in ver. 13 to the clause expressive of purpose 
(Mangold). - oi, 0lXw OE uµ. ayv.] The Apostle lays stress on 
this communication. Comp. on :xi. 25. The OE is the simple 
µE:Ta/3aT1Ko11. - Kat J,cw\. a.xp1 Tou oE:upo] is a parenthesis separ­
ated from the structure of the sentence, so that Tva attaches 
itself to 7rpoE:0 . .1>..0. 7rp. uµ. The Kai, however, is not to be taken 
as adversative, as Kollner still thinks (see, in opposition to this, 
Fritzsche), but as the simple ancl marking the sequence of 
thought, which here (comp. John xvii. 10) intervenes paren­
theticall?J. For the view which makes it still dependent on 5T1, 

so that it introduces the second part of what the readers are to 
know (Hofmann), is precluded by the following clause of pur­
pose, which can only apply to that resolution so often formed. -
&upo] used only here in the N. T. as a particle of tirne, but more 
frequently in Plato and later authors; see Wetstein. That by 
which Paul had been hitherto hindered, may be seen in xv. 22; 
consequently it was neither by the devil (1 Thess. ii. 18) nor by 
the Holy Spirit (Acts xvi. 6 f.). Grotius aptly observes (comp. 
xv. 22): "Magis urgehat necessitas locorum, in quibus Christus 
erat ignotus." -Tva TIIIU Kap-,rov K.T.A.] is entirely parallel in 
sense with 'Eva TL µ€Taaw K.T.A. in ver. 11, and it is a gratuitous re­
fining on the figurative Kap-,rov to find specially indicated here 
the conversion of 1mbclicvers beyond the range which tlie church 
had hitherto embraced (Hofmann) ; comp. also Th. Schott, and 
enn Mangold, who takes the Apostle ns announcing his desire 
to take in hand tlw Gentile mission also among his readers, so 
that the Kap-,ro~ would be Gentiles to be converted. No; by 
Kapr.011 Paul, with a complimentary egotism flattering to the 
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readers, describes that which his personal labours among the 
Romans would have effected-consequently what had been said 
without metaphor in ver. 11-according to a current figure (John 
iv. 36, xv. 16; Phil i 22; Col i 6), as harvest-fruit which he 
would have had among them, and which as the produce of his 
labour would have been Lis (ideal) possessim among them. 
But in this view the literal sense of :xe111 ( comp. vi. 21 f.) is not 
even to be ~tered by taking it as consequi (\V olf, Kypke, Koppe, 
Kollner, Tholuck, and others). To postpone the having the fruit, 
however, till the last day (Mehring) is quite alien to the 
context. - ,ca0ws- /Cat €11 TOIS' AOl7r. {011.] as also among the 1·emain­
ing nations, i.e. Gentiles (see on ver. fi), namely, I have fruit. 
In the animation and fulness of hi::; thought Paul has inserted 
twice the ,ea, of comparison, inasmuch as there was present to 
his mind the twofold conception: (1) "among you also,1 as 
among;" and (2) "among you, as also among." So frequently 
in Greek authors. See Baeumlein, Partilcell. p.153; Stallbaum, ad 
Plat. Gorg. p. 457 E; ,viner, p. 409 [E. T. 54: 7]. There is there­
fore no grammatical reason for commencing the new sentence 
with ,ca0ws- (Mehring), nor is it in accordance with the repeti­
tion of the i11. 

Vv. 14, 15. Fuller explanation regarding the previous 111a T111a 

,cap7r. crxw ,cat Ell vµ.111, ,ca0ws- ,ea, €11 T. A017r. {0ve(1'LII-- ne­
specting {3ap{3apo'i (0110µ.a -;o ovx 'EXX,,111,cov, Ammonius), which, 
uccor<ling to Greek feeling and usage, denotes generally all non­
Greeks (Plat. Polit. p. 262 D)-all who were strangers to Greek 
nationality and language-see Dougt. Anal. II. p. 100 f.; Her­
mann, Staatsalterth. § 6, 1. How common it was to designate o.11 
nations by thus dividing them into 'EXX. "· {3ap{3., see in ·wet. 
stein und Kypke, with examples from Philo in Loesner, p. 24::l. 

1 ThRt the "you" must menn the Roman Chri.,tians, and not the still uncon­
'f!trled. Romans (Th. Schott), is clearly shown IJy all the passnges, from ver. 8 
onwarJ.s, in which the i,µ.eis occurs; nnd especially by the vµ.iv rois lv 'Pwµ.11 in vcr. 
15. .'\s regards their nationality, they belong to the category of Gentiles. Comp. 
xi. 13, xvi. 4 ; Gal. ii. 12, 14 ; Eph. iii. 1. But if Pnul is the Apostle of tho 
Gm/ilea, the Gentiles n!reaJ.y converted also belong to his Rpostolic sph~rc of 
lnbour, as, e.g., the Colossians and Lnodiceans, nntl (vv. 5, 6) the Ilomnns. 
Schott is compelled to resort to very forced suggestions regarding lv vµ.111 antl 
llµ.111, especially here and in ver. 15; as also ll[nngold, who can only find therein a 
geographical designation (comp. Hofmann: "he nJ.J.rc~ses thcw ns n conslifoc11t 
portion of the people of I'.mne '' ). Comp. on vcr. 16. 
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Of course the Hellenes included the Jews also among the 
/3ap/3apot (a view which is attributed even to Philo, but with­
out sufficient ground). while the Jews in their turn applied 
this designation to the Hellenes. See Grimm on 2 Mace. ii. 21, 
p. 61. Now it may be asked: did Paul include the Romans 
among the "EXX11vef or among the /3ap/3apot 1 The latter view is 
maintained by Reiche and Kollner, following older writers; the 
former is held by Ambrosiaster, Estius, Kypke, and others, 
and the former alone would be consistent with that delicacy 
which must be presumed on the Apostle's part, as in fact, since 
Hellenic culture had become prevalent in Rome, especially since 
the time of Augustus, the Roman community was regarded from 
the Roman point of view as separated from the barbaria, and 
only nations like the Germans, Scythians, etc., were reckoned 
to belong to the latter. Comp. Cicero, de fin. ii. 15, "non sol um 
Graecia et Italia, sed etiam omnis barbaria." But the following 
uo<poif TE Kat avo17Totf, as also the circumstance that the Romans, 
although they separated themselves from the barbarians (Gndc 
authors included them among these, Polyb. v. 104, 1, ix. 37, 5, 
Krebs and Kypke in loc.), are nowhere reckoned among the Hel­
lenes or designated as such, make it evident that the above 
question is to be entirely exclu,ded here, and that Paul's object 
is merely to set forth generally his obligation as Apostle of the 
Gentiles in its universality. This he does in the form of a two­
fold division, according to nationality, and according to condition 
of cultiire, so that the thought which he would express is: I am 
in duty bound to all Gentiles, without distinction of their nation­
ality or of their culture; therefore I am ready, to you also etc. -
o<pELAET'1f] Paul regards the divine obligation of office, received 
through Christ (ver. 5), as the undertaking of a debt, which he has 
to discharge by preaching the Gospel among all Gentile nations. 
Comp., in reference to this subject, Acts xxvi. 17 f.; Gal. ii. 7; 
1 Cor. ix. 16. - ovTw] so, that is, in accordance with this relation, by 
which I am in duty bound to the "EX\110-t T. K. /3ap{3., to the uo<p, 

T. K, avo17T, It does not refer to Kaewf, ver. 13, which is dependent 
on the preceding Kat €V vµiv, but gathers up in itself the import 
of ''EXX 11a-t .... et'µt : so then, ita, sic igitur. See Hermann, ad Luc. 
de hist. conscr. p. 161; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. :307. Bengel well 
i;ays: "est quasi ephiphonema et illatio a toto ad partem insig-
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nem." -The OVTW TO KaT' eµE 7rpo0uµov (sc. £(jTt) is to be trans­
lated: accordingly, the inclination on m'!f part [lit. the on-my-part 
inclination] is, so that TO belongs to 7rpo0uµov, though the expre8-
sion TO KaT' eµE 7rpo0uµov is not substantially different from the 
simple To 7rpo0uµ.ov µou, but only more significantly indicative 
of the idea that Paul on Ms part was willing, 1:.tc. Comp. on Eph. 
i 15. He says therefore: in thw state of the case the inclination 
which exists on his side is, to preach to the Romans also. At the 
same time Ka·r:' eµE is purposely chosen out of a feeling of de­
pendence on a higher Will (ver. 10), rather than the simple To 

7rpo0•1µov µou, im;tead of which TO eµou ~po0uµov would come 
nearer to the expression by KaT' eµe. On the substantival 7rpo-
0uµov, in the sense of 7rpo0uµ{a, comp. 3 Mace. v. 26.; Plat. Lrg. 
ix. p. 859 B; Eur. Med. 178 ; Thuc. iii. 82, 8; Heroclian, viii. 3, 
15. The above connection of TO •••• 7rpo0uµov is adopted by Seb. 
Schmid, Kypke, Reiche, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel, Meh­
ring, and others. So also Th. Schott, who however takes oiiTw 
in a predicative sense; as does likewise Hofmann : Tims tlie case 
stands as to the fact and manner of the inclination on my part. 
This however is the less appropriate, because ver. 14 contains, 
not the mode, but the regulative basis ~f the 1rpo0uµia of ver. 
15. If To KaT' eµl be taken by itself, and not along with 7rpo0u­
µ.ov, there would result the meaning : there is, so jar as I am 
concerned, an inclination; comp. de W ette. But, however cor­
rect in linguistic usage might be To KaT' eµe (see Schaefer, acl 
Bos. Ell. p. 278; Matthiae, p. 7:34), which would here yield the 
sense pro mca virili, as in Dern. 1210, 20, the 7rpo011µov without 
e. verb would stand abruptly and awkwardly, because uot the 
mere copula £(jTi, but £<TTL in the sense of 7rap£(jTt, aclest, would 
require to be supplieu. Beza, Grotius, Bengel, Tholuck, Wickert, 
Kollner, Baumgarten-Crusius, take TO KaT' eµe as a periphrnsis 
for eyw, so that 7rpo0uµov must' be taken as the predicate (I on 
rny part am disposed). Without sauctiori from the 1tsus loqucncli; 
what is cited by Kollner from Vigerus, p. 7 f., and by Tholuck, 
is of a wholly different kind. The Greek would express this 
mea·uing uy ·To y' eµov 7rp60u1wv (Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 
533 A). - Ka, uµiv] as also included in that general obligation of 
mine; and not: although ye belong to the (jocpoi (Bengel, l'hiliplJi), 
which the text does not suggest. But -roi~ ev 'Pwµu i,; nudcd 

L 
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with emJJhasis, since Rome (" caput et tl1eatrum orbis terrarum," 
Rengel) could least of all be exempted from the task assigned 
to the Apostle of the Gentiles. Hofmann erroneously holds 
( comp. :Mangold, p. 84) that Paul addresses the readers by uµ'i11, 

not in their character as Christians, but as Romans, and that 
£11ayyEAlawr8a1 means the preaching to those still unconverted; 
comp. Th. Schott, p. 91. No, he addresses the Christian church 
in Rome, to which he bas not yet preached, but wishes to preach, 
the tidings of salvation, which they have up to the present time 
received from others. As in every verse, from the 6th to the 
13th, so also here the uµEif can only be the KA>7To1 'I. X., ver. 6J"' 
in Rome. See besides, against Mangold, Beyschlag in the Stud. 
u. Krit. 1867, p. 642 f. 

Vv. 16, 17. Transition to the theme (011 yap e7raurx_. T. 

f11ayy.), and the theme itself (8u11aµ1f .... Ntj'fTat). 

Ver. 16. rap] Paul confirms negatively his 7rpo0uµla .. .. 

E11ayyEAltj'atj'8a1, for which he had previously assigned a positive 
motive. - 011 yap €7raLtj'X· T. £11ayy.] Written, no doubt, with a 
recollection of what he had experienced in other highly civilized 
cities (Athens, Corinth, Ephesus), as well as, generally, in refer­
ence to the contents of the Gospel as a preaching of the cross 
(1 Cor. i. 18).1 Hence the negative form of the expression, as 
in contrast with the feeling of shame which that experience might 
have produced in him, as if the Gospel were something worthless, 
through which one could gain no honour and could only draw 
c.n himself contempt, mockery, etc. Comp. 2 Tim. i. 12. -
€7rat(r)(UIIOµat (Plat. Soph. p. 247, D; 2 Tim. i. 8), and at'tj'xu11oµa1, 

with accusative of the object; see Ki.ihuer, II. i. p. 255 f.; :Bern­
hardy, p. l 13.- 8u11aµ1f yap 0fOU €tj'7"111] Ground of the OUK €7rattj'X, 

7 . £11ayy. Power of God (genitive of the subject) is the Gospel, in 
so far as God works by means of the message of salvation. By 
awaking repentance, faith, comfort, love, peace, joy, courage in 

1 From his own point of view, viz. that the church in Rome was Jewislt• 
Christian, Mangold, p. 98 f., suggests tlteocratic scruples on the part of the renJers 
regarding the Apostle's universalism. An idea inconsistent with the notion con• 
veyeJ by i-,ra,crx., and lacking any other indicntion whatever in the text; for the 
subsequent 'Iouoalljl Te 1rpWTov K.T.X. cannot hRve been designed cnutiously to 
meet such doubts (see, on the other hand, ii. 9); but only to serve os expression 
of the ob;'eclive state of the case a~ regnrds the historical order of salvation, io 
accorJance with the doctrino.l development of principles which Paul has in view. 
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life and death, hope, etc., the Gospel manifests itsetr as power, as 
a mighty potency, and that of God, whose revelation and work 
the Gospel is (hence To Evayy. Tou 0wu, xv. 16; 2 Cor. xi. 7; 
1 Thess. ii 2). Comp. 1 Cor. i. 18, 24. The expression asserts more 
than that the Gospel is "a powerful means in the hand of God" 
(Rlickert), and is based on the fact that it is the living self-manifes­
tation and effluence of God, as pijµa 0rnu (Eph. vi. 17). Paul knew 
how to honour highly the message of salvation which it was his 
office to convey, and he was not ashamed of it. Here also, as in 
vv.1, 9, To Evayy. is not the v:ork or business of conveying the mes­
sage (Th. Schott), but the message itself.- Ei's- CTWT'Jplav] Working 
of this power of God: unto salvation, consequently uitk saving 
power. And what salvation is here meant, was understood by the 
reader; for crwT'}pla and crwtEcr0ai are the standing expressions for 
the eternal salvation in the Messianic kingdom (comp. NcrfTat, ver. 
17), the opposite of a7rWAfta (Phil. i. 28 ; comp. 0civaTOS', 2 Cor. ii. 
16). Comp. generally,James i. 21, TOI/ Xoyov TOI/ ()IJJl(lµfl/01/ CTWO"at 
T<lS' v,uxa.s- uµwv. As to how the Gospel works so.lvation, see 
ver.17. - 7raVTi T<p 7rlCTTfUOVTt] shows to whom the Gospel is the 
power of God unto salvation. Faith is the condition on the part 
of man, without which the Gospel cannot be to him effectuo.lly 
that power; for in the unbeliever the causa apprehendens of its 
efficacy is wanting. C.:omp. ver. 17. Melancthon aptly says: "Non 
enim ita intelligatur haec effi.cacia, ut si de calefactione loquere­
mur: ignis est etticax in stramine, etiamsi stramen nihil agit." -
7raVTl gives emphatic prominence to the universality, which is sub­
sequently indicated in detail. Comp. iii. 22. - 'lovoalrp Te 7rpwTov 

K. "EXX'}vt] Tf .•.. Kai denotes the equality of what is added. See 
Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 99; Baeumlein, Part. p. 225. 7rpwTov 

expresses the priority; but not merely in regard to the divinely 
appointed order of S1tccession, in acconlance with which the 
preaching of the Messiah was to begin with the Jews and thence 
extend to the Gentiles, as Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Grotius, and many others, including Olshausen, van Hengel and 
Th. Schott, have understood it; but in reference to the first clairn 
on the Messianic salvation in accordance with the promise, which 
was in fact the ground of that external order of succession in the 
communication of the Gospel. So Erasmus, Calovius, and others, 
including Reiche, Tholuck, Rtickert, :Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi, 
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Ewald, Hofmann. That this is the ,Pauline view of the ,relation 
is plain from iii. l f.; ix. 1 ff. ; xi. 16 ff. ; xv. 9; comp. John i:v. 
22; Matth. xv. 24; Acts xiii. 46. The Jews are the ulot <r.ii~ 
/3au,>..., l\fatth. viii. 12. - "E>..X.,v,] denotes, in contrast to 'Iou8al,p, 
all Non-Jews. Acts xiv. 1 ; 1 Cor. x. 32 al. 

Ver. 17 illustrates and gives a reason for the foregoing affirma­
tion: 011vaµ1,; 0wu Ju--r111 e1',; u-w-r. 7r .. T. rrr1u--r., which could not be the 
case, unless OlKalOITlllll'J 0eou K.T.X. - OlKalOITIIVl'J 0eou] That this 
does not denote, as in iii. 5, an attribute of God,1 is plain from the 
passage cited in proof from Hab. ii. 4, where, by ,necessity of 
the connection, o olKaio,; must denote the person who is in the 
state of the 01Kmou-111111 0eou. Comp. iii. 21 ff. It must therefore 
be an ethical relation of man,that is meant; and the genitive 0eou 

must ( otherwise in J as. i. 20) 2 be rendered as the genitive of 
emanation jrorn, consequently: r-ightness which proceeds frorn 
God, the relation of being right into which man is put by God 
(i.e. ,by an act of God declaring him righteous). Comp. Chrysos­
tom, Bengel, aud others, including Rtickert, Olshausen, Reiche, 
de Wette,\Viner, p.175-[E. T. 232]; Winzer(de vocib. olKaio,;, 01Ka1-
ou-11111J, et 81Kawu11 in ep. ad Rorn. p. 10); Bisping, van Hengel, 
Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sunde,:!. p. 153; Mehring; also Hofmann (comp. 
his Schriftbew. I. p. 627); Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Pcfr. p. 408 f.; 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 330 f.; Rich. Schmidt, Paulin. Oliristol. p. 10. 
This interpretation of the genitive as gen. originis, acutely and 
clearly set forth anew by Pfleiderer (in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1872, 
p. 168 ff.), is more specially evident from iii. 23, where Paul 
l1imself first explains the expi;ession 01Kawu-11111J 0eou, and that by 
OtKalOUµevot owpe?i.11 -rii ati-rou xaptTt, which is turned in ver. 26 to 
the active form: 01Kat0u11Ta -rov £K 1rlu-rrew,;; comp. ver. 30, viii. ~3, 
according to which the genitive appears equivalent to £K 0wu(Phil. 

1 It has been understood as the truthfulness of God (Ambrosinster); as the 
justitin Dei csscntialis (Osionder) ; ns the justilia distributive,, (Origen, and several 
of tbe older exr,ositors, comp. Flntt); os tl1e goodness of God (Schoettgen, Semler, 
1,for.ns, 1-:rehl) ; as the jztStijying rightcousne.~s of God (Miircker). According to 
Ewald it is the divine righteousness regarded ns power ond life-blessi.ng, in the 
goodness of which mnn may nnd must fully pnrticipnte, if he would not feel its 
sting and its pennlty. Comp. lllatthins on iii. 21: n righteousness, s11th as be­
longs to God, consequently, "11 righttousness ,yhich exists nlso inwardly and is iu 
every respect per/cct." 

~ Where what is meant is the riglllncss required by Cod, which mnn is sup• 
poseJ to realise through exerting himself in works. 
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iii. 9), in contrast to the eµ~ and t'ola 01Kaiorrvv1J (Rom. x. 3), and to 
the 01Katoiiv Javrov (Luke xii 15). The passage in 2 Cor. v. 21 is 
not opposed to this view (as Fritzsche thinks); see in Zoe.; nor are 
the expressions OlKatOvCT0at fVW7rlOV 0rnii (iii. 20), and 7r'apa 0etp 
(Gal. iii 11), for these represent a special form under which the 
relation is conceived, expressing more precisely the judicial natme 
of the matter. Hence it is evident that the interpretation adopted 
by many modern writers (including Kollner, Fritzsche, Philippi, 
Umbreit), following Luther: "righteousness before God," although 
correct in point of substance, is unsuitable as regards the 
analysis of the genitive, which they take as genitive of the object. 
This remark applies also against Baur, who (Paulus, II. p. 14G ff.) 
takes the genitive objectively as the 01Kaiorrvv11 determined by the 
idea of God, adequate to that idea; whilst in his neutest. Theol. p. 
134, he prefers to take the genitive subjectively: the righteousness 
produced through God, i.e. " the manner in ,vhich God places 
man in the adequate relation to Himself."-The following re­
marks may serve exegetically to illustrate the idea of 01Ka1orrvv11 
0rnii, which in the Gospel is revealed from faith :-Since God, as 
the holy Lawgiver and Judge, has by the law imposed on man the 
task of keeping it entirely and perfectly (Gal. iii. 10), He can 
only receive and trent as a olKato~ (who is such, as he sho'llld be) 
-as one normally guiltless and upright, who should be so, there­
fore, habitually-the person who keeps the whole law; or, in other 
words, only the man who is perfectly obedient to the law can 
stand to God in the relation of 01Ka1orrvv11. Such perfection 
however no ruan could attain; not merely no Gentile, since in 
his case the natural moral law was obscured through immornlity, 
and through disobedience to it he had fallen into sin and vice; 
but also no Jew, for natural desire, excited by the principlo 
of sin in him through the very fact of legal prohibition, hindered 
in his case the fulfilment of the divine law, and rendered him 
also, without exception, morally weak, a sinner and object of the 
divine wrath. If therefore mn.n was to enter into the relation of 
a righteous person and thereby of a future participator in the 
Messianic blessedness, it was necessary that this should be done 
by means of an extraordinary divine arrangement, through which 
grace and reconciliation should be imparted to the object of 
wrath, and he should be put forward for the judgment of God 
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as righteous. This arrangement has been effected through the 
sending of His Son and His being given up to His bloody death 
as that of a guiltless sacrifice; whereby God's counsel of re­
demption, formed from eternity, has been accomplished,-objec• 
tively for all, subjectively to be appropriated on the part of indi­
viduals through faith, which is the 5pyavov X111rTtKov. And, as 
this plan of salvation is the subject-matter of the Gospel, so 
in this Gospel that which previously, though prefigured by the 
justification of Abraham, was an unrevealed µv(TT1Jpt011, namely, 
righteousness from God, is revealed (a1roKa'Xv1rT€Tat), inasmuch 
as the Gospel makes known both the accomplished work of 
redemption itself and the means whereby man appropriates 
the redemption, namely, faith in Ghrist, which, imputed tu him 
as righteousness (iv. 5), causes man to be regarded and treated 
by God out of grace and owpeav (iii. 24) as righteous (olKalO~). 
so that he, like one who has perfectly obeyed the law, is certain 
of the Messianic bliss destined for the 01Kaiol.1 The so-called 
obedientia Christi activa is not to be included in the causa meri­
taria of the divine justification; but is to be regarded as the 

1 Justification is simply imputative, an actus forcnsia, not inherent, and there• 
fore not a gradual process, as Homang anew maintains, but produced by the im• 
putation of faith. The new moral life in Christ is the necessary c011Seq1tcnce 
(Rom. vi. 8), so that regeneration comes after justification-a divine order of sal­
vation inconsistent with all Osiandrian views. See Ritschl, in the Jahrb. f. 
Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 795 ff., altkath. Kirche, p. 76 ff. The regenerate life is 
neither a part (Baumgarten-Crusius) nor the positive side (Bnur) of justificntion, 
the conception of which is not to be referred either to the consciowmess of 
liberation from guilt given with conversion (Schleiermncher); or to the unity of 
forgiveness with the in.stilling of love (Marheineke) ; or to an anticipation of the 
judgm~nt of God on faith in respect to the divine life which develops itself from 
it as its fruit (Rothe, Martensen, Hundeshagen, and others, inclu<ling Tholuck 
on v. 9, and Catholics like Dollinger, see on iv. 3)-so that, with regard to its 
truth it would have to be made dependent on sanctification (Nitzsch), or the dying 
out of sin (Beck), and so forth,-or to the establishment of the new sanctified 
humanity in the person of Christ (Menken-Hofmann). The Form. Cone., p. 687, 
rightly warns: "ne en, quae fidem praecedunt et ea quae cam sequimtur, articulo 
de justificatione, tanquam ad justificationem pcrtinentia, udmisceantur." Respect­
ing the sensus forensis of justification, which is by no means a product of 
medireval scholasticism (in opposition to Sabatier, p. 263), comp. Kostlin in the 
Jah1b. f. Deutsche Tkeol. 1856, p. 89 ff. ; anu in its purely exegetical aspect, 
especially Wieseler on Gal. ii. 16, Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld's Zcitschr. 1872, p. 
161 ff., and Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 112. We mny add that with Luther's doc• 
tl'ine of justification Zwingli substuutinlly con~urs. See, for defence of tbe 
latter (against Stul1l), Ritschl, Rechifcrt. u. Verslihmmg, 1870, I. p. 165 ff. 
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fulfilment of a pi·eliminary condition necessary to the death of 
Jesus, so far as the justification of man was objectively based 
on the latter; without the complete active obedience of Christ 
(consequently without His sinlessness) His passive obedience 
could not have been that causa 111eritoria (2 Cor. v. 21). - a,roKa­
Au71"TETat] i,s revealed; for previously, and in the absence of the 
Gospel, the 01Kato<Tu1111 0Eou was and is something quite hidden 
in the counsel of God, the knowledge of which is first given in 
the GoSJlel (comp. xvi 25; Acts xvii 30). The prophecies of the 
Old Testament were only preparatory and promissory (ver. 2), and 
therefore were only the means of introducing the evangelical 
revelation itself (xvi. 26). The present is used, because the Gos­
pel is conceived of in its continuous proclamation. Comp. the 
perfect, 7rE<J,avepCJYTat, iii. 21, and on the other hand the historical 
aorist <J>avEpw0ell'ToS' in xvi. 26. Through the a,r0Ka.Alfl/,1s- ensues 
the <J>a11EpouCT0a1, through the revelation the being manifest as 
object of knowledge. - iK ,r{CTTEWS' EtS' ,r{CTT111] miiy not be con­
nected with oucato<T. (Luther, Hammond, Bengel, Koppe, Ri.ickert, 
Reiche, Tholuck, Philippi, Mehring, and others), but rather-as 
the only arrangement which the position of the words admits with. 
out arbitrariness-with a,roKaAu71"TETat. So also van Hengel and 
Hofmann ; comp. Luke ii 35. The 01Kato<Tu1111 0Eou, namely, is 
revealed in the Gospel J,c ,r{CT'TEWS', inasmuch as in the GoSJlcl 
faith on Christ i,s made known as the sitbjective cause from which 
1-ighteousness comes. Thus the Gospel, as the pqµa Tqs- ,r{CTTEWS' 
(x. 8) ancl Xoyos- Tqs- ,caTaXXayijs- (2 Cor. v. 19), makes the 
divine righteousness become manifest from faith, which it in fact 
preaches as that which becomes imputed; for him who does not 
believe the a,co; ,r{CTTEWS' (Gal. iii. 2), it leaves this 01Kato<Tvv11 to 
remain a locked-up unrevealed blessing. But it is not merely J,c 
,r{CTTEWS', but also E1's- ,r{CTTtv; to faith (comp. 2 Cor. ii. 16). Inas­
much, namely, as righteousness is revealed in the Gospel from 
faith, faith is aimed at, i.e. the revelation spoken of proceeds 
from faith and is designed to produce faith. This sense, equiva­
lent to " ut fides habeatur," and rightly corresponding alike with 
the simple words and the context, is adopted by Heumann, 
Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, Nielsen, and van Hengel It is not, 
"too meaningless" (de Wette), nor "saying pretty nearly 
nothing" (Philippi); but is on the contrary emphatically ap-
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propriate to the purpose of representing faith as the Fae totum 
(" prora et puppis," Bengel, comp. Baur, II. p. 161). See also 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 629 f. Comp. vi. 19; 2 Cor. ii. 
16. Therefore 1:ir r.i<TTtv is not to be taken as equivalent to 
1:1'r -rov r.11rT1:uovra, for the believer (Oecume~ius, Seb. Schmid, 
Morus, Rosenmi.iller, Riickert, Reiche, de Wette, Olshausen, 
Reithmayr, Maier, and Philippi), a rendering which should have 
been precluded by the abstract correlative EK r.i<T-r1:wr. Nor does 
it mean: for the furthcmnce and strengthening of faith (Clem. 
Al Strom. v. 1, II. p. 644 Pott., Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, 
l\felancthon, Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, and others, including 
Kollner; comp. Daumg:uten-Crusius, Klee, and Stengel); for 
the thought: " from an ever new, never tiring, endlessly progressive 
faith" (Ewald; comp. Lipsius, Rechtfe1·tigungsl. p. 7, 116, and 
Umbreit), is here foreign to the connection, which is concerned 
only with the great fundamental tn1th in its simplicity; the case 
is different in 2 Cor. iii. 18. Quite arbitrary, moreover, was the 
interpretation: "ex fide legis infide1n evangelii" (Tertullian; comp. 
Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret: 01:'iyu.p r.1<Tnu<Tat -ro'ir r.po<p~­

-ra1r, Kai oi' EK€LVWV 1:ir T~V TOV euayyeAiou 7rl<TTLV 7r001JY1J0q­

Vat, Zeger, and others). Finally, to take r.l<T-rtv as faithfulness, and 
to understand r.l<T-r1r etr r.l<T-rtv in the sense off aith in the faith­
fulness of God (Mehring), is to introduce what is neither in the 
words nor yet suggested by the context. Ewal<l in his Jahrb. IX. 
p. 87 ff., interprets:/ aith in faith, the reference being to the faith 
wiLh which man meets the divine faith in his power and his 
good will (?). But the idea of " faith from beneath on the faith 
from above," as well as the notion generally of God believing on 
men, would be a paradox in the N. T., which no reader could 
have discovered without more clear and precise indication. 
After EK r.l<T-r. every one could not but understand eir r.l<T-r. also 
as meaning human faith; and indeed everywhere it is man that 
believes, not God. - Ka0wr ylypar.-rai] represents what has just 
been stated, 01Kato<Tuv11 ..•. 1rl<T-r111, as taking place in accord­
ance with a declaration of Scripture, consequently according to 
the necessity of the divine counsel of salvation., He who fro,m 
faith (on Christ) is righteous (transferred into the relation of 
the 81Kato<Tu1111 0eoii) shall live (be partaker of the Messianic 
eternal life). This, as the Messianic sense intended to be con-
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veyed by the Spirit of God (2 Peter i. 21) in the prnphetic 
words, Hab. ii. 4, " the righteous shall by his faithfulness 1 live" 
(attain the theocratic life-blessedness), is recognised by Panl, and 
expressed substantially in the language of the LXX., rightly ornit­
ting the µou, which they inaccurately add to 1rl(j'Tewi;. In doing 
so Paul might, in accordance with the Messianic reference of the 
passage, connect EK 1rl(j'Tewi; (in~,c~?,)-seeing that on this causal 
definition the stress of the expression lies-with o oiKaioi;; because, 
if the life of the righteous has 1rl(j'Tt<; as its cause, his 01Ka1o(juv11 

itself can have no other ground or source. That he has really 
so connected. the words, as Beza and others. rightly perceived 
(see especially Holemann, de justitiae ex fide ambab. in V. T. 
sedibus, Lips. 186i), and not, as most earlier expositors have sup­
posed (also de Wette, Tholuck, Delitzsch, on Hab. l.c., Philippi, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hengel, Ewald, and Hofmann), EK 1ri(j'T. 

N(j'£Ta1, is plain from the connection, according to which it is not 
the life be 1rl(j'T., but the 1·evelation of ri_ghteousrir.ss EK 7rL(j'T. 

that is to be confirmed by the Old Testament. The case is dif­
ferent in Heb. x. 38.. See further, generally, on Gal. iii. 11.­
The 8{ is, without having any bearing on the matter, adopted 
along with the other words from the LXX. Comp. on Acts ii. 
17. A contrast to the unrighteous who shall die (Hofmann) is 
neitl1er here nor in Hab. ii. 4 implied in the text. 

Vv. 18-~2. Proof of ver. 17 deduced from experience, and that 
in the first instance with respect to Gentile humanity (the proof 
in regard to the Jews begins at ch. ii.). 

Ver, 18. This great fundamental proposition of the Gospel, 
ver. 17, is proved (yap) agreeably to experience, by the fact that, 
where there is no 1rl(j'Tt<;, there is also no a.1ro,ca.Xvlf;1i; of righte­
ousness, but only of the wrath of God. "Horrendum est initium 
nc fulmen," Melancthon, 1540. - a.1roKaAu1rTeTa1] Emphatically 
placed, in harmony with the a.1ro1CaA. in ver.17,at the beginning. -
opy; 0eou] The antithesis of Ot/CalO(j, 0eou, ver. 16. The opy; of 
God is not to be explained with several of the Fathers (in Suicer), 
Erasmus, and many later authorities, as poena divina, which is 
nothing but a rationalizing interchange of ideas, but rather in the 

1 This Jaithfulneu, in the prophet's sense, the ;mt,N, and the ,r/11rn in the 

t"hnstia:n. sense, have the same flllluamental idea, t~if~l self•m"ender to Go,I, 
Comp. Umbreit, p. 197. 
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proper literal sense: 'W'rath, an affection of the personal God, 
having a necessary connection with His love. The wraih of God, 
the reality of which is indisputable as the very presupposition of 
the work of atonement, is the love of the holy God (who is neither 
neutral nor one-sided in His affection) for all that is good in its 
energy as antagonistic to all that is evil.1 Even Lactantins has 
aptly remarked, de ira JJei, v. 9: "Si Deus non irascitur impiis 
et injustis, nee pios justosque diligit; in rebus enim d.iversis aut 
in utramque partem moveri necesse est, aut in neutram." See 
on Mattb. iii. 7; Eph. ii. 3. - a.7r' oupavou] is neither to be con­
nected with opy; 0eou, as Beza, Estius, an<l many others hold, 
nor with the bare 0eou (Mehring), but, as the order of the words 
and the parallel definition ev aurcp in ver. 17 require, belongs to 
a7roKaAv7rTE'Tat ; so that heaven, the dwelling-place and throne of 
God (comp. on l\fatth. vi. 9), is designated as the place from which 
the a.7roKa.A1f1Yt~ of the opy; 0eou issues. "Majestatem irati Dei 
significat," Bengel. The revelation of righteousness takes place 
r11 euayye:\lcp, ver. 17, as something spiritually brought home to 
the consciousness through the medium of the Gospel ; but that 
of the divine wrath descends from heaven, manifested as a divine 
matter of fact; by which description, however, the destructive 
character of this working of divine power is not expressed (Th. 
Schott), although it is in fact implied in the entire context. But 
what revelation of divine u·rath is meant ? Paul himself supplies 
the iD.formation in ver. 24 ff., in which is described what God in 
His sufficiently well-grounded (vv. 19-23) wrath did (7rapl8wKEII 
aurov~). God's wrath therefore is revr.aled from heaven in this 
way, that those who are the objects of it are given up by God to 
terrible retribution in unchastity and all vice. Against this 
interpretation (comp. Mehring), which is adopted also by Tho­
luck, Weber (vom Zorne Gottes, p. 89), and Th. Schott, it cannot 
be objected, with Hofmann, that Paul must have written a.7re­
rn:\vrp0,, ; for he here in fact expresses the general proposition of 
experience, to which the concrete historical representation subse­
quently shall correspond; the divine axiom is placed first (pre­
sent), and then the history of it follows (aorist). Irrelevant is 
also the objection of Philippi, tho.t a7roKaAv71"TE'tv always denotes 

1 The idea of the divine im is diametrically opposed to every conception of 
•in 11B a necessity interwoven with human development. 
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n. siipernatural revelation. For a1r0Ka"A.u-rrren, means to reveal 
what was previously unknown, what was veiled from our cogni­
tion, so that it now becomes manifest; and, in reference to this, it 
is a matter of indifference whether the revelation takes place in 
a natural or in a supernatural manner.1 The mode of revealing 
is not indicated in the word itself, but in the context; and hence 
according to the connection it is used also, as here, of a revelation 
in fact, by which a state of things previously unknown comes to 
our knowledge (Matth. x. 26 ; Luke ii. 35 ; 2 Thesa. ii. 3, 6, 8). 
Moreover, even according to our interpretation, a dii,'ine revelation 
is meant, by which there is certainly brought to light a µv<rT>i­

pto11, namely, the connection of the phenomenon with the divine 
opy~. According to others, Paul means the inward revelation of 
the divine wrath, given by means of reason and conscience (Ambro­
siaster, Wolf, and others, including Reiche and Glockler), in sup­
port of which view they appeal to ver. 19. But, on the contrary, 
a,r' ovpavoii requires us to understand an 0.7rOKQAU'.p't~ cognisable 
by the senses; and ver. 19 contains not the mode of the manifesta. 
t.ion of wrath, but its moving cause (otoTt). Others lrnld that the 
a1roKaAu'.p't<: of the divine wrath has come through the Gospel 
(" continens minas," Grotius), and that iv avTip is to be again 
supplied from ver. 17. So Aquinas, Bellarmine, Corn. a Lapide, 
Estius, Grotius, Heumann, Semler, Morus, Bohme, Benecke, 
Maier; comp. Umbreit, who includes also the Old Testament. It 
is decisive against this view that a.,r' ovpavov, just because it is 
parallel to iv aVTip in ver. 17, lays down a mode of manifestation 
quite different from iv avTip. Had the latter been again in Paul's 
mind here, he would have repeated it with emphasis, as he has 
repented the a.1r0Ka'Xu-rrrrrai. Others hold that the manifesta­
tion of wrath at the general judgment is meant (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Toletus, Limborch, Koppe, 
Philippi, Reithmayr, and Ewald). The present, considered in 
itself, might, be chosen in order to express a vivid realisntion 
of the future, or might be accounted for by the iv avTip, which, 
it is alleged, is to be again mentally supplied (Ewald); but the 
former explanation is to be rejected on account of the preceding 
purely present a1r0Ka"A.. in ver. 17; and against the lntter may be 

1 In this case it cannot make nny difference whether God is or is not the reveal• 
ing subject, as is most 11lainly seen from Matth. xvi. 17. 
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urged the very fact, that ev mh·<i, is not repeated. Had this been 
the meaning, moreover, the further course of the exposition must 
have borne reference to the general judgrnent, which it by no 
means does; and therefore this interpretation is opposed to the 
connection, as well as unwarranted by ii. 5 (where the mention of 
the revelation of judgment belongs to quite a different connec­
tion); and not required by the idea of a7roKaAu7i7"etv itself, since 
that idea is adequately met by the divine matter-of-fact revela­
tion of wrath here intended (see above), and besides, the word 
is repeated intentionally for rhetori_cal effect. Lastly, while 
others have contented themselves with leaving the a7roKaAuyn~ 
here in its entire generality (Olshausen, Tholuck; comp. Calovius), 
and thus relieved themselves from giving any explanation of it, 
the reference to the religion of the 0. T. (Bengel and Flatt) 
seems entirely arbitrary and groundless, and the interpretations 
which apply it to evils generally affecting the world as an ex­
pression of the divine wrath (Ho_frnann), or to the external and 
internal distress of the time (Baumgarten-Crusius), are too general 
and indefinite, and thereby devoid of any concrete import in 
keeping with the text. - €71"£ 71"0.IT. a1Te/3. K. a8tK. av0p.] contains 
the hostile direction (comp. Dern. 743, 22) of the a,ro1caAu?rT€Tal 
. , .. oupavou : against every ungodliness and immorality of men, 
w bich, etc. 'A1Te/3e1a and a81Kla (Plat. Prot. p. 323 E; Xen. 
Cyr. viii. 8, 7; Tittrnann, Synon. N. T. p. 48) are distinguished 
as irreligiousness and immorality, so that both describe the impro­
bitas, but under different aspects, in reference to the fear of God 
and to the standard of rnorals; hence the former, as involving the 
idea of impiety, is the stronger expression. Comp. Dern. 548, 
11 : a1Te/311µa, OUK a8lK11µa µovov. That the distinction between 
them is not to be understood, with Kollner, following Theophy­
lact, Grotius, Calovius, ·wolf, and many others, as profanitas in 
JJeU1n and injuria in proximuni, is proved by the following ev a81Klq. 
KaT€X, - TWV T. aA,)0. ev a8tK. KaTex.] who lccep down the truth 
through immorality,do not let it develop itself into power and influ­
ence on their religious knowledge and their morai condition. The 
article (quippe qui) introduces that characteristic of the av0pJ,rwv, 
not yet more precisely defined, which excites the divine wrath. 
nightly in the Vulgate: eorum qui. See Winer, p. 127 [E.T. 174]. 
It may be paraphrased: "of those, I mean, who." Comp. Klihner, 
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a,J, Xen. Anab. ii 7, 13. Bengel, moreover, aptly remarks : 
"veritas in mente nititur et urget, sed homo earn impedit." This 
is the peculiar, deeply unfortunate, constant self-contradiction of 
the heathen charao~er. Comp. Nagelsbach, Homer. Theol. I. p. 
11 ff. Oi:i- JCaTEX£1v, to hinder, comp. 2 T.hess. ii. 6; Luke iv. 42; 
1 Mace. :vi 2J; P~at. Phaed. p. 117 C; .Soph. El. 754; Pind. 
Isthm. iii. _2, !!!nd Dissen in Zoe. Against the interpretation of 
Micha,elis, Koppe and Baur, who take JCaTex£1v here as meaning to 
posse$S (1 Cor. vii. 30; 2 _Cor. vi. 10), " who _possess the truth in 
unrighteousness, who know what God's will is, and yet sin," ver. 
2.1 is decisi,ve, where the coutinuous possession of the truth is 
negatived by iµ.aTauf,01/CT<J.V .... Kapoia; wherefore also it can­
not be rendered ·with Melancthon and van Hengel: ,vho hold the 
t~th in the bondage of immoral'i,ty (vii. 6; Gen. xxxix. 20, 
xlii 19). The aX~0£ta is correctly int~rpreted in the sense of 
divine truth generally; the mode of revelation, in which it is pre­
sented to man's knowledge, is furnished by the context, here, by 
ver. 19 f., as the truth apparent by natural revelation in the works 
of God ; not therefore iu the sense of the doctrine of the Gospel, 
n·hich is hindered in its diffusion by Jews and Gentiles (Ammon, 
comp. Ewald). -iv ao1Kia] in.strumental. To make it eq~ivalent 
to aoiKw~ (Reiche, following Theophylact, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, 
Tiaphel, and others; comp. iv ouvaµ.£1 iu ver. 4) arbitra,rily deprives 
the representation of an element essential to its fulness and 
precision, and renders it tame ; for it is self-evident that the 
KaTix£1v T. u.X. is unrighteous or sinful, but not so much so 
that it takes place through sin. -:- Finally, it is to be noted that 
Paul, in av0pw1r. (correlative of 8£ov) TWV T. u.X1j0. iv U.OIK. KUTEX-, 
expresses hiiµself quite generally, making apparent by av0pw1r. 
the audacity of this God-opposing conduct; but he means tlie 
Gentiles, as is indicated even by Ev u.ouci'l- (comp. 1 Cor. vi. 1), 
and as is confirmed beyond doubt by the continuation of the dis­
course in ver. 19 ff. Kappe supposed that Paul meant the Jews 
e~pecially, but included also the Gentiles ; Beuecke, that he speaks 
of the whoJe. hun;ian race in general, which view Mehring specially 
defends. But the peculiar character of what is contained in 
vv. 21~32 shows that the Jews are to be entirely excluded from 
the description which is carried on to the end of the chapter. 
It is not till eh. ii. 1 that the discourse passes over to them, aud 
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makes them suddenly see themselves reflected in the Gentil~ 
mirror. 

Ver. 19. ~,6-r,] propte1·ea quod-onlyto be separated bya comma 
from the foregoing-specifies more precisely the causal relation, on 
account of which the wrath of God comes upon such men, etc. (ver. 
18). They keep down the truth through immorality; if they did 
so out of ignorance, they would be excusable : but they do not 
do so out of ignorance, and there/ore God's wrath is manifested 
against them. This view of the connection is suggested by the 
literal meaning of OtO'Tl itself, and confirmed by ftS' 'TO 1:1vat au-rour 
ava?roXoy. Comp. Hofmann. So also Fritzsche, who, however, 
takes o,6-r, as equivalent to -yap, as does also Philippi,-a use of 
it that never occurs, not even in Acts xviii. 10. This linguisti­
cally erroneous interpretation of ouJ-rt condemns also the view of 
Tholuck, Ri.ickert, de W ette, and Reith ma yr, who discover here 
the proof; that the Gentiles keep down the truth by immorality; 
or (so Th. Schott) that Paul rightly describes them as Ka-rexovu~ 
rc. -r.X. No; /01· the very reason that they have the -yvwa--rov -rou 01:ou, 
which renders them inexcusable, does the wrath of God go forth 
against the Ka-rexov-r1:r; ver. 18. - -ro -yvwa--rov -rou 01:ou] that 
which is known concerning God, not: that which is knowable con­
cerning God, a signification which, though adopted by Origen, 
fheophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, Pis­
cator, Estius, Grotius, Wolf, Koppe, Riickert, Kollner, Baumgar­
ten-Crusius, Maier, Ewald, Umbrcit, Mehring, Hofmann, and 
others, is never conveyed by -yvwa--ror in the N. T. or in the LXX. 
and Apocrypha, though it frequently occurs in classic authors 
(see the passages from Plato quoted by Ast, Lex. I. p. 401; Dor­
vill ad C'harit. p. 502; Hermann, ad Soph. Oed. T. 361; comp. 
ayvwa--ror, which in Plato invariably means unknowable). In all 
the places where it occurs in the Scriptures, as also, though less 
frequently, in the classics (Xen. Cyr. vi. 3, 4; Arrian. Epict. ii. 
20, 4; Aesch. Choeph. 702; Beck, Antiatt. p. 87, 25), it means 
qnocl notwn est (Vulgate), and is therefore equivalent to -yvw-ros­
or yvwp1µor, also in Acts iv. 16; Ecclus. xxi. 7. The opposite: 
riyvwa-Tos-, Acts xvii. 23. Comp. Luther, 1545: "das (nicht: dass) 
man weiss, das (nicht: dass) Gott sei." That which is known of 
God excludes that which needed a special revelation to make it 
known, as in particular the contents of the Gospel ; the former 
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is derived from the general revelation of nature. If we should 
take -yvwCTTov as knowable, the assertion of the Apostle would be 
incorrect without some limiting qualification; for the positively 
revealed belonged to that which was knowable, but not tQ 

that which was known of God,1 into which category it was 
brought only through special revelation, which it would other­
wise not have needed. - ev avTois] i.e. in their conscio'ltsne.ss, €11 
Tais Kap8[a1s av'TWII, ii. 15. Comp. Gal. i 16. The explanation 
inter ipsos, which Erasmus and Grotius (both referring it arbi­
tranly to the Gnosis of the philosophers among the Gentiles), 
Kollner and Baumgarten-Crusius give, is to be rejected for this 
reason, that avTois eq,avEpWCTe, compared with voouµev~ Ka0opa.Tat, 
points to a manifestation of the yvwCTTov Tov 0eou which is inwa1·d, 
although conveyed through the revelation of nature. - eq,avepwCTe] 
God-and this subject is again named with emphasis-has laid 
it clearly before them, made it lie openly before their view as an 
object of knowledge. Comp. on the matter itself Acts xiv. 17, 
xvii. 26 f.; 1 Cor. i. 21. 

Ver. 20 f. Ta -yap aopaTa .... 0etOT1JS] Giving a reason for, and 
explaining, the previous o 0eos- yap avTois- eq,avlpwCTe. - 'TQ ao­
paTa aVToii] His invisible things, the manifold invisible attributes, 
that constitute His nature. Paul himself explains it afterwards 
by ~ a,ows- aVTov 8uvaµ1s Ka, 0e10-r11s; therefore it is not actioncs 
Dei invisibiles (Fritzsche; comp. Theodoret). - voouµeva Ka0opa­
Tat] through the works are seen becoming discerned; voouµeva defines 
the manner in which the Ka0opa.Tat takes place, otherwise than 
through the senses (the voeiv, a.X\' OUK oµµaCTt 0ewpeiv, Plat. Rep. 
p. 529 B), in so far as it is effected by means of mental discern­
ment, by the agency of intelligent perception. The Ka0opa.Tat 
forms with a.opaTa a striking oxymoron, in which the compound 
selected for that purpose, but not elsewhere occurring in the N. T., 
heightens still further the idea conveyed by the simple form. 
Comp. Xen. Cyr. iii. 3, :n.: ei -yap . ... ~µas oi 7rOAEµIOI 0eaCTOll'Tat 

1 Which, however, is not to be transformed, with Fritz.,che, Tholnck, Krehl, 
and others, into the subjective ,cientia Dei--which hl18 no precedent in usage, is 
unsuitable to the following tf,avrp611 ia'n, and is not to be supporttd even by thu 
LXX. Gen. ii. 9 ; in which passage, if the text be not corrupted, Tb (u>.011 Toii 
rla/11a1 -y11w0Td11 Ka>.oii K. ,ro1171poii mu.,t be rendered: the tree ily which they were to 
learn what is known of good and evil, i.e. by which they were to become nwnre of 
that which they-by the very enjoyment-had known of l!OOd 11.nd eviL 



80 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMAXS . 

• • • • 7raALII Ka0opw11n,; ~µw11 TO 7iAij0o,;. Pind. Pytk. ix. 45. : 
olcr0a • ••• £J Ka0opii;. On the oxymoron itself, comp. Aristotle, 
de mundo, 6, p. 399, 21. P,ekk: a.0£WP,JT0f a,r' au:rw11 TWII :pyuw 

0£wp£iTaL (o 0£o,;). - Toi,; 7rOL~µmTL] embraces all that God as 
Creator has produced, but does not at the same time include His 
governing in the world· of history, as Schneckenburger thinks, 
Beitr. p. 102 f.; for i1lf,¥-~, with which ,rolrJµa corresponds 
(LXX. Eccles. iii. 11, vii. 13, al.), is the formal expression for 
God's works of creation; as also Paul himself, in Eph. ii. 10, 
describes the renewing of man as analogous to creation. It is only 
of the works of creation that the Apostle could assert what he 
here says, especially as he adds a,ro KTla-1:w, Ko<rµou. Since, 
moreover, -rofr ,roojµaa-1, by means oj the worl.:s, contains the 
instrumental definition appended to IIOOUµ1:11a Ka0opa.-rai,1 a.1ro 

KTlcr. Kocrµou cannot .be taken in a causal sense (see ,viner, p. 
348 [E.T. 463]), as the niediurn cognoscendi (so Luther and many 
others, including Calovius, Pearson, Romberg, ,volf, Heumann, 
Morus and Ueithmayr), but only in the sense of temporal be­
ginning: since the creation of the world they are so perceived. 
- ij TE a.tow,; auTov 01111. K. 01:10T11d A more precise definition 
of ,the previous TO. aopaTa au-rou . • 'A1ow,;, ei•erlasting, belongs 
to both substautives; but Kal annexes the general term, the 
category, of .which the ou11aµ1,; is a species. See Fritzsche ad 
llfattli. p. 786. Its relation to the preceding -rl consists in its 
completing the climax and cumulation, for which -re prepares 
the way. Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 98. Hofmann is unsup­
ported by linguistic usage in inferring from the position of Te, 
that a.tow,; is not meant to apply also to 01:,oTrJi;. It is just that 
position that makes a.low~ the common property of both members 
·(see especially Hartung, l.c. p. 116 f.), so that, in order to analyse 
the form of the conception, we may again supply ~ alo,o,; aurov 

after Kai (Stallbaum, ad Plat. Crit. p. 43 B.; Schaefer, Poet. gnoin. 
p. 73; Schoemann, ad Is. p. 325 f; also Winer, p. 520 [E. T. 727]). 
The 01:,6-r,1~ is the totality of that which God is as a Being 

1 Not merely to voovµ.fva. (Hofmann), which is closely bound up with Ka.llopa.ra., 

as showing the manner of it, so that both together nr~ defined instrumentally by 
rois 1ro,~µ.a.<1,. On vofiv, as denoting thij illlcllcclual animadvei·lcre in seeing 
(Hom. Jl. >.. 599, in the inverse position: rclv 6l l~wv ivo~<1•), comp. Nagelsb. z. 
llias, p. 416, ell. 3; Duncan, eel. Rost, p. 787. 
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possessed of divine attributes, as 8eiov, the collective sum of the 
divine realities.1 This comprehensive sense must by no means 
be limited. The eternal power-this aspect of His 8etoT7/S' which 
comes into prominence at first and before all others-and the 
divinity of God in its collective aspect, are rationally perceived and 
discerned by means of His works. Arbitrary is the view of 
Reiche, who holds that Paul means especially wisdom and good­
ness, which latter Schneckenburger conceives to be intended; 
and also that of Hofmann (comparing Acts xvii. 29; 2 Pet. i. 4), 
that the spiritual nature of the divine being is denoted. We 
may add that Riickert holds the strange view, that 8E10TTJS', 

which could not properly be predicated of God, is only used 
here by Paul for want of another expression. It· might be 
and was necessarily said of God, as being the only adequate 
comprehensive expression for the conception that was to be 
denoted thereby. For analogous references to the physico­
theological knowledge of God, see Wetstein, and Spiess, Logos 
~permaticos, 1871, p. 212. The suggestion of Philo as the 
Apostle's source (Schneckenburger) is out of the question. 
Observe further how completely, in our passage, the trans­
cendental relation of God to the world-the negation of all 
identity of the two-lies at the foundation of the Apostle's 
view. It does not exclude the immanence of God in the world, 
but it excludes all pantheism. See the passages from the 0. T. 
discussed in Umbreit. - 1:1',; TO Elva, avrou,; ava,ro;\..] has its 
logically correct reference to the immediately preceding Ta 'YU.P 
aopaTa . ... 6e10T71S', and therefore the parenthesis, in which Gries­
lmch and others have placed Ta 'Yap aop . .... 6e10T1/S', must be 
expunged. The eis- cannot be said of the result, as Luther, and 
many others, including Reiche, Ki:Hlner, de Wette, Riickert, 
Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Philippi, Ewald, following the Vulgate 
(ita ut sint inexcusalriles), have understood it; for the view, 

1 On the difference between this word and tlt6r71r {Col. ii. 9), which denotes 
Deilaa, Godhead, the being Goo, see Elsner, Obu. p. 6, and F1itzsche in Zoe. 
Van Hengel haa erroneously called in question the distinction. In Wied. xviii. 
9, namely, 6 Tfjf 8t16T,rror P6µo, is not the law of the Godhead, but the law whose 
nature and character is ditrinity,-of a divine kind; and in Lucian, de C'alumn. 
17, 1/ 'H,pa10Tl111Por 8<16r11r is the divinity of Hephaesttou, his divine quality. 
Jn Plutarch 8<16r11r very frequently ocCUJ'll. .Appropriately rendered in· Vulgute 
by divinita.,. 

F 
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which takes it of tbe purpose, is not only required by tl1e 
prevailing usage of EL~ with the infinitive1 (see on 2 Cor. viii 6), 
but is also more appropriate to the connection, because the 
Ka0opaTac is conceived as a result effected through God's reve­
lation of Himself (ver. 19), and consequently the idea of the 
divine purpose in EL~ To Elvac K.T.A. i~ not to be arbitrarily dis­
missed. Comp. Erasmus (" ne quid haberent" etc.), Melancthon 
(" propier quas causas Deus" etc.), Beza, Calvin ("in hoe ut"), 
Bengel and others. But Chrysostom, even in his time, ex­
pressly opposes this view (comp. also Oecumenius), and at a 
later period it became a subject of contention between the 
Lutherans and the Reforrned. See Calovius. The view, which 
interprets it of the result, hesitates to admit the conception of a 
divine decree, under which Paul places the inexcusableness of 
men; and yet not only 1nay this stand to the perception 
of God from His works which has existed since the beginnin~ 
in the relation of result, but, in accordance with the thoroughly 
Scriptural idea of destiny ( comp. e.g. v. 20), it must stand to it in 
the relation of that decree. In this connection, which inserts tl1e 
results in the divine counsel, the inexcusableness of man appears 
as telically given with the self-manifestation of God. Ver. 21, 
as in general even ver. 18, contains the perverse conduct of men 
manifesting itself in the course of human history, on account OJ 

which God, who foresaw it, has in His natural self-manifestation 
made their inexcusableness His aim. Inexcusable they are in­
tended to be ; and that indeed on account of the fact, that, 
although they had lcnown God (namely from that natural revela­
tion), they ha've not glorified Hi11i as God. - 010Tt] as in ver. 19, 
only to be separated by a. comma from what precedes: inex­
cusable on this account, because. - yvoVTE~] not: cum agnoscere 
potuissent (Flatt, Nielsen; also as early as Oecumenius); nor 
yet: although they knew God, so that it would be contem­
po1·aneous with oux .... Joo(arrnv. So Philippi and van Hengel; 

1 Eis, with an infinitive having the article, is not usetl in ll single pnssugt>, of 
the Epistle to the Romans in particular, in nny other th11n a telic sense. See 
i. 11, iii. 26, iv. 11, 16, 18, vi. 12, vii. 4, 5, viii. 20, xi. 11, xii. 2, 3, xv. 8, 13, 
16. Far too hastily de Wette terms this interpret11tion in our pnssnge se1i~eless, 
and Baumgarten-Crusiue agrees with him. Tholuck coils it grnmmaticnl ten-orism. 
Hofmann recognises the telic view IIS the true one in oll cases where d1 is used 
with the infinitive. 
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also Delitzsch, biol. Psyclwl. p. 346. They l1ad attained the 
knowledge from the revelation of nature (for to this, according 
to vv. 19, 20, we must refer it, and not, with Riickert, to the 
history in Genesis of the original revelation), but only actu 
directo, so far as that same self-manifestation of God had pre­
sented itself objectively to their cognition; the actus reflexus 
remained absent (comp. Delitzsch, p. 347), and with them who 
keep down the truth iv a.81Klq., ver. 18, the issue was not to the 
praise of God, etc.; so that yvoVTES' is thus previous to the ovx .... 
ioofa<Tav. Paul sets forth the historical emergence of that for 
which they were inexcusable. They had known God, and yet it 
happened that they did not praise Him, etc. - oux ws- 0Eov 
ioofa<Tav ; 1Jvxap.] It would have been becoming for them to 
have rendered to God as such, agreeably to His known nature, 
prai.<1e and thanks; but they did neither the one nor the other. 
Regarding ws- in the sense: according to the measure of His 
divine quality, comp. on John i. 14. The praising and thanks­
r;iving exhaust the notion of the adoration, which they should 
have offered to God. - a.XX' iµaT. €11 TOiS' 01aX. avTwv] but thfy 
w,:re frustrated in their thoughts (comp. 1 Cor. iii. 20), so that 
the conceptions, ideas, and reflections, which they formed for 
themselves regarding the Deity, were wholly devoid of any in­
trinsic value corresponding with the truth. Comp. Eph. iv. 17. 
The µaTaCCYnJS' is a specific attribute of heathenism. Jer. ii. 5; 
2 Kings xvii. 5; Ps. xciv. 11. Comp. also Acts xiv. Hi; Judith 
vi. 4. - Kal £<TKOTl<T01J K.T.X.] forms a climax to the foregoing. 
Comp. Eph. iv. 18, i 18. Their heart that had been rendered 
by the iµaTa1w811<Ta11 unintelligent, incapable of discerning the 
true and right, became dark, completely c.leprivec.l of the light of 
the divine aXt;8E1a that had come to them by the revelation of 
nature. Kapola, like 'J~, denotes the whole internal seat of life, 
the power which embraces all the activity of reason and will 
within the personal consciousness. Comp. on Eph. i. 18; 
Delitzsch, p. 250. To take a<TvvETos- here in a proleptic sense 
(see on Matth. xii. rn) is quite inappropriate, because it destroys 
the climax. Comp. moreover on a<TvvEToS', 'Wisd. xi 15; as also 
on the entire delineation of Gentile immorality, ver. 20 ff.; Wisd. 
xm.-xv. This passage as a whole, and in its details, presents 
unmistakeable remiuisccnces of this sectiou of the book of 
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Wisdom. See Nitzsch in the JJeutsck. Zeitsclw. li350, p. 387; 
Bleek in the Stud. u. Krit. 1853, p. 340 f. Without reason 
Tboluck argues against this view. 

Vv. 22, 23. In a false conceit of wisdom (comp. 1 Cor. i 17 :ff.) 
this took place (viz. what has just been announced in eµaTa1w-
0,,!Tall • ••• Kapola), and what a horrible actual result it had! -
The construction is independent, no longer hanging on the 8toTt 
in ver. 21 (Gleckler, Ewald); the jv,rther course of the matter is 
described. While they said that they were wise ( comp. 1 Cor. iii 21 ), 
they became joolish. Comp. J er. x. 24 f. This becoming foolish 
must be understood as something self-incurred-produced through 
the conceit of independence-as is required by the description of 
God's retribution on them in ver. 24; therefore the "dirigente 
Deo," which Grotius understands along with it in accordance 
with 1 Cor. i. 21, is here foreign to the connection. The ex­
planation of Kellner, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others, including 
U steri: "they have shown themselves as fools," is erroneous, because 
the aorist passive in ver. 21 does not admit of a similar rendering. 
-For examples of q,a1TKe1v, dictitare, in the sense of unfounded 
assertion (Acts xxiv. 9, xxv. 19; Rev. ii. 2), see Raphel, 
Xenopk. and Kypke. Comp. Dern. Phil. i 4G, iii. 9; Herodian, 
iii. 12, 9. Their pretended wisdom was a µaTaio~ 8oto1To<pla, Plat. 
Soph. p. 231 B. We may add that this definition is not aimed at 
the Gentile philosophers, who came much later and in fact did 
1wt do what is declared in ver. 23 (comp. Calvin), but generally at 
the conceit of wisdom (1 Cor. i. 21), which is necessarily con­
nected with an estrangement from divine truth, and from which 
therefore idolatry also, with its manifold self-inventeu shapes, 
must have proceeded. For heathenism is not the primeval re­
ligion, from which man might gradually have risen to the know­
ledge of the true God, but is, on the contrary, the result of a 
falling away from the known original revelation of the true God 
in His works. Instead of the practical recognition and preser­
vation of the truth thus given comes the self-wisdom rendering 
them foolish, and idolatry in its train. - Kat ~XXaf. K. T.X.] and 
they exchanged the mafesty of the imperisliable God for a likeness 
of an image of a perishable man, etc., i.e. instead of making, a!I 

they ought to have clone, the glory of the eternal God manifested 
to them iu the revelation of nature-njn; ii:i:p, i.e. His gloriow. 
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perfection (ver. 20)-tbe object of their adoration, they chose for 
that purpose what was shaped like an image of a perishable man, 
etc. ; comp. Ps. cvi. 20 ; J er. ii. 11. The ev ( comp. Ecclus. vii. 
18) is instrumental, as is elsewhere the simple dative (Herod. 
vii. 152; Soph. Niob. fr. 400, Dind.) : thereby, that they made 
and adored such an oµolwµa, and on the other hand rejected the 
gl y of God, which they ought to have worshipped. Comp. 
LXX. Ps. l.c. ; 7//\Aaf avro T~Y oofav avrwv iv 0µ01wµaTL µoCTxov. 
On the genitive £1Kovo~ comp. also 1 Mace. iii. 48; Rev. ix. 7 ; 
and on oµolwµa itself in the sense of likeness, v. 14, vi 5, 
viii. 3; Phil ii 7; Ecclus. xxxviii. 28; 2 Kings xvi 10; Isa. xl.18; 
1 Sam. vi. 5; Plat. Phaedr. p. 250 A; Parm. p. 132 D. It is 
not mere similarity, but conformity with the object of comparison 
concerned as agreeing therewith in appearance; see also Holsten, 
z. Ev. des Paul. it. Petr. p. 440; Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 
p. 523 f. - Kai '71"£T£11/. K- T£Tpa,r. K- ep,r.] NO doubt as 1>aul, in 
using ii.v0pw1rou, thought of the forms of the Hellenic gods, so 
in 1rrr£1v. K.T.A. he had in his mind the Egyptian worship of 
animals (Ibis, Apis, serpents). Philo, Leg. ad. Caj. p. 566, 570. 
For passages from profane authors respecting the folly (nt which 
the q,0apTou here also points) of image-worship, see especially 
Dougtaeus, Anal. 69, p. 102, Grotius and Wetstein. We mny 
add that, like the previous q,0apTOU av0pw,rou, the genitives 
7r£T€UIWJ/ K-T-:X. are dependent on £1,KOJ/O~, not OD oµotwµaTL (van 
Hengel), which is less natural and not required uy the singular 
£1'Ko11or, that in fact refers to each particular instance in which 
a man, birds, etc. were copied for purposes of divine adoration 
by means of statues and other representations. 

Ver. 24. Wherefore (as a penal retribution for their apostasy) 
God also gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity. 
Kat, also, indicates the giving up a.s a thing corresponding to 
the guilt. Comp. on Phil. ii 9. - €1/ Tair e1r,0. T- K- auT.] con­
tains that, in which they were invol-ved, i.e. the mornl condition in 
which they were found when they were given up by God to 
impurity. Comp. ver. 27; Eph. ii 3 ; Bernhardy, p. 209. The 
instrumental rendering (Erasmus, Er. Schmid, Glockler allll 
Krehl) is unnecessary, because the immediate literal sense of;,, 
is quite sufficient, and the former is less suitable as to sense, 
since it conveys something which is obvious of itself. - 7t'apl~ 
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8wK£v] expresses the real active giving up on the part of Gou. 
The favourite explanation of it by Efar;E, so often resorted to 
since Origen and Chrysostom, is nothing but a rationalising gloss 
at variance with the literal meaning. To the Apostle God is the 
living God, who does not passively permit the retributive conse­
quences of fidelity or of apostasy-thus, as it were, letting thcrn 
run their course, as an artificer does with his wheel work-but 
Himself, everywhere active, pervades and effectively develops 
the arrangements which He has made. If then God has so 
arranged that man by apostasy from Him should fall into moral 
impurity, and that thus sin shall be punished by sin (and this 
connection of sin with sin is in accor 1ance both with experience 
and Scripture, Is. vi 10; Job viii. 4; Ps. lxix. 28, lxxxi. 13; 
Mark iv. 12), this arrangement can only be carried out in reality 
through the effective action: of its originator; and God Himself 
must give up the apostates unto impurity, inasmuch as it is by 
His doing that that moral connection is in poiut of fact accom­
plished. Comp. Acts vii. 42; Rom. ix. 19; also 2 Thess. ii. 11 f.; 
aud the rabbinical passages quoted by Schoettgen, especially from 
Pirke Aboth, c. 4: "Festina ad praeceptum leve tanquam ad 
grave, et fuge transgressionem; praeceptum enim trahit praecep­
tum, et transgressio transgressionem: quia merces praecepti 
praeceptum est, et transgressionis transgressio." Consequently, 
if the understanding of 7rap,HwKEv in its strictly proper and 
positive meaning is quite in keeping with the universal agency 
of God, in His physical and moral government of the world, 
without, however, making God appear as the author of sin, 
which, on the contrary, has its root in the em0uµia, T. Kap8., we 
must reject as insufficient the privative interpretation 1 that be­
came current after Augustine and Oecumenius, which Calovius 
has adopted in part, and Rtickert entirely. Comp. Philippi, who 
thinks of the withdrawal of the Divine Spirit and its results, 
though in the sense of a positive divine infliction of punish-

1 It is at bottom identical with the permissive rendering. Therefore 
Chrysostom not only explains it by .ra,m, but illustrates the matter by the 
instance of a general who leaves his soltliers in the battle, and thus deprives 
them of his ai<l, and abantlons them to the enemy. Theodoret explains it : rijs 
olKElas 1rpoµ.718Elas i-yvµ.vw11e, and employs the comparison of nn abandoned vessel. 
Theophylact illustrates the 1raplowK<v by the example of a physician who gives up 
11 refractory patient (1rapaolow11,v avr~v r~ i1rl 1rXlov vo11eiP). 
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ment. This withdrawal, through which man is left in the lurch 
by God, is the immediate negative precursor of the 7raplowKev 
(Ecclus. iv. 19). Reiche thinks that Paul here avails himself, with 
more or less consciousness of its being erroneous, of the general 
view of the Jews regarding the origin of the peculiar wickedness 
of the Gentiles (Ps. lxxxi 13; Prov. xxi. 8; Ecclus. iv. 19; 
Wisd. x. 12, xiii 1; Acts vii. 42) ; and that this representation 
of moral depravity as a divine punishment is to be distinguished 
from the Christian doctrinal system of the Apostle. But how 
very inconsistent it is with the character of Paul thus con­
sciously to bring forward what is erroneous, and that too with so 
solemn a repetition (vv. 26, 28) ! And is it not an arrange­
ment accordant with experience, that apostasy from God is 
punished by an ever deeper fall into immorality ? Can this 
arrangement, made as it is by God "justo judicio" (Calvin), be 
carried out otherwise than by God ? Analogous are even heathen 
sayings, such as Aesch. Agam. 764 ff., and the heathen idea of 
the 0eo{3Xa.{3€,a; comp. also Ruhnken, ad Vellej. ii. 57, 3. But 
JUSt as man, while his fidelity is rewarded by God through 
growth in virtue, remains withal free and does not become o 
virtuous machine; so also he retains his freedom, while God 
accomplishes the development of His arrangement, in accordance 
with which sin is born of sin. He gives himself up (Eph. iv.19), 
while he is given up by God to that tragic nexus of moral destiny; 
and he becomes no machine of ein, but possesses at every moment 
the capacity of µe-ra.vo,a, which the very reaction resulting 
from the feeling of the most terrible misery of sin-punished 
through sin-is designed to produce. Therefore, on the one 
hand, man always remains responsible for his deterioration 
(ver. 32, ii. 6, iii. 5, vii. 14); and, on the other, that punishment 
of sin, in which the teleological law of the development of evil 
fulfils itself, includes no contradiction of the holiness of God. 
For this reason the view of Kollner-that the Apostle's idea is to 
be separated from its Jewish and temporal form, and that we 
must assume as the Christian truth in it, that the apostasy of men 
trom God has brought them into deepest misery, as certainly as 
the latter is self-inflicted-is a superfluouA unexegetical evasion, 
to which Fritzsche also has recourse. - aKa0apa-lav] spurcitia, 
impurity, and that lustful (comp. Gal. v. 19; Eph. iv. 19; Col 
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iii. 5), as is plain from the following context; not generally: "all 
action and conduct dishonouring the creaturely glory of man" 
(Hofmann). The Tou a-riµat£'1'0at may be taken either as the 
genitive of the purpose: that they might be dishonoured (Rtickert, 
Philippi, van Hengel), or as the genitive of more precise definition 
depending on o.Ka0ap'1', (impurity of the becoming dishonoured, 
i.e. which consi,sted therein; so Fritzsche, Winer, Tholuck and 
de Wette). The latter (see Buttmann, nent. Gr. p. 230 f.) is the 
more probable, partly because the a-riµat£'1'0at K.T.A. already con­
stitutes the impurity itself,and does not merely attend it as a result; 
and partly on account of the parallel in ver. 28, where ?rot£iv K.T.A. 
is likewise epexegetical. O.Ttµat£'1'0at is not however the niiddle, 
whereby the au-ro?ra0e~ would be expressed, for which there is 
no empirical usage, but the passive: that their bodies we1·e di,s­
honoured among themselves, mutually. This ev eavroif refers to the 
persons (au-rwv, not to be written au-rwv), not asserting that 
the O.Ttµat£'1'0at takes place on theniselves, which is in fact 
already conveyed by Ta '1'Wµa-ra au-rwv,1 but rather based on the 
nature of participation in unchastity, according to which they 
bring one on the other reciprocally the dishonouring of the body. 
In this personal reciprocity of those who practise unchastity with 
each other lies the characteristic abominableness of the dis­
honouring of the body; and this point is designated by ev 
eavrot~ more expressly, because in contrast to non-participating 
third persons, than it would have been by ev o.AMAotf (Ktihncr, 
adXen. Mem. ii 6, 20).-The vices ofunchastity, which moreover 
are still here referred to quite generally (it is otherwise in ver. 26 f.), 
and not specially as unnatural, according to their disgraceful nature, 
in whatever forms they may have been practised, are specifically 
heathen (in fact, even partially belonging to the heathen cultus), 
as a consequence of apostasy from the true God (comp. 1 Thess. 
iv. 5). As they again prevail even among Christians, wherever 
this apostasy SJ_3reads through unbelief, they must verify even in 
Christendom their heathen nature, and, along with the likewise 

1 Hofmann refers the rending which lie follows, ,,, aonoir, to the trwµa.ra., but 
explains this : the body of each person in himself; consequently, ns if the ex­
pression were i,, ia.vrois, and that in the sense in semet ipsis, With the rending 
i• evrois we should rather render it simply : in order thnt among lht/TTI, (i.B. in 
their common intercourse) their bodies should be dishonoured. Such wns to be 
the course of things among them, 
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essentially heathen ,.>..1:0111:[la, pre-eminently exclude from tlll' 
salvation of the Messiah (Eph. v. 5 f.; Col. iii. 5; 1 Cor. vi 9 f.).­
With aTtµcit. T. <rwµ. compare the opposite, 1 Thess. iv. 4, where 
i-o £aUTou <rKevor must be explained of the body as the vessel 
of the Ego proper. 

Ver. 25. O1Ttver µETTJ?..>..a[av K.T.>...] as those who e:r:changed, etc. 
In this description of the character of those who are given up, 
attached to ver. 24, Paul makes once more apparent the motive 
which determined God to give them up. The words are a re­
newed tragic commentary (comp. vv. 22, 23) on the oto, ver. 24. 
On Z<rTtr, quippe qui, which brings up the class to which one belongs, 
and thereby includes the specification of the reason, see Her­
mann, ad SO]Jh. Oed. R. 688 ; :Matthiae, p. 1073. Hofmann erron­
eously makes a relative protasis begin with o1Ttver, with which 
then ota ToUTo K-T-A,, ver. 26, would be connected by we.y of e.po­
dosis: them, wlw exchanged etc., God has therefore given up. This 
would not be inconsistent with auTour in ver. 26, which would 
then be resumptive; but the very praise of God, in which ver. 25 
terminates, and still more the concluding a.µ~11, which can only 
indicate the end of the sentence (comp. ix. 5, xi. 36; Gal. i. 5; 
Eph. iii. 21), ought to have decidedly precluded such e. forced 
intermixture of sentences, which is not to be justified by 
subtleties.-Thecompound µET~>..>... (exchanged) is more significant 
than ;>..>..a{av (changed) in ver. ~3. - T~v ,iX1if>. Tov 0eov] to be 
taken entirely in harmony with the expression T~I/ oofav TOU 

0eov in ver. 23; thereforo Tov 0eov is to be taken as genitive oftl1e 
subject: the truth of God, the true diviue reality,1 so as to make 
it in point of actual meaning, though not in the abstract form of 
the conception, identical with: " true God" (Luther, and most ex­
positors, including lhickert, de Wette, Tholuck, Fritzsche,Philippi, 
vnn Hengel). It is differently rendered by Wolf, whom Kollner 
follows : the truth revealed to the Gentiles by God. Reiche and 
Mehring (following Pareus, Camerarius, Estill:3, Seb. Schmid, and 
Cramer) take it as the true knowledge of God, so that 0eov would 
be genitive of the o'bfect. Compare Piscntor, Usteri and Glockler, 
who understand by it the original consciousness of God. Op­
posed to these views is the exact parallel in which ver. 25 stands 
to ver. 23, so that Tov 0eov ought not to be taken without necessity 

1 N.ot "the truth, wl,,icl,, God Hi11Uelf i8" (Hofm11nn) ; but thot, which God i-, 
in tnu realit11. Th11t is jUBt the adequate substance of His 6dEa. 
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as having a different reference in the two verses. T;v aX,10. -r. 
0wv is explained concretely by -rov KTl<Tav-ra in the second half of 
the verse. - ev -rep '1reu8H] with the lie; iv as in ver. 23. By this 
Paul means, in contnst to T;v a:\,70. T. 0eou (but otherwise tbau 
in iii. 7), the false gods, which are Ka-r' i[ox~v the '1reu8o~ in ron­
creto, the negation of the truth of God. Comp. on 1 Cor. viii. 
4 f., x. 20. Grotius has aptly said: " pro Deo vero sumserunt 
imaginarios." Comp. Is. xliv. 20; Jer. iii. 10, xiii. 25, xvi. 19, 
al.; Philo, vit. Mos. p. 678 C, p. 679 A. - Kat E<Te/3a<T0>7<Tav .... 

KTl<TavTa] more precise explanation of the first clause of the 
verse. - e<Te/3. K- eAaTp.] The former is general (coluerunt), the 
latter took place through sacrifices, and other definite rites and 
:;ervices; hence Paul designates his own specific service of God 
in ver. 8 by AaTpeuw. <TeBatoµat, in Homer: to be afraid of (fl. vi. 
167, 417), is employed in the later Greek like <Tl/3oµai in the 
sense to revere, Orph. Arg. 550, Aq. Hos. x. 5. In the N. T. it 
only occurs here. - TY K-rl<Tet] Corresponding with the verb 
s:andiug next to it, so that the accusative is to be supplied with 
E<Te/3. See Matthiae, § 428, 2. - 7rapa T, KTl<TavTa] in the sense 
of comparison: prae creatore, in which case the context alone de­
cides whether the preference of the one before the other is only 
relative, or whether it excludes the latter altogether (see on Luke 
xviii 14; and van Hengel on our passage). The second case is 
that which occurs here, in accordance both with the nature of 
the case, seeing that the Gentiles did not worship the Creator at 
all, and with the immediate connection (µeTl}XXafav . ... iv Tep 

'1reu8e1). The sense therefore substantially amounts to praeterito 
creatore (Hilary), or relicto creatore (Cyprian), i.e. they honoured 
the creatlll'e and not the Creator, whom they ought to have 
honoured. Theophylact says aptly, with reference to the com-

• I , ,... I \ '1 "\. , I s • 
parative 7rapa : €K Tf/~ <TU"'/KPl<T€W~ TO €"'/KA>7µa €7ratpwv. 0 lll 

substance also Beza, Estius, and others, including Reiche, Tho­
luck, Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crnsius, Krebl, Reith­
mayr, Maier, Philippi, van Hengel The relative interpretation: 
more than the Creator (Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, 
Grotius, Ammon, Riickert, and others), is therefore in point of 
fact erroneous. The contra creatorem, which Hammond, Koppe. 
Flatt, Fritzsche and Mehring find here, may likewise be traced 
to the seme of comparison (see Bernhardy, p. 258; Winer, p. 
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377 [E. T. 504]; and the passages from Plato in Ast. Lex. III. p. 
28), but has against it the fact, that in the whole context Paul 
presents the matter in the light of a µETa:>..>..ae,~. of an e;r,changing 
the true for the false, not of hostility to the true. From that 
point of view the Gentiles have worshipped the creature, and 
not the Creator. Quite parallel is ?rap' €K€'i11011 in Luke, xviii 1-1, 
Lachm. - The doxology : who i.s prai.sed, :J~i?, not : celebrandns 
(comp. on Eph. i 3; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Mark xiv. 61), for ever! 
Amen,-is a natural effusion of deeply-moved piety, called forth 
by the detestable contrast of the Gentile abominations just de­
scribed, without any further special design (Koppe: "ne ipse in 
rnajestatem divinam injurius videri possit;" comp. Tholuck). 

Vv. 26, 27. A,a Toin-o] Beginning an independent sentence 
(against Hofmann, see on ver. 25), refers to the description 
,,iTt11€~ •.•. KTir:raVTa contained in ver. 25. The giving up is set 
forth once more (comp. ver. 24, 010) as the punishment of apo3-
tasy, and now indeed with such increasing force of delineation, 
that out of the category which is kept quite general in ver. 2-l: 
·unnatural sensual abominations are specially adduced. - €1's 

7ra011 UTtµIa~] Genitive of quality. Comp. on 7rll€uµa ay,wr:rv,,,1; 
in ver. 4, and Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 21. Parallel to the 
passion.~ of a disgraceful character is £is a.Ka0apr:rlav in ver. 24; 
comp. Col. iii. 5 ; but the stronger expression here selected pre­
pares the way for the following description of a peculiarly abom­
inable form of vice. Still the unnatural element is not implied 
in 7ra011 CJ.Ttµlas itself (Hofmann : they are a dishonouring, not 
merely of the body, but of" humanity"), since morally dishonour­
ing passions are the agents, not only in the case of unnatural, 
but also in that of natural unchastity. - Respecting TE yap, 
namque, for .... indeed (vii 7; 2 Cor. x. 8), see Herman11, ail 
Soph. Trach. 1015; Hartung, I. p. 115; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 749 
tt: - The expressions 0,,>..£tat and apr:r€11€s, their females and their 
males, not yvvaiK€~ and avop€~, are chosen because the predomin­
ant point of view i.s simply that of sex; Reiche thinks: out of 
contempt, because the words would also be used of beasts; but 
in faet., such unnatural things are foreign to the very beasts. 
Besides, the words are used even of the gods (Homer, Il. viii. 7, 
and frequently). - T;v <pv<rtK;v xpijr:r,11] of their sex, not: of the 
male, which is unsuitable to the vice indicated. Tieganliug 
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xpij<Ttr; in the sense of sexual use, see W etstein and Kypke, also 
Coray, a,,d Heliodor. Aeg., p. 31.- How very prevalent among the 
Gentiles (it was found also among the Jews, see Schoettgen, Hor. 
in Zoe.) was the so-called Lesbian vir,e, 'Ae<T/3iatrn, (Lucian, D.Mer. 5. 
2), women with women abusing their sex (tribades, in Tertullian 
frictrices), see Salruasius, foen. Trapez. p. 143 f., 152 f.; and the 
commentators on Ael. V. H. iii. 12. Comp. the £.Taipl<TTptat in 
Plat. Symp. p. 191 E, and the a<Ti'Ayeta Tpt/3ad1 in Luc. Amor. 
28; and see Ruhnken, ad Tim. p. 124, and generally Rosenbaum, 
Gesch. d. Lustseuche im Alterth. ed. 2, 1845. -That oµolw,; oe 
Kal after the preceding TE makes the latter an anakoluthon, is 
commonly assumed, but altogether without foundation, because 
in Te yap the TE does not necessarily require any correlative. 
See Klotz l.c. If it were put correlatively, we should have in 
oµolw,; oe ml the other corresponding member really present (as 
is actually the case, e.g. in Plat. Symp. p. 186 E), which however 
would in that case inappropriately stand out with greater emphasis 
and weight than the former 1 (Stallbaum, ad Plat. Polit. p. 270 D, 
Rep. p. :367 C; Dissen, ad Pind. Ol. viii. 56; K.lausen, ad Aesch. 
Choeph. p. 199). The reading TE (instead of oe) in Elz., as well 
as the entire omission of the particle (C, min., Origen, Jerome), 
is a too hasty emendation. -- Efernu0171Ta11] Stronger than thA 
Rimple form. Comp. Alciphr. iii. 67; EfeKav01111 el,; lpWTa. Such 
a state is the 7rupou<T0at in 1 Cor. vii. 9. Moreover, Paul repre­
sents here not the heat that precedes the act of unchastity, but 
that which is kindled in the act itself (KaTepyatoµe11ot •••• <ho­
Xaµ{3a.11011Te~)- - ap<T€11€,; Ell ap<T€<Tt] whilst they, males on males, 
performed the (known, from ver. 26) unseemliness. On the em­
phatic juxtaposition of ap<T- E11 ap<T. comp. generally Lobeck, ad 
Aj. 522, and in particular Porphyr. de abstin. iv. 20; and Wet­
stein in loc. On KaTepyate<T0at, which is used both of evil (ii. 
9, vii. 9, xv. 17 f.) and good (v. 3, xv. 18; Phil. ii. 12), but 
which, as distinguished from Epya.te<T0at, always expresses the 

1 Hofmann thinks thot with oµolws 6i Ka.I K.'I".~. the argument oscends to the 
greater danger for the continuance of the human race, But that is a purely im­
ported thought. The Apostle's point of view is the moral tinµla., which, in the 
case of female depravity, comes out most glaringly. And therefore Pnul, in 
~rder to clllit the most tragic light possible on these conditions, puts the brief 
rldineation of female conduct in the foreground, in order then symmetricnlly tu 
eubjoiu, with oµolws 6e Ka.I, the male vice as the second part of the filthy category 
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bringing to pass, the accomplishment, comp. especially ii. 9, and 
van Hengel thereon; 1 Cor. v. 3; 2 Cor. vii 10, and the critical 
remarks thereon. On arrxriµ. see Gen. xxxiv. 7. - T~V av-r1-
p,1.r;0lav K.-r.X.] The aberration, which Paul means, see in vv. 21-
23, 28; it is the aberration from God to idols, not that implied 
in the sexual perversion of the divine order (Hofmann), which 
perversion, on the contrary, is brought by 810 in ver. 24, and by 
Ota TOUTO in ver. 26, under the point of view of penal retribution 
for the 7rAaV1J. By the recompen.se for the 7rACIVrJ Paul does not 
at all mean that the men " have that done to them by their fellows, 
w7?ich they themselves do to theid' (Hofmann), but rather, in har­
mony with the connection of cause and effect, the abominable 
unnatural lusts just described, to which God has given up the 
Gentiles, and thereby, in recompensing godlessness through such 
wicked excesses (ver. 18), revealed His opy~. Therefore also 
ijv €Oft is added, namely, in accordance with the necessity of the 
holy divine order. See vv. 24, 26, 28. On av-r1µ1rr0ia comp. 
2 Cor. vi. 13; Clem. Cor. II. 1. It occurs neither iu Greek 
authors, who have the adjective av-riµ,rr0or; (Aesch. Siippl. 273), 
nor in the LXX. or Apocrypha. - fv EaUToir;] on themselves 
rnutually (€v a.XMXo,r;), as in ver. 24. It eubauces the sadness 
of the description. :For a number of pasimges attesting the preva­
lence of unchastity between man allll man, especially of paeder­
astie. among the Gentiles, particularly the Greeks (it was for­
bidden to the Jews in Lev. xviii. 22), see Becker, Charikl. I. p. 
346 ff. ; Hermann, Privatalterth. § 29 ; Bernhardy, Griech. Lit. ed. 
2, p. 50 ff. Moreover, Bengel aptly observes regarding the whole 
of this unreserved exposure of Gentile unchastity: " In peccatis 
arguendis saepe scapha debet scapha dici. Pudorem praepos­
terum ii fere postulant, qui pudicitia carent .... Gravitas et ardor 
stili judicialis proprietate verborum non violat verecundiam." 
Observe, nevertheless, how the Apostle delineates the female dis­
honour in less concrete traits than the male. He touches the 
matter in ver. 26 briefly and clearly enough, but with delicate 
avoidance of detailed description. 

Ver. 28. From the previous exclmiive description of the 
sensual vice of the Gentile~, Paul now proceeds to a summary 
enumeration of yet other vices to which they had been given up 
by God in punishment of their apostasy. - Ka0w~] is not causal, 
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but quemadmodum. The giving tlrnm up was something coiTcs­
vonding to their disdainful rejection of the knowledge of God, 
pi·oportionate as punishment. - ouK io0Klµao-a11] they deemed God 
not worth (1 Thess. ii. 4); OU 'Y~P ayvola,;, a.AA~ µ€AET1J,; €f11a1 <p110-, 

Ta TOAµ~µaTa, Chrysostom. - £X€111 Ell E'1rL"/IIWO"€t] Their y11w11at 

To11 0€011, derived from the revelation of nature (ver. 21), ought 
to have been brought by cultivation to an J7r1yvw11a1, that is, to a 
penetrating and living knowledge of God (see on Eph. i. 17; 
1 Cor. xiii 12); thus they would have attained to the having 
God €11 €7rl"/IIW0"€1 j but they would not, and so became Ta €01111 

Ta µ~ €100Ta TOIi 0€011, 1 Thess. iv. 5 ; Gal iv. 8; Eph. ii 12; 
Acts xvii. 30. On £X€tll '111 with an abstract noun, which repre­
sents the object as appropriated in the action, so that it is 
possessed in the latter (here in '11r1y11w11ai), comp. Locella, ad 
Xen. Eph. p. 255. Similar is '111 opyy ix€111, and the like, Kriiger 
an Tliucyd. ii 8, 3. - €1r aooK. 11ou11] An ingenious paronomasia 
with ouK iooKlµ., to set forth the more prominently the recom­
pense, to which the emphatically repeated o 0€o~ also contributes: 
as they did not esteem God worthy, etc., God gave them up 
to an unworthy, reprobate vou,; (the collective power of the 
mind's action in theoretic and moral cognition 1 ). The rendering 
judicii expers (Beza, Glockler and others) is opposed to the 
genius of the language, even as Bengel turns it, and Weiss, bibl. 
Theol. p. 280, defines it. The a.OoKtµov of the vour is its blame­
worthiness according to an objective moral standard, but does not 
express the mode of thinking which they themselves must 
condemn among one another (Th. Schott; comp. Hofmann), 
which is neither to be taken by anticipation from ver. 32, nor 
extracted from µ~. - 7rOt€iv Ta µ~ Ka0~KovTa] to do wliat is 
not becoming, what is not moral. Comp. 3 Mace. iv. 16. The 
Stoical distinction between Ka0ijKOV and KaTop0wµa Paul has not 
thought of (as Vitringa conceives). The infinitive is epexegetical: 
so that they do. The participle with µ~ indicates the genus of that 
which i,s not seemly (Baeumlein, Partilc. p. 296); Ta ou Ka0~Ko11Ta 

(comp. Eph. v. 4), would be the unseemly. The negative expres­
sion is correlate to the a.ooKtµo,; vour. 

1 Comp. on vii. 23, and Kluge in tho Jahrb. /. D. Th. 1871, p. 329. The ,.;;, 
is ,;.;,.,I''' when, not receptivo for <li\·ine truth, it docs not determine the ethical 
conduct in accordance with it. 
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Vv. 29-31. IT.e1r'Xt7pwµl11ouf 1rclun aOlK1«;£] a mnre precise 
definition of 1ro1e'i11 Ta µ~ Ka071K. : as those who are full of every 
unrighteousness (ver. 18). This is the general statement, and all 
the points subsequently introduced are its several species, so that 
µECTTOl!f q,0ovou and then v,10uplCTTClf K.T.'X. are appositions to 
1re1r'X'}p. 1r. ao1K. Similar catalogues of sins are 2 Cor. xii 30; Gal. 
v. 19 ff. ; Eph. v. 3 f. ; 1 Tim. i. 9 f. ; 2 Tim. iii 2 ff. - 1ro11'}p1~ .. .. 
KaKE~] malignity (malice), comp. Eph. iv. 31; Col iii. 8; Tit. 
iii. 3 .... 'Vileness (meanness), the latter, in Aristotle and other 
writers, opposed to apeT1/, and translated in Cicero, Tusc. iv. 15, 
34, by vitiositas. Comp. 1 Cor. v. 8. - q,ovou] Conceived here as 
the thought which has filled the man, the µepµ'/pi[e111 q,011011, 
Homer, Od. xix. 2, comp. Acts ix. 1. On the paronomasia with 
q,0ovou comp. Gal v. 21. The latter is just the CT']µEtOII q,vCTEWf 
r.al/Ta7rar:Tl 7r011t7pas, Dern. 499, 21. - KaK0'}0eEar] malicious dis-­
position, whose peculiarity it is i1ri TO xe'ipov 1.11ro'Xaµ/3a111=111 T<l 
1ra11Ta (.Aristotle, Rhet. ii. 13). As the context requires a special 
vice, we may not adopt, with Erasmu:::, Calvin, and Romberg, 
the general signification perversitas, corruptio moru.m (Xen. Cyn. 
xiii 16; Dem. 542, 11; Plat. Rep. p. 348 D). See regarding 
the word generally Hornberg, Parerg. p. 196; Kypke, II. p. 
155 f. -v,10up.] whisperers, talebea1·ers, consequently secret slan­
derers (Dern. 1358, 6) ; but KaTa'Xa'Xo1, calumniators, detractors 
generally, not precisely open ones (Theophylact, Ki::illner, de Wette 
and others). Comp. v,10up1CTµo11r TE Kai KaTa'Xa'X,ar, Clem. Coi·. 
i. 35. The construction of KaTu'Xa'Xour as an adjective with 
'V10up. (Hofmann), must be rejected, because none of the other 
elements has o.n adjectival definition annexed to it, and because: 
rnTa'XaX. would not add to the notion of v,,0up. anything char­
acteristic in the way of more precise definition. v,,0up. would be 
better fitted to form a limiting definition of KaTaX. But in 2 
Cor. xii. 20 also, both ideas stand independently side by side. -
0eoCTTuye'ir] ltated by God, IJeo odibiles (Vulgate). This passive 
rendering of the word which belongs especially to the tragedians 
(Pollux, i. 21), so that it is equivalent to 0ei;i ix0a,po­
µ.evor (comp. Soph. Aj. 458), is clearly attested by the usus 
loq1tendi as the only correct one. See Eurip. Troad. 1213, Cycl. 
395, 598, N eophr. ap. Stob. serm. 20, p. 172. Comp. 0eoCTTVYtiTo~ 

in Aesch. Choeph. 6 3 5, Fritzsche in Zoe., and W etstein. Since no 
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passage whatever supports the active signification, and since 
even Suidas and Oecumenius clearly betray that they knew the 
active meaning adopted by them to be a deviation from the 
usage of the ancient writers,1 we must reject, with Kappe, 
Riickert, Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
and Hofmann, the interpretation, JJei osores, that has been 
preferred by the majority since the time of Theodoret.2 

Even the analogous forms that have been appealed to, 0Eoµunfr, 

/3poTO(jTuyijr; (Aesch. Choepk. 51, Prom. 799), are to be taken 
as passives, and therefore testify against the active inter­
pretation.3 Comp. 0Eo(J>..a{3ijr;, stricken of God, Herod. viii 137, 
al. In particular, 0Eoµt(jijr; is quite the same as 0Eo(jTUyijr;, 

the opposite of 0€0</HAqr;, beloved of God. (See Plat. Rep. 
p. 612 E, Eutk. p. 8 A ; Dern. 1486, ult. ; Arist. Ran. 443.) 
Comp. 0E<p µt(jrJTol, Wisd. xiv. 9; and, as regards the idea, the 
Homeric [5,; KE 0Eoi(jLJI 0.7iex011TaL µaKap€(j(jLI/, Od. K, 74. The 
accentuation 0Eo(j'Tvy17r;, approved of even by Grotius and Beza, 
to distinguish it from the passive 0w(j'Tuyqr;, is nothing but an 
ancient (Suidas) unsupported fiction. See Buttmann, II. p. 371 
Winer, p. 53 [E. T. 61]. God-hating is expressed by µt(jo0Eor;, 

Lucian, Tim. 35, Aesch. Ag. 1090; comp. cp1>-..00Eor;, God-loving. 
The adoption, nevertheless, of the active sense was occasioned 
by the consideration: "ut in passivo positum dicatur, nulla est 
ratio, quum P. hie homines ex vitiis evidentibus reos faciat," 
Calvin; but even granting a certain unsuitableness in the pas-

1 Suiclas says: 0rn<TTll')'E<S 8,oµl<T1JTOI, ol inro e,oiJ µ,o-ovµ,vo, Kai ol e,ov µ,o-ovvus· 

1ra.pa Of T~ Q."lrO<TTOh'I' 8,o<TTtry<is ouxl o! U"lrO e,oiJ µ.,o-oiiµ,vo,, ciXX" o! µ<<TOVVTES TOV 
0,iw. Oecumenius : 0,oo-Ttry<<s Of ou rovs u1ro 0,oiJ µ,o-ovµ.lvous, ou -yap auT~ rovro 
il,i'fa, 1rpdK<1Ta, vvv, a.XXa rovs µ,o-oiinas e,ov. These negative definitions, which both 
give, manifestly point to the use of the word in other authors, from which Paul here 
departs. It is doubtful whether Clement, Cor. I. 35, where there is an echo of 
our passage, had in view the active or the passive sense of 8,oo-rtry,,s. He uses 
indeed the evidently active 8,oo-rtryla, but adds at the clllae of the list of sins : 
raDTa. ol 1rpdrro-on,s <rTtry1JTol r~ e,~ v1rdpxovo-,v. Cluysostom docs not express his 
opiuion regarding the word. 

2 The Dei osores was taken to refer to the heathen vice of wrnth against the 
gods conceived as possessing human passions. See Grotius and Reiche. Others 
have understood it variously. Tholuck thinks of accu~ers of providence, PTomc· 

thean characters; Ewald, of blasphemers of God; Calvin, of those who have a. 
horror of God on account of Hu righteousness. Thus tl1ere is introduced into the 
general expression what the context gh•es no hint of. Thi, applies also to 
Luther's gloss: "the real Epicureans, who live as if there wel'A uo God." 

3 Evrn in Clem. Hom. i. 12, there is nothing whatewr in tile connection op• 
l•c>•cJ to the passive rendeiing llf O,o<TTll')'E<r. 
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sive sense, still we should not be justified in gh·ing an explana­
tion contrary to the usus loquendi; we should be obliged to 
abide by the view that Paul had mixed up a less suitable term 
among the others. But this objection is diminished, if we take 
0£ocrT., in accordance with the idea of divine holiness, as a char­
acteristic designation of infamous evil-doers in general. So 
Fritzsche, and also Philippi. Comp. Plat. Legg. viii p. 838 B: 
8£0µ1crq .... Kat aicrxpwv aicrxicrTa, And it vanishes altogether, 
if, leaving the word in its strict signification, hated of God, we 
recognise in it a summary fndgment of moral indignation respect­
ing all the preceding particulars; so that, looking back on these, 
it forms a resting point in the disgraceful catalogue, the continua­
tion of which is then carried on by u{3p,crTlis K. T.A. According 
to Hofmann, 0rncrTvy. is au adjective qualifying u{3p,crTa.i;. But 
we do not see why precisely this single point1 in the entire cata­
logue, insolence (the notion of which is not to be arbitrarily 
heightened, so as to make it denote " the man-despiser who treads 
upon his felfows"), among so many particulars, some of them even 
worse, should be accompanied by an epithet, and one, too, of so 
extreme severity. - The continuation begins with n threefold 
description of self-exaltation, and that in a descending climax. 
Regarding the distinction between u{3p,crTal, the insolent (g_ui 
prae superbia non solum contemnunt alios, secl etiam contume­
liose tractant, comp. 1 Tim. i. 13), V7r€pri</Javo1, the proud (who, 
proud of real or imaginary advantages, despise others), and 
aXatove:i; (boasters, swag9erers, without exactly intending to de­
spise or insult others with their vainglory), see Tittmnnn, Synon. 
N. T. p. 73 f. Comp. Grotius and W etstein; on aXat. especially 
Ruhnk. ad Tim. p. 28, Ast, ad Theophr. Char. 23. If v1r€p'f/<f,. be 
taken as adjective with the latt~r (Hofmann), then the vice, 
which is invariably a111.l intrinsically immoral,2 would be limited 
merely to a particular mode of it.-i<J,wp. KaKwv] devisers (Anacr. 
xli. :3) of evil thin:;s, quite geueral; not to be limited to things of 

1 For neither KC1Ta>.d>.. nor ~1r•p11,P. ere to be taken os adjectives. See on 
those words. Hofmann see111s to have u.dopted such a view, merely in order 
to gain analogies in the text for hill inappropriate treatment of the ohjcctiouuble 
8,oo-nrytis us an a.Jjectivc. 

1 See Xen. Mem. i. 7, 1 ff., where &Xatovda is the antithesis of dpm~. It l,e­
longs to the category of the ,f,•v~•o-Oa.,, Aesch. adv. Ctcliph. 99; l'lnt. Lys. 
p. 218 D. Compare also 2 Tim. iii. 2; Clem. C<rr. I. 35. 

I. G 
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luxury, with Grotius; nor, with Hofmann, to evils which they 
desire to do to others. Comp. 2 Mace. vii. 31, and the passages 
from Philo in Loesner; also Tacit. Ann. iv. 11, and Virg. Aen. 
ii. 161. - aa-uvlTous-] irrational, unreflecting, who, in what they 
do and leave undone, are not determined by the a-vvea-LS', by 
morally intelligent insight. Luther rightly says: "Mr. Unrea­
son going rashly to work [Hans Unvernunft, mit dem Kopfe 
hindurch]." So also Ecclus. xv. 7. The rendering devoid of 
conscience (according to Suidas) deviates from the proper signifi­
cation of the word. - aa-u110eTOUS'] makes a paronomasia with the 
foregoing, and means, not unsociable (Castalio, Tittmann, Ewald, 
comp. Hofmann), for which there is no warrant of usage, but 
co1,enant-breakers (Jer. iii. 8, 10 f.; Suidas, Hesychius; see also 
Dern. 383, 6). On aa--ropy. (without the natural affection of 
love) and a11e"'A.e17µ. (unmerciful), see Tittrnann, Synon. p. 69. -
The succession of the accumulated particulars is not arranged 
according to a systematic scheme, and the construction of such a 
scheme leads to arbitrary definition of the import of individual 
points; but still their distribution is so far in accordance with 
approximate categories, that there are presented : - lst, The 
gcneml heathen vices, 7r€7rA"t}pwµellOUS' .... KUKL'!,; 2nd, disposi-
tions inimical to others, µea-Tous- .... KaKo"t}0eia~, and calum-
niatory speeches, -f10up., KaTaAaA. ; both series concluding 
with the general 0rna-Tuye'is- ; then, 3rd, The arrogant character, 
v/3ptCTTU.S' .... a-Xatovas- ; and finally, 4th, A Series of negative 
particulars (all with a privative), but headed by the positive, 
general E<peup. KaKwll. This negative series portrays the want 
of dutiful affection in family life (yo11. a1re10.), of intelligence 
(aa-u11h.), fidelity (aa-Ul/0.), and love (aa--ropy. (lll€A.),- conse­
quently the want of every principle on which moral action is 
based. 

Ver. 32. 07T111es-] quippe qui, of siich a cliamcter, tltat tliey, can­
not be the specification of a reason, as in ver. 25, and cannot 
consequently be intended to repeat once more the laying of the 
blame on themselves, since ver. 32 merely continues the descrip­
tion of the wickedness. It rather serves to introduce the awfiil 
completion of this description of vice; and that in such a way, that 
the Gentile immorality is brought clearly to light as an opposi­
tion to knowledge and conscience, and is thereby at the last very 
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evidently shown to be wholly inexcusable (comp. ii. 1). -To 

01Kalwµa -r. 0Eou] i.e. that which God as Lawgiver and Judge ha.~ 
ordained,· what He has determined, and demands, as right. Comp. 
Kruger on Thuc. i. 41, 1; and see on v. 16. Paul means the natural 
law of the moral consciousness (ii 15), which determines: ;;Ti ol 
-ra "TO!au-ra ,rp(ltjlj0VT€r K. -r.>... This ;;TI K. -r.>... therefore is not to 
be treated as a parenthesis. - i,r1yvoVTEr] althc,ugh they have dis­
cerned (comp. on ver. 28), not merely yvoVTEr; but so much the 
greater is the guilt. - 0ava-rov] What in the view of the heathen 
was conceived of as the state of punishment in Hades (comp. 
Philippi and Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 277), which was incurred 
through vice and crime, Paul designates, in accordance with the 
truth involved in it (comp. Plat. Rep. p. 330 D), from his stand­
point as 0ava-ro~, and by this he means eternal death (comp. 
2 Thess. i. 8) ; not temporal (Bengel, van Hengel, Mehring) ; or 
e,xecution (Grotius, Hofmann) ; also not indefinitely seve1·e punish­
ments,1 the misery of sin, and so forth (so even Fritzsche and de 
Wette). - lj1JJ1€110oK. -roir ,rpa/j/j.] they are consenting with them 
that do them (comp. Luke xi. 48; Acts viii. 1; 1 Cor. vii. 12; 
1 1\facc. i. 60; 2 Mace. xi. 24). They not ouly do those things, 
but are also in their moral judgment (so wholly antagonistic to 
conscience has the latter become in the abandonment unto which 
God has decreed them, ver. 28) in agreement with others who so 
act. Bengel well remarks: "pejus est /jlJI/EvooKEiv; na.m qui 
.malum patrnt, sua sibi cupiditate abducitur," etc., and how 
!,harply are we otherwise ourselves accustomed to see and judge 
the mote in the eye of another ! (Matth. vii. 3). This climax 2 to 
the description of immorality, moreover, is neither to be referred 
with Grotius and Baumgarten-Crusins to the philosophers, who 
approved of several vices (paederastia, revenge, etc.) or regarded 
them as acliaphora; nor with Heumann antl Ewald to the magis­
trates, who left many crimes unpunis!1ed and even furthered 
them by their own example; but, in harmony with the quite 
general delineation of Gentile depravity, to be taken as a general 
feature marking the latter, which is thus laid bare in the deepest 

1 lllelancthon anys well against this view : "P. non loquitur de politico guber­
natione, quae tnntum extema facta punit: verum c\e judicio proprio in cujusquo 
conscientio. intuente Deum." 

1 The climaz lies neceeso.rily in cl>.>.!\ ,red (in oppos-aion to Reiche, Comm. cril. 
I'· 6). 
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slough of moral perversity. -The ,rpaa-a-OVT€~ and r.paa-CTOUvl 
are more coniprekensive than the simple ,roiovcrtv (do), designat­
ing the pursuit of these immoralities as the aim of their 
activity. See on John iii 20. Comp. Rom. ii. 3, vii. 15, 
xiii. 4; Dern. de cor. 62 : Tl ,rpoa-ijKov ~v i"'A.l<r0a, 1rpaTT€U' 

"· 7!"01£111. 
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CHAPTER II. 

Ver. 5. After a1r0Ka?I.. nn• K L N••, min., and several ver­
sions and Fathers, including Or., read Kal, which is adopted by 
Mill, Wetst. l\Iatth. and Fritzsche.1 Against it is the greatly pre­
ponderant authority of the uncials, and the suspicion of having 
been added by way of relief to the accumulation of genitives. -
Ver. 8. µev after a1re-t0. is wanting in B D* G N*, and is omitted 
by Lachm. and Tisch. (8), but was easily passed over from inatten­
tion as seeming superfluous.-The order opy~ Ka, 0uµor (thus also 
Lachm. and Tisch.) is decisively attested. - Ver. 13. The article 
before voµou, which Elz. and Fritzsche read both times, but 
which Lachm. and Tisch. both times omit, is wanting in A B 
DE (which however has it in the first case) G N, 31, 46, Damasc.; 
and betrays itself in the general form of the saying as inserted 
in order to denote the Mosaic law. - Ver. 14. ,ro1z'j] Lachm. 
and Tisch. read ,ro1wa-1v, following A B N, min., Clem. Or. 
Damasc. (D* G have ,ro1outTtv). The plural is an amendment 
suggested by the context. - Ver. 16. Instead of STe- Lachm. 
following A and some Fathers, has ll· ; an interpretation ; as is 
also EV n ~µepq. in B. - Ver. 17. fl oe] The too weakly attested 
Recepta ioe- or ,'oe is either a mere copyist's error, or an o.ltera, 
tion to get rid of the supposed anakoluthon. See Reiche, 
Comm. crit. 

Ver. 1.-ch. iii. 20. Having shown, eh. i. 18-32, in the co.se of 
the Gentiles, that they were strangers to the 01Kat0tTuv11 0e-oii, Paul 
now, eh. ii.-iii. 20, exhibits the same fact with reference to tho 
Jews, and thus adduces the second half of the proof as to the uni­
~ersal necessity of justification by Jaitk. Naturally the Apostle 
was chiefly concerned with this second half of the proof, as the 
ao,Kla of heathenism was in itself clear; but we see from eh. ii. 
that the detailed character of that delineation of Gentile wicked­
ness was intended at the same time as a mirror for degenerate 
Judaism, to repress all Jewish conceit. Comp. Mangold, p. 102. 

1 Defended also by Philippi and Reiche, Comm. cril., who thinks that the 11111 
hns been rejected on account of droKa>.. appearing not to receive more precise 
defiuition. See on the other hand van Hengel 
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Ver. 1. ~rn1 refers back to the main tenor of the wlwle pl'eviou~ 
exposition (vv. 18-32), and that indeed in its more special aspect 
as setting forth the moral condition of heathenism in respect to 
its inexcusableness. This reference is confirmed by the fact, that 
ava1r0Xoy17Tor £l is said with a manifest glancing back to i 20; 
it is laid down by Paul as it were as a finger-post for his 810. The 
reference assumed by Reiche, Fritzsche, Krehl, de \Vette, and 
older writers, to the proposition in ver. 32, that the rightful de­
mand of God adjudges death to the evil-doers; or to the cog­
nizance of that verdict, in spite of which the Gentiles were so 
immoral (Philippi, Baur, Th. Schott, Hofmann, Mangold), has 
against it the fact that this thought formed only a subsidiary 
sentence in what went before; whereas here a new section 
begins, at the head of which Paul very naturally has placed a 
reference, even expressly marked by ava1r0Xoy17To~. to the entire 
section ending with ver. 32, over which he now throws once 
more a retrospective glance. The connection of idea;; therefore 
is: "wherefore," ie. on account of that abomination of vice 
pointed out in vv. 18-32, "thou art inexcusable," etc.; "for"-to 
exhibit now more exactly this" wherefore"-wherein tlioujudgest 
the other, thou condemnest thyself, because thou doest the same thing. 
Jn other words: before the mirror of this Gentile life of sin all 
excuse vanishes from thee, 0 man who judgest, for this mirror 
reflects thine own conduct, which thou thyself therefore con­
demnest by thy judgment. A deeply tragic de te narratur ! into 
which the proud Jewish consciousness sees itself all of a sudden 
transferred. A proleptic use of 810 (Tholuck) is not to be thought 
of; not even -yap is so used in the N. T. (see on John iv. 44), 
and 010 neither in the N. T. nor elsewhere. -J av0pw1r£ 1rur o 
Kpivwv] Just as Paul, i. 18, designated the Gentiles by the general 
term av0pw1rwv, and only brought forward the special reference 
to them in the progress of the discourse ; so also he now desig­
nates the Jews, not as yet by name (see this first at ver. 17), but 
generally by the address av0pw1re, which however already im­
plies a trace of reproach (ix. 20; Luke xii. 14; Plat. Prot. p. 
330 D, Gorg. p. 452 B, and the passages in Wetstein, Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. I. p. 164), while at the same time he makes it by his 
1ra~ o Kpivwv sufficiently apparent that he is no longer speaking 
of the class already delineated, but is turning now to the Jews 
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contrasted with them; for the self-righteous judging respecting 
the Gentiles as rejected of God (Midr. Tillin f. 6, 3; Chetubb. 
f. 3, 2; and many other passages) was in fact a characteristic oj 
the Jews. Hence all the more groundless is the hasty judgment, 
that this passage has nothing whatever to do with the contrast 
between Jews aud Gentiles (Hofmann). Comp. ver. 17 ff. And 
that it is the condemning Kpl11w1 which is meant, and not the 
moral capacity of judgment in general (Th. Schott) and its exer­
cise (Hofmann) (comp. on Matth. vii 9), follows from the sub­
sequent KaTaKpi11E1r more precisely defining its import. Con­
sequently the quite general interpretation (Beza, Calovins, 
Benecke, :Mehring, Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. 416) seems 
untenable, as well as the reference to the Gentiles as the judging 
subjects (Th. Schott), or to all to whom i. 32 applied (Hofmann), 
or even specially to Gentile authorities (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Oecumenius, Cajetanus, Grotius).-Regarding the 
nominative as further ethical epexegesis of the vocative, see 
Bernhardy, p. 67, Iluttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 123. - Ell cp] either 
instrumental: thereby, that, equivalent to Ell TOUT'f' ZTt (Hof­
mann) j or, still more closely corresponding to the TU yap avTa 
1rpa.crcrE1r: in ii·hich thing, iu which point. Comp. xiv. 22. The 
temporal rendering: eodem tempore quo (Kemner, Reithmayr), 
arbitrarily obscures the moral identity, which Paul intended to 
bring out. The KaTaKpi11E1r however is not facto condemnas 
(Estius, van Hengel), but the judgment pronounced upon the 
other is a condemnatory judgment upon thyself, namely, because 
it applies to thine owu conduct. On the contrast between 'lTEpo11 

and uEaUT011 comp. ver. 21; 1 Cor. x. 24, 29; Gal. vi. 4; Phil. ii. 
4. - TU avTa.] the same sins and vices, not indeed according to all 
their several concrete manifestations, as previously described, but 
according to their es3ential moral categories; see vv. 17-24. Comp. 
on the idea John viii. 7. - o Kpl111,w] with reproachful emphasis. 

Ver. 2. Oi'oaµE11] Paul means to pronounce it as in his own 
view and that of his readers an undoubted truth (comp. iii. 19), 
that the judicial decision which God will one day pronounce, 
etc. The oe carries on the discourse, and the entire sentence 
forms the propositio major to what is now (ver. 3) to be proved, 
uamely, that tl1e person judging (the Jew\ who yet makes him­
self guilty of wickedness similar to the things (Ta To1auTa) iu 
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question, deceives himself if he tl1inks to escape the frue judg1nent 
of God ( ver. 5). Thus -ro Kpiµa 1 -r. 0eou has the emphasis of con­
trast with that human judgment so inconsistent with their own 
conduct. The predicate of being Ka-ra aX~0etav £71"2 7'0115' K.7'.A. be­
longs not to the latter, but to the divine ,cpiµa. Th. Schott errone­
ously emphasises 1rpa,(1'(1'0v-ras-, dislocating the clear train of thought, 
as if Paul were treating of the truth that the Gentile's knowledge 
of what was right would not shield him from sin and condem­
nation. Hofmann also introduces a similar confusion. - rn-ra. 
dX,j0ewv] contains the standard, in accordance with which the 
judgment of God is pronounced against the -ra -roiau-ra 1rpa(1'­
(1'ov-res-: in accordance with truth, so that it is, without error or 
partiality, entirely adequate to the moral condition of the~e 
subjects. Raphel, Kollner, Krehl, Mehring, and Hofmann take 
it as equivalent to ciX110wS', really (4 Mace. v'. 15; and in 
Greek writers), so that the meaning would be: it is in reality 
issued over them. But it could not be the object of the Apostle 
to remind them of the reality of the divine judicial sentence, 
which was nnder all circumstances undoubted and undisputed, 
so much as of its truth, for the sake of the Jews who fancied 
that that judgment would condemn the Gentiles, but would 
spare the descendants of Abraham as such, and on account of 
their circumcision and other theocratic privileges; by which idea 
they manifestly denied the aX,10e,a of the ,cpiµa -roii 0eov, as if 
it were an untrue false sentence, the contents of which did 11ot 
correspond to the existing state of the facts. 

Ver. 3. Antithesis of ver. 2, "That God judges eviluoers accord­
ing to truth, we know (ver. 2) ; but judgest thon (in the face of 
that proposition) that thou shalt .... escape?" This would indeed 
be at variance with the ciA1)0e,a of the judgment. Comp. l\fatth. 
iii. 7; and the passages from profane writers in Grotius. The 
non-intei·rogative rendering of vv. 3, 4 (Hofmann) is not called 
for by the connection with the assertive declaration in ver. 5; it 
weakens the lively force of the discourse, and utterly fails to suit 
the 1 in ver. 4, so prevalent in double questions. --rou-ro] pre­
paring with emphasis (here: of surprise) for the following a-r, (TV 

1 Not Kplµ.a, With Lachmann it is to be accentunted Kpiµa; see Lobeck, Para­
lip. p. 418. Lipsius is of a different opinion aa regnnls the N. T. (grammat. 

Unters. p 40 f.) 
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lK<f,- K.-r.X.; Eerni1ardy, p. 284. - a-~] Thou on thy side, as if thou 
madest an exception; opposed to the Jewish self-conceit (Matth. 
iii. 7 ff.; Luke iii. 7 f.). The emphasis is not on 0eoii (Cbrysos­
tom, Theophylact, and others). - eK</m5(v] not: through acquittal 
(Dengel), comp. Dern. 602, 2, Aristoph. Vesp. 157 al., but inas­
much as thou shalt not be subjected to the Kpiµa of God, but 
shalt on the contrary escape it and be secure afar off from 
it. Comp. 2 Mace. vi 26, vii. 35; 1 Thess. v. 3; Heb. ii 3. 
According to the Jewish illusion only the Gentiles were to be 
judged (Ilertholdt, Christal. p. 206 ff.), whereas all Israel were 
to share in the Messianic kingdom as its native children (l\fatth. 
viii. 12). 

Ver. 4. Or-in case thou hast not this illusion-despisest thou, 
etc. The; draws away the attention from the case first put as 
a question, and proposes another ; vi. 3 ; l Cor. ix. 6, and often 
elsewhere, Baeumlein, Partikell. p. 132.-The despising the divine 
goodness is the contemptuoU,s itnconcern as to its holy pm·pose, 
which produces as a natural consequence security in sinning 
(Ecclus. v. 5 f). - -rou 71'Aov-rou -rij~ XP'l<T-r.] 71'Aov-ro'i', as desig­
nation of the "abundantia et magnitudo" (Estius), is a very 
current expression with the Apostle (ix. 23, xi. 35; Eph. i. 7, ii. 
4, 7, iii 16, Col. i. 27), but is not a HAuraism (Ps. v. 8, lxix. 17 al.), 
being used also by Greek authors; Plat. Euth. p. 12 A, nud see 
Loesner, p. 245. - XP'l<TTOT']To~] is the goodness of God, in accord­
ance with which He is inclined to benefit (and not to punish). 
Comp. Tittmann's Synon. p. 195. - ci11ox>1 and µaKpo0., patience 
and long-suffering-the two terms exhausting the one idea­
denote the disposition of God, in accordance with which he 
indulgently tolerates the sins and delays the punishments. See 
,vetstein, and the passages from the Fathers in Suicer, Tlies. II. 
p. 294. Comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 194. - ayvowv] inasmuch as 
it is 1tnl.:no1en to thee, that etc. Ily this accompanying defini­
tion of the Ka-rarf,po11Eis the (guilty) folly of the despiser is laiu 
bare as its tragic source. Bengel says nptly: "miratur Paulus 
hanc ignorantiam." The literal sense is arbitrarily altered by 
Pare11S, Reiche, de ,vette, Maier, and others, who make it denote 
the not being willing to know, which it does not denote even in Acts 
xvii. 23 ; Rom. x. 3; by Kollner, who, following Grotius, Koppe, 
and many otht:rs, holds it to mean non considerans; and also by 
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Hofmann: "to perceive, as one ought." Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 34. -
ay£1] of ethical incitement by influencing the will. Plat. Rep. p. 
572 D, al. See Kypke and Reisig, ad Soph. 0. C. 253. Comp. 
viii. 14. But it is not to be taken of the conatus (desires to 
urge), but of the standing relation of the goodness of God to 
the moral condition of man.1 This relation is an impelling to 
repentance, in which the failure of result on the part of man 
does not cancel the act of the ay£1 itself. Comp. Wisd. xi. 23 ; 
Appian. ii 63. 

Ver. 5. A vividly introclnced contrast to the preceding pro­
position 0T1 To XPYJrTTov . ... ay£i; not a continuation of the ques­
tion (Lachmann, following Koppe and others ; also Baumgarten­
Crusius, Ewald), but affirmative (by which the discourse becomes 
far more impressive and striking) as a setting forth of the 
actual position of things, which is brought about by man through 
l1is impenitence, in opposition to the drawing of the divine kind­
ness ; for the words can only, in pursuance of the correct interro­
gative rendering of ver. 3, be connected with ver. 4, and not also 
(as Hofmann holds) with ver. 3. - KaTa] in accordance with; in 
a causal sense. Comp. on Phil. iv. 11. On rTKAYJp. K. aµ£Tav. 
Kapo. comp. Acts vii. 31. It is correlative with the previous 
£if µ£Tavoiav. - 0YJU'O.Upltm (TE'aUT<p opy~v] Wolf aptly says. 
"innuitur .... irae divinae judicia paulatim coacervari, ut tandem 
uuiversa promantur." Comp. Calovius; and see Deut. xxxii 
33-35; Prov. i 18, ii. 7; Ecclus. iii. 4. For passages of profane 
writers, where 0YJCTaupo, and 0YJrrauplt£iv are used to express the 
accumulation of evils, punishments, and the like, see Alberti, 
Obss. p. 297; Mtinthe in loc., from Philo: Loesner, p. 246. The pur­
posely chosen word glances back to the previous Tov 'lTA.OuTou K.T.A. 

and U'E'UUT~, to thyself, heightens the tragic nature of the foolish 
conduct that redounds to one's own destruction; comp. xiii. 2. - e11 

~µ€pq. opy.] not to be taken with Luther, Beza, Castalio, Piscator, 
Calvin, Estius, and many others as in diem irae (Phil. i. 10; 
Jude 6; Tob. iv. 9), belongs to opy1711: which breaks out on tlie 
day of wrath. Comp. 1 Thess. iii. 13. Regarding the repetition 
of opyij~ after opy1711 Bengel correctly remarks: "OE'IIIOT']f ser­
mon is magna vi." Wlwse wrath, is self-evident, without its 
Lcing necessary to conn9ct opy~f with 0£0u (Hofmann), which 

1 Therefore no predestination to damnation can be ~upposcd. 
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is forbidden by the intervening a.7roKa"'A. nnd by the previous 
absolutely put opy~v. The article was not required by qµipq. 
on account of the genitive definitions; 1 Cor. vi. 2; Eph. iv. 30; 
Phil. i 6, al.; Winer, p. 118 f. [E. T. 155 f.]; Kuhner, II. 1, p. 524. 
-Paul characterises the day ojjudgment, and with what powerful 
emphasis! by an accumulation of genitives and weighty expres­
sions, with reference to the fate of the bad as qµtpa opyij~, but with 
reference to its general destination (afterwards ver. 6 ff. to be 
further carried out in detail) for good and bad as a day a7roKa"'A. 

01Ka10Kp11r. T. 0£0u, i.e. on which God's righteous judgment (which 
until then remains hidden) is revealed, publicly exhibited. 
With the exception of passages of the :Fathers, such as Justin, 
de resurr. p. 223, 01Ka10Kp11rla occurs only in an unknown 
translation of Hos. vi. 5 (where the LXX. read Kp'iµa) and the 
the Test. XII. Patr. p. 547 and 581. 

Ver. 6. Compare Ps. lxii. 13; Prov. xxiv. 12; analogies from 
Greek writers in Spiess, Logos spermat. p. 214. -- KaTa Ta {pya 
avTou] i.e. according as shall be commensurate with the moral 
quality of his actions. On this, and on the following amplification 
down to ver. 16, it is to be observed :-(1) Paul is undoubtedly 
speaking of the;"udgment of the world, which God will cause to be 
held by Christ, ver. 16; (2) The tntbjccts who are judged are Jews 
and Gentiles, ver. 9 ff., consequently all men, ver. 16. The dis­
tinction, as to whether they are Christians or not, is left out of 
view in this exposition, as the latter is partly intended to intro­
duce the reader to a knowledge of the necessity of justification by 
faith (down to iii. 20); and it is consequently also left out of view 
that judgment according to works cannot result in bliss for the 
unbelievers, because there is wanting to them the very thing 
whose vital action produces the works in accordance with which 
the Judge awards bliss, namely, faith and the accompanying 
regeneration. (3) The standard of the decision is moral action 
and its opposite, vv. 6-10; and this standard is really and iu 
fact the only one, to which at the last judgment all, even the 
Christians themselves, shall be subjected, and by which their 
fate for eternity shall be determined, Matth. xvi. 27, xxv. 31 ff.; 
2 Cor. v. 10; Gal. vi 7 ff.; Eph. vi. 8 ; Col. iii. 24; Rev. ii. 23, 
xx. 12, xxii 12. But (4) the relation of moral action in the 
case of the Christian to the fidcs salvifica, as the necessary 
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effect and fruit of which that action must be demanded at the 
judgment, cannot, for the reason given above under (2), be here 
introduced into the discussion. (5) On the contrary, the law 
only (in the case of the Jews the Mosaic, in the case of the 
Gentiles the natural), must be presented as the medium of the 
decision, ver. 12 ff.; a view which has likewise its full truth 
(compare what was remarked under (3) above), since the Chris­
tian also, because he is to be judged according to his action, 
must be judged according to law (compare the doctrine of the 
tcrtius lcgis usus), and indeed according to the 1rMpwrrt~ TOU 

voµov introduced by Christ, Matth. v. 17. Comp. xxv. 31 ff.; 
Rom. xiii. 8-10,-although he becomes partaker of salvation, 
not through tlte rnerit of works (a point the further development 
of which formed no part of the Apostle's general discussion here), 
but through faith, of which the works are the practical evidence 
and rneasu1·e.1 Accordingly the "phrasis legis" (Melancthon) is 
indeed to be recognised in our passage, but it is to be appre• 
henJed in its full truth, which does not stamp as a mere theoretia 
abstraction (Baur) the contrast, deeply enough experienced by 
Paul himself, between the righteousness of works and righteous­
ness of faith. It is neither to be looked upon as needing the 
corrective of the Christian plan of salvation; nor as an incon­
sistency (Fritzsche); nor yet in such a light, that the doctrine of 
justification involves a partial abrogation of the moral order of 
the worlJ (Reiche), which is, on the contrary, confirmed an<l 
established by it, iii. 31. But our passage yields nothing in favour 
of the possibility, which God may grant to unbelievers, of turn­
ing to Christ after death (Tholuck), or of becoming partakers of 
the salvation in Christ in virtue of an exercise of divine power 
(Th. Schott): and the representation employed for that purpose,­
that the life of faith is the product of a previous life-tendency, an<l 
that the epya pe1fect themselves in faith (Luthar<lt, Tholuck),­
is erroneous, because incom1Jatible with the N. T. conception of 
regeneration as a new creation, as a putting off of the old man, 
as a having die<l and risen again, as a being begotten of God 
through the Spirit, etc. etc. The new life (vi. 4) is the direct 

1 It is rightly observed by Calovius: "aecundttm opera, i.e. secundum test!• 
monium operum," is something different from '' propter opera, i.e. propter meritum 
opel'um." Comp. Apol. Con/. A, art. 3, and Beza in Zoe. 
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opposite of the old (vi 19 ff.). The possibility referred to is to be 
judged of in connection with the descensus Christi ad injeros, but 
is irrelevant here. 

Ver. 7. To those, who by virtue of perseverance in morally-good 
work seek to obtain glory and honour and immortality, eternal life 
sc. a.1ro8wa-et. Consequently Ka0' inroµ. ;pyov a.ya0. contains 
the standard, the regulative principle, by which the seeking after 
glory, honour, etc. is guided, and ;pyov a.ya0ov,1 which is not 
with Beza to be connected with oofav, is the genitive of the object 
to which the inroµol/7/ refers (1 Thess. i. 3; Polyb. iv. 51, 1; 
Theophr. Char. 6, 1); while oofav K. T1µ;11 K. a.rj,0aprr. is au ex­
haustive description of the future salvation according to its 
glorious appearing (2 Cor. iv. 17; Matth. xiii. 43), according to 
the honour united with it (for it is the prize of ,·ictory, I Cor. ix. 
25; Phil. iii. 14; 2 Tim. iv. 8; James i. 12; 1 Pet. v. 4, the 
joint heirship with Christ, viii 17, the reigning along with Him, 
2 Tim. ii 12), and according to its imperishableness (1 Cor. xv. 
52 ff.; Ilev. xxi. 4; 1 Pet. i. 4). Paul presents the moral effort 
under a character thus specifically Oltristian, just because he can 
attribute it only to Christian Jews and Gentiles; and hence he 
is only able to give his description of this first half of the sub­
jects of future judgment, notwithstanding the generality of his 
language, in the Christian form, in which alone it really takes 
place. In keeping with this is also the tw;v aiw111011, i.e. 
eternal life iu the kingdom of tl1e Messiah, v. 21, vi. 22 f.; Gal 
vi. 8. The above construction of the words is alrea.dy followed 
by Theophilus, a<l Auto[. i. 20, ed. Wolf, and by most exposi­
tors, including Tholuck, Ri.ickert, Kemner, do vYctte, Olshauseu, 
Philippi, Maier, van Hengel, Umbreit. The objection raised 
aga.in~t it by Ileiche and Hofmann, that according to the analogy 
of ver. 6 Ka0' inroµ. ; py. a.y. must contain the standard of the 
a.1ro8wa-E1, and cannot therefore belong to tl'/Tourr,, is untenable, 
because Ka0' u1roµ. fpy. a.y., though attached to tl'/Tourr,, never­
theless does contain (indirectly) the standard of a.1ra8wrrE1 ; so 

1 The singular without the article indicates the thing in ab~traclo; the rule is 
for every given cue: ptrsevcr11nu in good work. The ideo. that the work of r~­
d~nption is referred to (Mehring, in accordance with Phil. i. 6), so thnt inroµ.. 
tp-y. ci-y., woul.l be equivalent to ~·raKo~ wlO'riwr, ought to have been precluded Ly 
the painllel in ver. 10. Comp. ver. 2. 
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that there re~ains only an immaterial difference, which however 
is in fact very consonant to the lively versatility of the Apostle's 
thought. Still less weight attaches to the objection, that to seek 
glory and honour is not in itself a praiseworthy thing ; for the 
moral tenor of the triT1:i11 oofav K.-r.X. (comp. Matth. vi. 33; John 
v. 44) is most definitely assured by Ka0' inroµ. lpy. ay. Utterly 
unfounded, in fine, is the objection of clumsiness (Hofmann); 
the symmetrical fulness of vv. 7, 8, has a certain solemnity about 
it. Reiche and Hofmann, following Oecumenius,1 Estius, and 
others, arrange it so that to oofav K. Ttµ. K. aq,0apulav they supply 
a-;roowu1:t, whilst triTouut is to be combined with twhv aiwv. and 
regarded as an apposition or (Hofmann) reason assigned to -roif 
µ{11, and Ka0' u-;roµ. epy. ay. is the standard of 0.7rOIJW(j£L. Sub­
stantially so also Ewald. No syntactic objection can be urged 
against this rendering; but how tamely and heavily is the tri­
-rouut twhv aiwv. subjoined ! Paul would have written clearly, 
emphatically, anrl in harmony with the contrast in ver. 8: -ro~ .... 
' e - r ' ' r - ~ 'c ' (} aya OU ~WrJII at. ~rJTOU(jL oo~av K. Ttµ. K. aq, . 

Ver. 8. Totf l)f ef ept01:la~] SC. oiYut: paraphrase of the snb• 
stantive idea, to be explained from the conception of the moral 
condition as drawing its origin thence (comp. iii. 26; iv. 12, 
14; Gal iii. 10; Phil. i. 17, al.). See Bernhardy, p. 288 f. 
Comp. the use of uiol and TEKva in Eph. ii. 2. We are precluded 
from taking (with Hofmann) eK in a causal sense (in consequencr, 
of epi0ela), and as belonging to a.1m0. K.-r.X. by the Kal, which 
would here express the idea, unsuitable to the connection: even 
(Baeuml. Partilc. p. 150, also Xen. !,fem. i. 3, 1). This Kal, the 
simple ancl, which is not however with Hofmann to be inter­
preted as if I)aul had written µaXXov or -rov11a11Tlo11 (" instead of 
seeking ajte1· ete1·nal life, rathe1·," etc.), clearly shows that TOtf 

oe ef ept0elaf is to be taken by itself, as it has been correctly ex­
plained since the time of the Vulgate and Chrysostom. - ep,01:la] 
is not to be derived from lptf or epltw, but from lpi0of, a liircd 

I To u1r,p{Ja.TOV oUT"1 TaKTlov' Tois KaO' u,roµov~v lp-you d.-yaOoD f71TOVO"t l°"'~" 
<Ll<~PLov, d.1roo.:io-,. 3dfa.v Ka.I . ... d.4,0a.po-la.v. But there is no ground whntever 
for the assumption of a hyperbaton, in which Lutl1er also has entnngled 
himself. Very harshly Bengel, Fritzsche, nnd Kreh! sepnrnte Tois ,call u-rroµov. 
lp-you d.-y. from what follows, nnd supply oJo-,; nnd tl1en tnke 3d~av, ... 0/Touo-, 
as apposition to Toir .... (p-you, but mnke l°"'Jiv al. lik~wise dependent on 
,bro~..:,.,.,.. 
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lalJonrer,1 a spinner (H' omer, xv iii. 550, 560 ; Hesiod, ; py. 600 f. ; 
Dern. 1313, 6; LXX. Is. xxxviii. 12 ; hence Jpdfo5w, to work for 
hire (Toh. ii 11), then also: to act selfisli!y, to lay plots. Com­
pare J(ept0eveu-0a,, Polyb. x. 25, 9, and C1.ll€p10evro~ (without 
pm·ty intrigues) in Philo, p. 1001 E. Jp,0e,a has therefore, be­
sides the primary sense of work for hire, the twofold ethical 
signification (1) mercenary greed; and (2) desire of intrigue, 
purS1.tit of partisan courses; Arist. Pol. v. 2 f. See Fritzsche, 
Excursus on eh. ii ; regarding the composition of the word, see 
on 2 Cor. xii. 20. The latter signifieation is to be retained in 
all passages of the N. T. 2 Cor. xii. 20; Gal. v. 20; Phil. i 16, 
ii 3; James iii. 14, 16. - oi. Jf Jp10eia~ are therefore the in­
triguers, the partisan actors; whose will and striving are con­
ducive not to the trnth (for that in fact is a power of an entirely 
different kind, opposed to their character), but to immorality; 
wherefore there is added, as further characterizing them: ,wj 
a.1m0oiiu-,. Compare Ignatius, ad Philad. 8, where the opposite 
of ip,0. is the xpi<rToµa0e,a, i.e. the di~cipleship of Christ, which 
excludes all selfish partisan effort. Haughtiness (as van Hengel 
explains it), and the craving for self-assertion (Mehring and 
Hofmann) are combined with it, but are not what the word 
itself signifies. The interpretation formerly usual: qiti sunt ex 
contentione (Vulg.), those fond of strife (Origen, Chrysostom, Oecu­
menins, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, etc.), which 
was understood for the most part as those rebelling against God, is 
based partly on the erroneous derivation from fp1r, partly on 
the groundless assumption that in the other passages of the N. T. 
the sense of quarrelsomeness is neces:a;ary. Since this is not the 
case,Reiche's coujectltre is irrelevant, that the vulgar usus loq_ucndi 
had erroneously derived the word from lp1r and had lent to it 
the corresponding signification. Kollner explains it rightly ns 
partisanship, but gratuitously assumes that this was a special 
designation for "godless character" in general. So in substance 
also Fritzsche: " homines nequam." The very addition, further 
describing these men, Kai a:1m0oiicr, .... a.81Ki<!, quite allows us 
to suppose that Paul had before his mind the strict and proper 
meaning of the word partisanship; and it is therefore unwarrant-

1 See Vnlck. ad TM.on-. Ado11ia:. p. 373. Co1npnre 11vvlp,0or frequent iu 
Greek authors. 
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aule to base the common but linguistically erroneous explana­
tion on the affinity between the 1wtians of partisanship and of con­
tentiousness (Philippi). The question to be determined is not 
the category of ideas to which the Ep10euew belongs, but the 
definite individual idea which it expresses. - opy~ K. 0uµo~] SC. 

Ecr-ra1. In the animation of his description Paul has broken off 
the construction previously followed. To connect these words 
with what follows (:Mehring) disturbs unnecessarily the important 
symmetry of the passage. On the distinction between the two 
words, see Tittmann's Synan. p. 131 ff. 0uµo~: vehement pas­
sion, in Cic. Titsc. iv. 9, 21 rendered excandcscentia, here, as also 
in Gal. v. 20, Eph. iv. 31, Col iii. 8, Rev. xvi. 19, xix. 15, often 
also in the 0. T. and the Apocrypha, made known by its com­
bination with opy~, and by its being put last as the more vehe­
ment, as the holy divine wrath. Compare Isoc. xii. 81: dpyij~ 
K- 0uµou µecr-rol. Herodian, viii. 4, 1 : opyq K. 0uµ(!, XPWµt:110~. 
Lucian, de calumn. 23, al. 

Vv. 9, 10. Emphatic recapitulation of vv. 7 and 8, inverting 
the order, and in addition, giving special prominence to the uni­
versality of the retribution. The placing the penal retribution 
fast gives to this an aspect the more threatening and alarming, 
especially as the terms expressing it are now accumulated in one 
breath. - 0>..'iy,,~ K. cr-re11oxwpla] Tribulation and anguish, sc. 
lcr-rai. The calamity is thus described as pressing upon them 
from without (0>..'iv,,~), and as felt inwardly with the sense of 
its being beyond help (cr-re:11ox.), viii. 35; 2 Cor. iv. 7, vi 12; 
compare LXX. ls. xxx. 6; Deut. xxviii. 53. - €71't ,racra11 '1,ux1i11 
a110p.] denotes not simply "upon every man" (so even Philippi), 
lmt "upon every soul which belongs to a man" who practises evil. 
The v,ux..11 is thereby designated as tho.t which is affected by the 
0>..'iy,. K. cr-re11ox. (Acts ii. 43; Matth. xxvi. 28, al.); comp. Winer, 
p. 147 [E.T. 194]. It is the part which feels the pain.1 - ,rpw-ro11] 
Quite as in i. Hi. The Jews, as the people of God, in posses­
sion of the revelation with its promises and threatenings, are 
therefore necessarily also those upon whom the retribution of 
judgment-not the re,vard merely, but also the punishment­
has to fiud in the first instance its execution. In both aspects 
..t,hey have the priority based on their position in the history of 

1 See Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sande, II. p. 101 ff. 
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salvation as the theocratic people, and that as certainly as God is 
impartial " J ndaei particeps Graecus," Bengel The Jewish 
conceit is counteM.Cted in the first clause by 'Iovoalov Te 7rpUYTov, 
in the second by Ka, "EXX,,111, and counteracted with sternly con­
sistent earnestness. The second 7rpw-rov precludes our taking 
the first as ironical (Reiche). - E1'p1j11,,] welfare, by which is in­
tended that of the Messiah's kingdom, as in viii. 6. It is not 
materially different from the a<f,0ap<Tla and {w; aiw111or of ver. 7; 
the totality of that which had already been described in special 
aspects by.oo(a and T1µ~ (comp. on ver. 7).-Regarding the dis­
tinction between ipya{. and KaTEpyaf. ( wo?"/cs and brings to 
pass) see on i 27. 

Ver. 11. Ground assigned for vv. 9 and 10, so far ·as concerns 
the 'lovo. 1r. K. "EXX,,11. - 7rpo<Tw1roA1J'f,la] Partial preference 
from personal considerations. See on Gal. ii. 6. Melancthon: 
"dare aequalia inequalibus vel ineqnalia aequalibus." The 
ground specified is directed against the Jewish theocratic fancy. 
Comp. Acts x. 34 f.; Ecclus. xxxii (xxxv.) 15. 

Ver. 12. Assigns the ground in point of fact for the proposi­
tion contained in ver. 11, in special reference to the future 
judgment of condemnation.1 - avoµwr] i.e. witho1.tt {he standard 
o.f the law (without having had it). Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 21; Wisd. 
xvii 2. Those whose sins were not transgressions of the Mosaic 
law (but of the moral law of nature), the sinful Gentiles, sho.11 be 
transferred into the penal state of eternal death without the 
standard of the law, without having their condemnation decided 
in accordance with the requirements of a 110µ0~ to which they 
are strangers. The a,ro:\ouvra1, which is to set in at the final 
jmlgment, not thl'ough natural necessity (Mangold), is the 
opposite of the <TWT'Jpla, i. 16, of the N<Trrai, i. 17, of the {w; 
a1'w1110~. ii. 7, of the oo{a K.T.A., ii. 10; comp. John iii. 15; Hom. 
xiv. 15 ; 1 Cor. i. 18. This very a7r0Aouna1 should of itself have 
precluded commentators from finding in the second avoµws an 
element of mitigation (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius), 
as if it was meant to exclude the seve1'ity of the law. The 

1 Only in reference to the judgment of condemnatitm, bec1mse the i<len of o 
Messianic bliss of unbelievers was necessarily foreign to the Apostle; ns indeed 
in vv. 7 and 10 he was under the necessity of describing those to whom l\lcssianic 
bliss wiu to be given in recompense, in terms of II Christian chnro.cter. 

L ll 
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immoral Gentiles may not hope to remain unpunished on account 
of their non-possession of the law; punished they shall be inde­
pendently of the standard of the law. This is the confirmation 
of the a1rpoerw1roA'i'J'Vfta of God on the one side, in regard to the 
Gentiles.-The Kal before a1roA. is the also of a corresponding 
relation, but not between avoµwf and avoµwf, as if Paul had 
written Kat a.110µ. a?rOA,, but between ijµapTOII and <.J.7T'OA. : as 
they have sinned without law, so shall they also perish without 
law. In this way avoµwf retains the emphasis of the specific 
liow. Compare the following. The praeterite ijµapTov is spoken 
from the standpoint of the time of the judgment. - Ka1 S<Tot e11 
voµrp K.T.A.] This gives the other aspect of the case, with refer­
ence to the Jews, who do not escape the judgment (of condem­
nation) on account of their privilege of possessing the law, but on 
the contrary are to be judged by means of the law, so that sentence 
shall be passed on them in virtue of it (see Deut. xxvii. 26; 
comp. John v. 45). - e11 voµq.,] Not on the law (Luther), which 
would be €If 110µ011, but the opposite of avoµWf : with the law, i.e. 
in possession of the law, which they had as a standard,1 Winer, 
p. 361 [E. T. 482]. On voµof without the article, used of the 
ltiosaic law, see Winer, 117 [E. T. 152]. So frequently in 
the Apocrypha, and of particular laws also in classical writers. 
To question this use of it in the N. T. (van Hengel, Th. Schott, 
Hofmann, and others) opens the way for artificial and some­
times intolerable explanations of the several passages. - Kpt01)er.] 

an unsought change of the verb, suggested by ota voµou. 
Ver. 13 proves the correctness of the proposition, so mucl1 at 

-variance with the fancy of the Jews, cJ<Tot €1/ voµq., 17µapTOII, Ota 

voµou Kpt0171TOI/Tat,-The placing of vv. ] 3-15 in a parentliesis, 
as after Beza's example is done by Grotins, Griesbach, and 
others, also by Reiche and Winer, is to be rejected, because ver. 
13, whioh cannot be placed in a parenthesis alone (as Kappe 
and Mehring do), is closely joined with what immediately pre­
cedes, and it is only in ver. 14 that an intervening thought is 
introduced by way of illustration. The parenthesis is (with 
P,aurngarten-Crusius) to be limited to vv. 14, 15, as is done also 

1 This opposition tloes not extend beyond the ,,6µo• µi, txw, nnd 11Jµo11 l'X""• 
,·er. 14. Therefore i11 11dµ'i] is not : un'thin tM law 11s the di vine or,ler of com111on 
life (comr. iii. 19) o.s Hofmnnn tnkes it. 
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by Lacl1mann. See on ver. 16. - ol aKpoaTal] A reference to the 
public reading of the Thorah on the Sabbath. Comp. Acts xv. 21; 
2 Cor. iii 14; John xii. 34; Josephus, Antt. v. 1, 26, v. 2, 7. The 
substantive brings out more forcibly than the participi,al form of 
expression would have done the characteristic feature: those, whose 
business is hearing. Compare Theile, ad Jae. i 22, p. 76. - 7rapu. 

Ttp 0tcp] ivw7rwv auTou iii. 20, according i,o God's judgment. 
1 Cor. iii. 9; 2 Thess. i. 6 ; Winer, p. 369 [E. T. 492]. - 811ca1w-

01jo-.] They shall be declared as rigliteQus, nonnal. See on i. 17. 
This ol 7r01'7Tai voµov 01Ka1w0,io-oVTal is the general fundamental 
law of God who judges with righteousness (Gal. iii. 12) ; a 
fundamental law which required to be urged here in proof of the 
previous assertion &0-01 £11 voµip i;µapTOV, Ola "· Kp10,itt. Compare 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 87. How in the event of its being impossible 
for a man to be a true 7r01'7T~~ voµov (iii. 9 ff.) faith comes 
in and furnishes a 01Ka100-uv11 £K 7rlO"Ttwr, and then how man, by 
means of the Ka1voT11r twijr (vi. 4) attained through faith, must 
and can fulfil (viii. 4) the law completed by Christ (the voµor Toii 

7rvEuµaTor Tijf twijr, viii. 2), were topics not belonging to the pre­
sent discussion. Compare on ver. 6. "Haec descriptio est justitie. 
legis, quae nihil impedit alia dicta de justitia fidei," Melancthon. 

Vv. 1-1-16. The ol 7r01'7Tai voµov 01Ka1w0'1(ToVTal just asserted 
did not require proof with regard to the Jews. Ilut, o.s the regu­
lative principle of the Inst judgmeut, it could not but appear to 
need proof with regard to the Gentiles, since that fundamental 
rnle might seem to admit of no application to those who sin 
avoµwr and perish avoµwr. Now the Gentiles, though beyond 
the pale of the Mosaic law and not incurring condemnation 
according to the standard of that law, yet possess in the moml 
law of nature a certain substitute for the Mosaic law not given 
to them. It is in virtue of this state of things that they present 
themselves, not as excepted from the above rule ol 7ro111Tai voµov 

01Ka1w0., but as subjected to it; namely, in the indirect way that 
they, although avoµo1 in the positive sense, have nevertheless in 
the natural law a substitute for the positive one-which is ap­
parent, as often as Gentiles do by nature that which the positive 
Mosaic law not given to them enjoins. The connection may there­
fore be paraphrased somewhat thus: "With rig/it and reason 1 
say : the doers of the law shall be justified; for as to tlie case of tltc 
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Gentiles, that ye may not regard tlwn as beyond reach of tliat rule, 
it is prov«l in fact by those instances, in which Gentiles, though not 
in possession of the law of Moses, do by nature the requirements of 
this law, that they are the law unto th.emselves, because, namely, they 
thereb.11 sltow that its obligation stands written in their hearts," etc. 
It is to be observed at the same time that Paul does not wish to 
prove a justification of the Gentiles really occurring as a result 
through the fulfilment of their natural law-a misconception 
against which he has already guarded himself in ver. 12,-but he 
desires simply to establish the regulative principle of justifica­
tion through the law in the case of the Gentiles. Real actual 
justification by the law takes place neither among Jews nor 
Gentiles; because in no case is there a complete fulfilment, 
either, among the Jews, of the revealed law or, amocg the Gen­
tiles, of the natural law-which in fact is onlJ a substitute for 
the former, but at the same time forms the limit beyond which 
their responsibility and thP,ir judgment cannot in principle go, 
because they have nothing higher (in oppositi(lll to Philippi, 
who refers to the 7rA~pwµa voµov, xiii. 10).-The connection of 
thought between ver. 14 and what preceded it has been very 
variously apprehended. According to Kappe ( compare Calvin, 
}'latt, and Mehring) vv. 14-16 prove the condemnation of the 
Gentiles asserted in ver. 12, and ver. 17 ff. that of the Jews; 
while vcr. 13 is a parenthesis. But, seeing that in the wholtJ 
de,·elopment of the argument yap always refers to what im­
mediately precedes, it is even in itself an arbitrary proceed­
iug to make 8-rav yap in ver. 14, without any evident necessity 
imposed by the course of thought, refer to ver. 12, and to treat 
ver. 13, although it contains a very appropriate reason assigned 
for the second part of ver. 12, as a parenthesis to be broken otf 
from connection with what follows; and decisive against this 
view are the words ; Kai a1ro"Aoyovµe11w11 in ver. Hi, which place 
it beyond doubt that vv. 14-16 were not intended ns a proof of 
the a1ro"Aovl/'Tat in ver. 12. Philippi regards ver. 14 as establish­
ing only the first half of ver. 13: "not the hearers of the law 
are just before God, for even the Gentiles have a law, i.e. for 
even the Gentiles are O.Kpoa-rai 'TOI/ voµov." But we have 110 

l'ight to exclude thus from the reference of the yap just the very 
assertion immediately preceding, and to make it 1·1:for to a purely 
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negative clause which had merely served to pave the way for 
this assertion. The reference to the negative half of ver. 13 
would only be warranted in accordance ·with the text, had Paul, 
as he might have done, inverted the order of the two parts of 
ver. 13, and so given to the negative clause the second place.1 

And the less could a reader see reason to refer the yap to this 
negative claUBe in the position in which the Apostle has placed 
it, since ver. 14 speaks of Gentiles who do the law, by which 
the attention was necessarily directed, not to the negative, but to 
the affirmative, half of ver. 13 (oi 1ro,,.,Tal K.T.X.).9 Such a mode 
of presenting the connection is even more arbitrary than if we 
'3hould supply after ver. 13 the thought: "and therewith also the 
Gentiles" (Kollner and others), which however is quite unneces­
sary. Our view is in substance that given already by Chrysos-
to ( , • {.J '" " \ I ,I. - , " " \ \ , -0 8 - \ ID OUIC EICfJW\.I\.W TOIi voµov, ,yl'/<TLV, a/\.1\.a /Cat EVTEU EV 1/Catw TU 

:Ov11), Erasmus, and others; more recently by Tholuck, Rtickert., 
Heiche, Kollner. Fritzsche, de Wette, Ba.urngarten-Crusius, 
Reithmayr, van Hengel, Ewa.Id, Th. Schott, though with very 
various modifications. 

Ver. 14. "OTav] qztando, supposes a CC\Se which may take place 
at any time, and whose frequent occurrence is possible, as" even­
tus ad experientiam revoca.tus" (Klotz, ad IJevar. p. 689): in thr, 
ea~ if, so often as. - yap] introducing the p1·ooj that the pro­
position of ver. 13 also holds of the Gentiles. See above. - ;~ 
not to be understood of the Gentiles collectively, to whioh Reiche, 
de Wette, Kollner, Philippi refer it-for this must have been 
expressed by the article (age.inst which view neither ix. 30 nor 
iii. 29, nor 1 Cor. i. 23, is to be adduced), and the putting of the 
case lrrav .... ,ro1n with respect to the heathen generally would 
be in itself untrue-but Paul means rather Gentiles amonq wlwrn 
tlte supposed case occurs. - Taµ~ voµov lxoVTa] they who have not 
the law; a more precise definition bearing on the case, and bringing 
forwa.i·d the point on which here the al'gument turns. See Winer, 

1 Only thns-but not as Paul hos actunlly plnced lt-coulu the ntgativd clnuso 
be regarded u the chie/thought, for wbiob Philippi ill obliged to take it, p. 54 f. 
3rd ed. 

1 These n11J10ns may also be urged against Hofmann, who, BUbstnntially like 
Philippi, takea vv. 14-16 u a proor, that in the matter of righttousn,ess before God 
nothing can depend OIi 'IDhether one belongs to tlu nunnber of t!uMe who hear tlu law 
ruul to them. 
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p. 127 [E.T. 174]. Observe the distinction betweenµ; voµov ex. 
and voµov µ~ ex. The former negatives-while the contrast of 
the <pu<ret floats before the mind-the possession of the law, 
instead of which they have merely a natural analogue of it ( com­
pare Stalb. ad Plat. Crit. p. 47 D); the latter negatives the pos­
session of the law, which is u·anting to them, whilst the Jews 
have it. - <putrEL Ta TOU voµou 71"01n.] Most expositors uphold this 
connection, including Hiickert, 2nd ed. On the other hand 
Bengel and Usteri join <pu<TEL to µ~ voµ. fXOVTa, but thus make 
it superfluous and even unsuitable, and deprive it of all weight 
in the connection, especially as the word r:purn~ has here no other 
sense than nativa indoles, i.e. the original constitution given with 
existence, and not moulded by any extraneous training, culture, 
or other influence beyond the endowments of nature and their 
natural development ( comp. on Eph. ii. 3); r:purrEt : " quia natura 
eorum ita fert," Stalb. ad Plat. Phaedr. p. 249. The dative de­
notes the mediating cause. And that it is the rnoi-al prompting 
of conscience left to itself, which Paul means by rp1:rrEt in contrast 
to the divine leading of the law, is plain from ver. 15. The r:pvrrEt 
7l"OtEiv lies beyond the sphere of positive revelation and its 
promptings, leadings, etc. It takes place in virtue of an indoles 
ingenita, not interventu disciplinae divinae forrnata, so that the 
thought of an operation of grace or of the Logos taking place apart 
from Christ is quite foreign to this passage, and its affirmation is 
not in harmony with the truncilS et lapis of the Formula Con­
cordiae. See the later discussions of dogmatic writers as to this 
point in Luthardt, v. freien Willen, p. 366 ff. - TU Toii voµov] 

wliat belongs to the law, i. e. its constituent elements, its precepts. 
Paul does not say simply TOIi voµov; for he is thinking not of 
Gentiles who fulfil the law as a whole, but of those who in con­
crete cases by their action respond to the particular portions of 
the law concerned. Compare Luthardt l.c. p. 409. The close 
relation, in which the 71"01Eiv TU TOU voµov here stands to 7l"Ot17Tai 

voµou in ver. 13, is fatal to the view of Beza, Joh. Cappell., 
Elsner, W etstein, Michaelis, Flatt, and l\'Iehring, who explain it 
as quae lex jacit, namely, the commanding, convincing, condem­
ning, etc. - £aUTofr Ei'rri voµo~] They are the law unto tliernselve,s, 
i.e. their moral nature, with its voice of conscience commanding 
and forbidding, supplies to their own :Ego the place of the revealed 
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law possessed by the Jews. Thus in that 1ro1ei11 they serve for 
thelilSelves as a regulator of the conduct that agrees with the 
divine law. ]for parallels (Manil. v. 495, al.: ipse si"bi lex est, 
Arist. Nicom. iv. 14 : 11oµor t,,, :avrip al.) see W etstein ; com­
pare also Porph. ad Marc. 25, p. 304.-Observe further that here, 
where the participle stands without the article-consequently not 
ol 110µ. µ~ lxoll7'e~ (as previously Ta µ~ .•. • fxoll7'a)-it is to be 
resolved by since they, because they; which however does not 
convey the idea: because they are conscious of the absence of the 
law (as Hofmann objects), but- rather: because this want occurs 
in their case. See Buttmann's neut. (J-r. p. 301. The resolu­
tion by although (Th. Schott,) is opposed to the connection ; that 
by while (Hofmann) fails to convey the definite and logical mean­
ing; which is, that Gentiles, in the cases indicated by &Tav K.T.A. 
would not be :avroir 11oµor, if they had the positive law.-The 
oho, comprehends emphatically the subjects in question· 
Kuhner, II. 1, p. 568; Buttmann l.c. p. 262 f. 

Ver. 15. O1T111er K.T.A.] quippe qui. See on i. 25. The 0VTCJ1 
of ver. 14 are characterised, and consequently the :auToir eia-l 
11oµor, just. asserted, is confirmed: being such as show (pmctico.lly 
by their action, ver. 14, make it known) that the work of the law 
is writtm in their hearts, wherewithal their conscience bears joint 
witness, etc. -That i118elK111J11Ta1 should be understood of the 
practical proof which takes place by the 1ro1ei11 Ta TOU voµou (not 
by the testimony of conscience, Bengel, Tholuck) is required by 
the uw in uuµµapTupova-11~, which is not a mere strengthening 
of the simple word (Ki:illner, Olshausen; comp. Tholuck, follow­
ing earlier expositors; see, on the other hand, viii. 16, ix. 1), b11t 

denotes the agreement of the internal evidence of conscience with 
the external proof by fact.1 It is impossible to regard the ivoelK• 

1 Where t1vµµo.p-rvpl•~ appears to be equivalent to µo.p-rvp., it is only an apparent 
equivalence; there ill nlwnys mentnlly implied 11n ngreementwith the ptrs<niforwlto1n 

witness is borne, BB e.g. Thuc. viii. 51, 2 ; Pint. Hipp. Maj. p. 282 B : t1vµµo.p­

TVp~O'o.1 Iii t101 lxw 3n cl>.718ij >.l-ym, if what is meunt is not n testimony agreeing 
with others (BB Xen. Hist. Gr. vii. I, 2, iii. 3, 2), or, ns here, one that ngrP.cs with 
a thing, n phenomenon, a proof by fact, or the like. Compare ldoc. p. 47 A. In 
the pe.B11age, Plat. Ltgg. iii. p. 680 D, (vµµo.pTVpfiv is expressly diati11guished from 
/JO.fYTVp. ; for, after the r,; t1,; >.d-rffl lo11Cf /JOf'TVpfiv preceding, the vat· l;vµµo.prvpfi 

yelp must mean: he ia my juint-'IDitnus, whose evidence agree, with whut I say. 
If the reference of t1vµ. in our passsge to the proof by fact be not 11doptcd, then 
aiirois would need be supplied; but wherefore should we do eo 1 According to 
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vuvTat as taking place on the day indicated in ver. 16 (Hofmann), 
since this day can be no other than that of the last judgment.. 
See on ver. 16. - TO lpyo11 TOU 11oµov] The work relating to the 
law, the conduct cor1·esponding to it, fulfilling it. The opposite is 
a.µapT17µaTa 11oµov, Wisd. ii. 12. Compare on Gal. ii. 16. The 
singular is collective (Gal. vi. 4), as a summing up of the lpya T. 

voµov (iii 20, 28, ix. 32 ; Gal. ii. 16, iii. 2, 5, 10). Compare TU 
-rou 11oµov above. This stands written in their hearts as com­
manded, as moral obligation, 1 as ethical law of nature. -
ypa71"-ro11] purposely chosen with reference to the written law of 
Moses, although the moral law is aypa<jJo,; (Plato. Legg. p. 481 B, 
Thuc. ii. 37, 3, and Kri.iger, in loc. p. 200 ; Xen. Mem. iv. 4, 19 ; 
Soph. Ant. 450; Dern. :n 7, 23, 639, 22; Dion. Hal. vii. 41). 
Compare Jer. xxxi. 33; Heb. viii. 10, and the similar designa­
tions among the Rabbins in Bnxtorf, Lex Talm. p. 852, 1349. 
The supplying of 011 serves to explain the adjective, which is used 
instead of the participle to denote what continues and is con­
stant. Compare Bornemann, ad Xcn. Mem. i. 5, 1; Symp. 4, 2:'i. 
See the truly classic description of this inner law, and that ad 
divine, in Cicero, de Republ. iii. 23 ; of the Greeks, comp. Soph. 
0. T. 838 ff., and Wunder, in loc. - uuµµapTupoua"IJ', avTWII <TUJ/Et-
01/<TEW,;, Kat µETa{v K.T.A.] While they make known 01itwardly by 
their action that the lpyo11 of the law is written in their hearts, 
their inner moral consciousness accords with it; namely (1), in 
reference to their own, personal relation: the testimony of their 
own consciences; and (2), in regard to their mutual relation: 
the accusations or vindications 2 that are carried on between Gen­
tiles and Gentile~ (µETa{u aXX1iXw11) by their thoughts, by their 
moral judgments. This view of the sense is required by the cor­
relation of the points avTWII and µETa[u CtAAt/AWJ/ placed with 
Tholuck truµ. indicates merely tlie agreement of the person witnessing with the 
contents of his testimony. This is never the cnse, nu<l would virtually deJ.>ril·e 
the truµ- of nll significance. 

1 This inwar<l law is i;iot the conscience itself, but the regulntive contents of the 
consciousness of the conscience; consequently, if we conceive the latter, IUld with 
justice (in opposition to Rud. Hormann, Lehre 1101n Gewissen, 1866, p. 54, 58 f.), 
as presented in the form of a syllogism, it forms the subject of the major premise 
of this syllogism. Comp. Delitzsch, bibl. Psychol. p. 136 f. 

' The «:al added to the 1J i,s hosed on the view taken of the mornl st11te 
of the Gentiles, that the ,canrropEiv forms the ntle. See Bneumleiu, Pa1·lik. 

l'· 126, 
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emphasis in the foreground (w:ra(v occurring in Paul's writings 
only here, and therefore all the more intentionally chosen in this 
case); so that thus both the personal individual testimony of 
conscience (avTwv) and the mutual judgment of the thoughts 
(µ£Ta(v aAA17Awv ), are adduced, as accompanying internal acts, in 
confirmation of the ivoe1KvWTa1. The Gentiles, who do the re­
quirement of the law, practically show thereby that that require­
ment is inscribed on their hearts; and this is attested at the 
eame time, so far as concerns the actors themselves, by their (fol. 
lowing) cO'llscience, an<l, so far as concerns their relation to other 
Gentiles, by the accu,sations or the vindications which they reci­
procally practise in their moral thoughts, the one making reflec­
~ions of a condemnatory or of o. justifying nature on the otber.1 

The prominence thus given to avTwv and µ£Ta( i, aAA11Awv, and 
the antithetical correlation of the two points, have been commonly 
misunderstood (though not by Castalio, Storr, Flatt, Baumgl\rten­
Crusius), and consequently IC. µET. aAA. TWV 81aAoy. K.T.A. has 
been taken merely as an explanatory desc-ripf.ion of the process of 
conscience, in which the thoughts accuse or vindicate one another 
(i.e. 0'718 th91lght flu other); so that aXX~Xwv is referred to the 
thoughts, and not, as is nevertheless required by the avTwv stand­
ing in contrndistillction to it, to the Wv11. This view ought even 
to have been precluded by attending to the foct that, since 
trvµµap-r ... .. trwec811trews- must, in harmony with the context, 
mean the appnnnng conscience, what follows cannot well suit as 
an exposition, because in it the KaT11yopouVTwv preponderates. 
:Finally, it was an arbitrary expedient, rendering µeTa(v merely 
superfluous and confusing, to separate it from aXX,1X., and to ex­
plain the former as meaning at a futiwe time, viz. iv ~µJp,,_ K.T.A. 

(Koppe), 01· between, at the same time (Kollner, Jntho). 
Ver. 16 has its connection with what goes before very variously 

defined. While Ewald goes so far as to join it with ver. 5, nnd 
regards everything intervening as a parenthesis, many, and re­
cently most expositors, have connected it with the immediately 
preceding trvµµap-r ..... a1r0Xoy.; in which case, however, Jv ~µepq. 
cannot be taken for ei~ ~µepav (Calvin), nor the present parti­
ciples in a future sense (Fritzsche), since, in accordance with the 

1 Comy,nre Weiu, 'tribl. Tlttol. p. 277: "It ia teHtifted by the consc1ence, whi"h 
tearhl!B th~ru to judge the quality of their own an<l oth,r,' actiuns." 
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context, they are contemporary u:ith £118elK11UVTai. And for that 
very reason we must reject the view, which has been often 
assumed, that Paul suddenly transports himself from the present 
into the time of the judgment, when the exercise of conscience 
in the Gentiles will be specially active, and that for this reason 
he at once adds £11 ~µepq. K,T,A, directly without inserting a Kat 

TOVTO µaAla'Ta, or Kat TOVTO ')'€11~(7'€Tat, or the like (Ri.ickert, 
Tholuck, de Wette, Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Umbreit; 
comp. Estius). The supposition of such an illogical and violent 
leap of thought in so clear and steady a thinker as Paul is 
thoroughly arbitrary and wholly without analogy. Moreover, the 
simple temporal self-judgment of the Gentiles fits into the con­
nection so perfectly, that Paul cannot even have conceived of it 
as an anticipation of the last judgment (Mehring). Quite an in­
correct thought, repugnant to ver. 12 and to the whole doctrinal 
system of the Apostle, is obtained by Luthardt (v. freien Willen, 
p. 410 f.), when, very arbitrarily joining it only with ; Kat a1ro;\o­

-yovµe11w11, he discovers here the hope '' that to such the recon­
ciling grace of Christ shall one day be extended." This is not 
confirmed by ver. 26. A relative natural morality never in the 
N. T. supplies the place of faith, which is the absolutely neces­
sary condition of reconciling grace. Compare iii. 9, 22, vii. H 
ff. al. Lastly Hofmann, who formerly held a view similar to 
Luthardt's (see Schrijtbew. I. p. 660), now connects £11 ~µepq. K.T.A. 

to £118elK11v11Tai in such a way, that he explains ver. 16 not at all 
of the final judgment, but, in contrast even to the latter, of 
every day on which God causes the Gospel to be proclaimed anwng 
the Gentiles; every such day shall be for all, who hear the mes­
sage, a day of inwa1·d jitdgment; whoever believingly accepts it, 
and embraces salvation, thereby proves that he himself demands 
from himself what the revealed law enjoins on those who pos­
sess it. This interpretation, which would require us to read with 
Hofmann Kpl11e1 (the present) instead of Kp111ei, is as novel as it 
is erroneous. For the expressions in ver. 16 are so entirely 
those formally used to denote the last judgment (comp. on 
~µepq. l Cor. i. 8, v. 5; 2 Cor. i. 14 al.; on Kp111ei, vv. 2, 3, 5, iii. 
Gal.; on 0eo~ as the judge, iii. 6, xiv. 10, 12 al.; on Ta Kpv1rTu., 

1 Cor. iv. 5; on 81u 'L1a-ov X. 2 Cor. v. 10; Acts xvii. 31), that 
nothing else could occur to any reader than the conception of 
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that judgment, which moreover bas been present to the mind 
since ver. 2, and from which even KaTa TO €Vayy. µov does 
not draw away the attention. Every element in Hofmann's 
exposition is subjectively introduced, so that Paul could not 
have wrapped up the simple thought, which is supposed to be 
expressed in so precious a manner, in a more strange disguise-
a thought, moreover, which is here utterly irrelevant, since Paul 
has to do simply with the natural law of the Gentiles in its re­
lation to the revealed 110µ0!: of Judaism, and apart as yet from 
all reference to the occurrence of their conversion; and hence 
also the comparison with Heb. iv. 12 fa here out of place. The 
proper view of the passage depends on our treating as a paren­
thesis, not (with Winer and others) vv. 13-15, but· with Lach­
mann, vv. 14, 15. This pa1·enthetico.l insertion is already indi­
cated as such by the fact-, that the great judicial proposition 
previously expressed: oi ,ro11jTal voµov 81Katw81ia-011Tat is in vv. 
14, 15 proved only with reference to a part of n11ankind, with 
regard to which it might seem possibly doubtful: it is 1·eq_uired 
by the circmnstance, that without it £11 ~µ£P'!- has no proper 
logical reference whatever; and lastly, it is con.firmed by the 
consideration that, if it is adopted, the whole is wound up not 
with an illustration having reference to the Gentiles, but-and 
how emphatically and solemnly !-with the leading thought ol 
tl1e whole discussion.1 - Ta Kpv,rTa Twv uv0p.] Tltc hidden 
things of men, i.e. everything in their inner or outer life which 
does not come to the knowledge of others at all, or not accord­
ing to its moral quality. This special characteristic of the 
jndgment is given with reference to ver. 13, inasmuch as it is 
just such a j11dging that is necessary for, and the preliminary 
to, the realisation of what is affirmed in ver. 13. - KaTa To 

£vayy£X. µov] contains, according to the usual view, the accord­
ance of the assertion Kp111£t O 0€0!: T<l KpV7rT<J. T- av0p. 81u 
'I. Xp. with the Apostle's official proclamation of salvation. 
But the fact that God will judge, etc., was so universally known 
and so entirely undouuted, that the addition in that sense would 
have been in the highest degree superfluous; and indeed the µov 

1 There is therefore the less reuon for aasuming with Laurent thnt ver. 16 wns 
11 nmrginal note of the Apostle on ver. 13, which wu copieu into the text nt the 
wroug place. 
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in that case would have no shmificance bearin(I' on the mattel' 
.._, t') J 

since no one proclaiming the Gospel could call in question that 
truth. \Ve must therefore explain it, with Pareus, Calovius, and 
many others, including Umbreit and Hofmann, as referring to 
the manner of the Kptvei. Paul was so certain of the sole trnth 
of the Gospel committed to him (xvi. 25; Eph. iv. 20 f.) which 
he had by revelation of God (Gal. i. 11 f.), that he could not but 
be equally certain that the future judgment would not be held 
otherwise than according to his Gospel, whose contents are con­
ceived as the standard of the sentence. In that same Gospel he 
knew it to be divinely determined, to whom the <r-rlq,avo,; -rq,; 

OtKaLO<TVll1'J<;, the eternal life and its oofa, or on the other hand 
its opposite, eternal a7rw\eia, should be awarded by the jndge. 
But he knew at the same time the axiom announced in ver. 13, 
with which ver. 16 connects itself, to be not at variance there­
with (comp. iii 31); as indeed on the contral'y, it is just in the 
Gospel that perfection in the fulfilment of the law is demanded, 
and accordingly (see eh. vi. 8, xiii. 8 ff.) the judicial recompense 
is determined conforrnably to the conduct, viii 4; 2 Cor. v. 10; 
Eph. v. 5; 1 Cor. vi. 9 f.; Gal. v. 19-23. On µou Calvin's note 
suffices: suum appcllat ratione ministerii, and that, to distinguish 
it from the preaching not of other apostles, but of false, and 
especially of J udaizing teachers. Comp. xvi. 25 ; 2 Tim. ii. 8. 
The mistaken view is held by Origen, Jerome and other Fathers 
(see Fabricius, Cod. apocr. p. 371 f.), that Paul meant by his 
Gospel that of Luke. - 01a I1'/<rou Xp.] As He is the Mediator 
of eternal salvation, so also it is He who is commissioned by 
God to hold the judgrnent. Comp. Acts xvii. 30, 31; 1 Cor. iv. 
5; 2 Cor. v. 10 al.; John v. 27; l\fatth. xxv. 31. 

Vv. 17-24. The logical connection of this "oratio splendicla ac 
vehemens" (Estius), introduced once more in lively apostrophe,1 

with what precedes is to be taken thus : Paul has expressed in 
vv. 13-16 the nile of judgment, that not the hearers but tl10 
doers of the law shall in the jndgrnent be justified. He wishes 
now vividly to bring home the fact, that tlie conduct of the 
Jews, with all their conceit as to the possession and knowledge 

1 To the Jews, not to the J~wish-Chrislfrms. Resrecting the composition nnd 
cl1aracter of the Roman congregntion nothing cnn be infened from this rheto1ical 
form of expression. Comp. Th. Schott, p. 188 f. 
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of the law, is in sharp contradiction to that standard of judg­
ment. The 8e and the emphatic tru are to be explained from 
the conception of the cont·ra.st, which the conduct of the Jews 
showed, to the proposition that only the doers 811ca1oof.Ncro11Ta1. 

As to the construction of vv. 17-23, the common assumption of 
an anakoluthon, by which Paul in ver. 21 abandons the plan 
of the discourse started with £i', and introduces another turn hy 
means of ou11 (see Winer, p. 529 [E. T. 712], Buttmann, p. 331) 
is quite unnecessary. The discourse, on the contrary, is formed 
with regular and logically accurate connection as protasis (vv. 
17-20) and apodosis, namely thus : But if thou art called a Jtw, 
and supp<Yrlest thyself on the law, etc., down to ver. 20, dost thou 
(interrogative apodosis, vv. 21, 22), who acc01·dingly (ou11, in 
accordance with what is specified in vv. 17-20) teachest othen, not 
teach thySJJl/1 Stealest thou, who preachest against stealing? 
Committest thou adultery, who forbiddest aditlteriJ 1 Plunderest 
thou temples, who abhorrest idols? These questions present the 
contrast to the contents of the protasis as in the highest degree 
surprising, as something that one is at a loss how to characterise 
-and then follows in ver. 23, with trenchant precision, the 
explanation and decision regarding them in the cale!Jorical 
utterance : Thou, who boastest thyself of tlie law, dishonoitrest God 
1Jy th.e transgre&fl,(Yfl, of the law, a result which is then in ver. 
24 further confirmed by a testimony from the 0. T. Ver. 23 
also might indeed (as commonly explained) be taken as a 
question; but, when taken as declaratoMJ, the discourse presents a 
form far more finished, weighty and severe. Paul himself, Ly 
abandoning the participial expression uniformly employed four 
times previously, seems to indicate the cessation of the course 
hitherto pursued. According to this exposition of the connection, 
in which it must not be overlooked that tlie force of the ou11 in 
ver. 21 is limited solely to the relation of tlte o 818a.trK0011 'lTepo11 

and the following participles to what has been said be/ ore, 1 we 
must reject the view of Benecke, Glockler, and Hofmann that 
the apodosis only begins with ver. 23, but in ver. 21 f. there is a 

1 This is the well-known tpanaleptic oDr, gnthering up and resuming wh11t 
had been sai<l previously. Regarding the frequency of ita use also in Greek wrikra 
to introduce th1: opo<losis, especially after a lenyllUJiuid protasis, Ree Hartung, 
I'artikell. II. p. 22 f. ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 718. Comp. Dengel on ver. 17, 
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continuation of the hypothetical protasis-an idea which cannot 
be tolerated, especially at the beginning of the new form of 
discourse (the antithetical), without repetition of the Ei. Paul 
would have written Ei oi5v o 8,o~tTKwv K.T.X. (compare Baeum­
lein, Partik. p. 178). Th. Schott erroneously finds in e1ra11a1rauo 

and Kavxaa-ai the apodosis, which is then explained. 
Vv. 17-20 contain the protasis, whose tenor of censu1·e (called 

in question without ground by Th. Schott and Hofmann) reveals 
itself at first gently, but afterwards, ver. 19 f., with greater force. 
- 'lovoaios- €7r0VOµatn] ij thou art named" Jew." This was the 
theocratic title of honour opposed to heathenism (i-r ni,\ see 
Philo, Alleg. I. p. 55 B, de plant. Noe, p. 233 A). Comp. Rev. 
ii. 9. So much the less therefore is e1rovoµat. to be here under­
stood of a surname (Bengel). Full effect is given to the com­
pound in classic writers also by the notion of name-giving, 
imposing the name. See Plat. Crat. p. 397 E, p. 406 A ; Phaedr. 
p. 238 A al.; Xen. Oec. 6, 17; Thuc. ii. 29, 3; Polyb. i. 29, 2; 
cump. Gen. iv. 17, 25 f. Van Hengel arbitrarily imports the 
idea: pro veteri nomine (Israelitamm) novuni substituens. - e1ra11-

a1rau11 T<p voµip] acquiescis, thou reliest (Mic. iii. 11; 1 Mace. viii. 
12; see Wetstein) on the law, comp. John v. 45, as if the posses­
sion and knowledge of it were to thee the guarantee of salvation. 
The rest., of not being obliged first of all to seelc what God's will is 
(Hofmann), cannot be meant; since such a seeking cannot be 
separated from the possession of the law, but is on the contrary 
directed to that very law (see ver. 18). But in the law the Jew 
saw the nwgna chm·ta of his assurance of salvation. He relied 
11pon it. - iv 0£0] As being the exclusive Father and Protector 
of the nation. Comp. Gen. xvii. 7; Is. xlv. 25; Jer. xxxi. 33. 
Observe the climax of the three points iu ver. 17. The iv with 
Kavx. (2 Cor. x. 15 ; Gal. vi. 13), a verb which in Greek 
authors is joined with i1rl or Eis- or the accusative, denotes 
that, wherein the Kavx. reds, according to the analogy of xalpE1v, 

Tep1rEa-0a1 Ev (Bernhardy, p. 211 ; Ki.ihner, II. 1, p. 403). - Ver. 
18, To 0lX11µa] KaT' Efox11v. Whose will it was, that was to be 
obeyed on the part of man, was obYious of it-self. Comp. on 1J11oµa 

Acts v. 41. - OOKtµatEIS' TU cia<pep.] Thou app1·ovest the excellent. 
HespecLing the lexical correctness of this rendering comp. on 
l'hil. i 10. Its correctne,c;;s in accordance with tlie connection is 
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plain from tlie climactic relation, in which the two elements of 
ver. 18 must stand to each other. " Thou knowest the will of 
God and approvest (theoretically) the excellent" -therewith 
Paul has conceded to the Jews all possible theory of the ethical, 
up to the lim.it of practice. Others, taking 00/CLµa{e,v as to prove, 
explain Ta ota<pepoVTa as meaning that u·hich is different ; 
and this either (comp. Heb. v. 14) of the distinction bet1veen 
1·ight and wrong (Theodoret, Theophylact, Estius, Grotius 
and others, including Reiche, Riickert, Tholuck, Fritzsche, 
Krehl, Philippi, van Hengel, Th. Schott), or that which is 
different from the will of God, i.e. what is wrong, sinful (Cleri­
cus, Glockler, :Mehring, Hofmann; compare Beza). But, after 
y1vwtr1Ce1r TO 0t>..11µa, how tarue and destructive of" the climax 
is either explanation! The Vulgate rightly renders: "probas 
utiliora." Compare Luther, Erasmus, Castalio, Bengel, Flatt, 
Ewald. - 1CaT7Jxovµ. £IC T. voµou] Being instructed out of the law 
(through the public reading and exposition of it in the syna­
gogues, comp. a,cpoaTal, ver. 13), namely as to the will of God, 
A.nd as to that which is excellent.. - Vv. 19, 20 now describe, with 
a reference not to be mistaken (in opposition to Th. Schott and 
Hofmann) to the Jewish presumption and disposition to p1·ose­
lytize (Matth. xxiii. 15), the influence which the Jews, in virtue 
of their theoretic insight, fancied that they exercised over the 
(]entiles. The accumulated asyndetic designations of the same 
thing lend lively force to the description. They are not to 
be regarded with Reiche as reminiscences from the Gospels 
(l\fotth. xv. 14; Luke xx. 82, ii. 32); for apart from the fact that 
at lenst no canonical Gospel had at that time been written, the 
figurative expressions themselves which are here used were very 
current among the Jews and elsewhere. See, e.g. '\Vetstein on 
l\latth. xv. 14. Observe, further, that Paul does not continue 
here with the conjunctive ,ea{, but with the adjunctive Te, beca.use 
what follows contains the conduct determined by and dependent 
on the elements of ver. 18, and not something independent. Comp. 
Ellendt, Lex. So-ph. II. p. 790. - treaUTOV oo,iy. /C.T.A.] that tlto11, 
thyself for thy part, in virtue of this aptitude received from the 
law, etc. 7rE1ro10a, accompanied by the accusative with the 
infinitive, occurs only here in the N. T., and rnrely in Gr..,ek 
authors (Aesch. Sept. 44-1). - 1rato£11T1iv ic.T.A-] trainer of tlu 
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foolish, teacher of those in nonage. Comp. Plat. Pol. x. p. 598 
C ""i" I \ >I \ I I 

: ,rawas- Tt Kat a<f>povai;. - T'1V µop<f>(J)<:rtv 'T. '}'V(J)O'. K. -r. 
aA.170.] th.e form of knowlr,dge and of the truth,. In the doctrines 
and precepts of the law religions knowledge and divine tmth, 
both in the objective sense, attain the conformation and exhibi­
tion (Ewald: "embodiment") proper to them, i.e. corresponding 
to their nature (hence T~v µop</>.), so that we possess in the law 
those lineaments which, taken collectively, compose the <TX_'lµa­

Ttcrµo; (Hesychius) of knowledge and truth and thus bring them 
to adequate intellectual cognizance. Truth and knowledge have 
become in the law eµµop<poi; (Plut. Num. 8, Mor. p. 428 F), 
or µop<f>OE18~i; (Plut. J,for. p. 735 A). Paul adds this fxovTa 

T~V µopq,. T- -yv. I(. T- aA.. as an illustrative definition (ut qui 
habeas, etc.) to all the points previously adduced; and in doing 
so he places himself entirely at the Jewish point of view ( comp. 
Wisd. xxiv. 32 ff.), and speaks according to their mode of con­
ception; hence the view which takes µop</>- here as the mere 
appearance (2 Tim. iii. 5), in contrast to the reality, is quite 
erroneous (in opposition to Ttvei; in Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
l'areus, Olshausen). Even Paul himself could not possibly find 
in the law merely the appearance of truth (iii 21, 31). On 
µop<p(J)O'l', compare Theophrastus, k. pl. iii. 7, 4, and Otaµop<fawcrtr; 

in Plut. lffo1·. p. 1023 C. 
Vv. 21, 22. Apodosis interrogating with lively indignation. 

See generally, and respecting ouv, above on vv. 17-24. The form 
of the questions is expressive of suqn-ise at tlte existence of an in­
congruity so much at variance with the protases, ver. 17 f.; it must 
have been in fact iriiposswle. So also in 1 Cor. vi. 2.-IJost tltou, 
who teaclicst others acc01·dingly, not teach thine own self? nnmrly_ 
a better way of thinking and living than thou showest by thy 
conduct. Analogous passages expressing this coutrast (comp. 
LXX. Ps. l 16 ff.; !gnat. Eph. Hi) from Greek and Rabbinical 
authors may be seen in Wetstein.-The following infinitives do 
not include in tliemselves the idea of 8eiv or efeiva1 (see Lobeck, 
ud Phryn. p. 753 f.), but find their explanation in the idea of 
commanding, which is implied in the finite verbs; see Kuhner, 
ad Xen. J,fem. ii. 2, 1, A nab. v. 7, 34; Heindorf, ad I'lat. Prot. 
p. 346 R; Wunder, ad Soph. 0. G. 837. - o {38eXvrrcroµevo~ Ta 

ei'ow;\a iepocrv;\efr] Thou, who abhor1·est idols, dost th,m plunder 
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temples? This is necessarily to be understood of the plunder­
ing of i.dols' temples, with Chrysostom, Theophylact,1 Clericus, 
Wetstein, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Fritzsche, de Wette, Tholuck, 
Philippi, Mehring (Ri.ickert indecisively); as is required by the 
antithetic relation in which l£po<ru/\£tr; stands to the /30£1\.u<r<roµ. 

Ta £1ow/\a. " Thou who boldest all contact with idols as a 
detestable pollution-dost thou lay plundering hands on their 
temples ?" Abhorrence of i.dols and (not, it might be, teruple­
destruction, Deut. vii. 25, but greedy) temple-plundering 2-Paul 
could not have placed at the close of his reproachful questions 
a contrast between theory and practice more incisively affecting 
Jewish feeling. That robbery of temples actuallyoccurred among 
the Jews, may justly be inferred from Acts x.ix. 37, but espe­
cially from J osephus,Antt. iv. 8, 10. See also Rabbinical passages 
in Delitzsch's Hebrew translation, p. 77. It is differently ex­
plained by Pelagius, Pareus, Toletus, Grotius, Heumann, Michaelis, 
Cramer, Reiche, Glockler, Reithmayr, van Hengel, Ewald, and 
Hofmann, who understand it of robbing the Jewish temple by 
the embezzlement or curtailment of the temple-moneys and 
sacrifices (for proofs of this crime, see J oseplms, Antt. viii 3, 
5 f.), by withholding the temple tribute, and the like. Compare 
T,st. XII. Patr. p. 578. Luther, Calvin, Bengel, and others, 
including Morus, Flatt, Kollner, and Umbreit, interpret it, with 
still more deviation from the proper sense, as denoting the 
"profanatio divinae majestatis" (Calvin) generally.8 Compare 
Luther's gloss, " Thou art a robber of God; for it is God's glory 
which all who would be holy through works take from Him." 
Such unjustifiable deviations from the literal sense would not 

1 Theophylnct (whom Esti118 follows) very properly refera the 1,pocru>.,ir to the 
temples of idols, but limits it to the taking awny of the dvcitl~µ.cmi. His exposi­
tion, moreover, aptly brings out the prncticnl bearing of the point : l<pocru>.lmv 
>.fyn ri)v 6.rf,mlp,cr,v Twv 6.vmntl,µ.Jvwv Tois el6wAoir. Keil "(6.p ,l Keil l{J3,Mcrcrono T6. 
,fflwAci, ci},.},.' /Jµ.w, -rJj rf,1AOXJ)1/JJ.IITle, Tvpa.vvouµ.,vo, 1j7r'Tono Twv d6wA1Kwv 6.v11071µ.d.Twv 
Ii,' 11lt1XJ)OK<p31mv. 

t The objection urged by Reiche and vnn Hengel, thnt l,pocrvA,w olwnys refers 
to temples which the speaker renlly lookij upon as holy pl11ces, is irrelevant for 
this reason, that Paul was obligtd to take the word, which lufou:na ezisting in the 
G-reek, in order to indicate temple-robbery, while he has alrcndy sufliciently 
excludeJ. the idea thnt the temples themselves were sacred in his eyes by T~ 

dliw>.o.. 
a Olshausen thinks thnt ararice, 118 inwarJ idolatry, is meant. 
I 
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have been resorted to, if attention had been directed on the one 
hand to the actual unity of the object in the whole of the anti­
theses, and on the other to the appropriate climax : theft, adidtery, 
robbery of idols' temples. 

Ver. 23 gives to the four questions of reproachful astonish­
ment the decisive categorical answer. See above on vv. 17-24. -
o,a Tijs 7rapa/3. T. voµou] To this category belonged especially 
the iepor;uXeiv ; for in Deut. vii. 25 f. the destruction of heathen 
statues is enjoined, but the robbery of their gold and silver is 
repudiated. - TOIi 8eo11 aTtµate,s] How? is shown in ver. 24. 
- TOIi 0eov] who has given the law. 

Ver. 24. For confirmation of his TOIi 8eo11 O.Ttµatetf Paul sub­
joins a Scripture quotation, namely Is. Iii. 5, in substance after 
the LXX., not the far more dissimilar passage Ezek. xxxvi. 22 f. 
(Calvin, Ewald and others), which, according to Hofmann, he is 
supposed to express according to the Greek translation of Is. l.c. 
"more convenient" for him. But he applies the quot:ition in 
such a way that he makes it his own by the yap not found in the 
original or the LXX.; only indicating by Ka8wf ylypa7rTat at 
the close, that he has thus appropriated a passage of Scripture. 
Hence Ka0ws yly. is placed at the end, as is never done in the 
case of express quotations of Scripture. The historical sense 1 of 
the passage is not here concerned, since Paul has not quoted it 
as a fulfilled prophecy, though otherwise with propriety in the 
sense of iii. 19. - oi' vµas] i.e. on account of you1· u:icl:cd conduct. 
- /3Aa<Tr/)'1JµeiTat ev Tois l011er;1] arnong the Gentiles, inasmuch, 
namely, as these infer from the immoral conduct of the Jews 
that they have an unholy Goel and Lawgiver, and are thereby 
moved to blaspheme His holy name. Comp. Clement, C01·. I. 4 7. 

Ver. 25. Having in vv. 17-24 (not merely taken for granted, 
but) thrown a bright light of illumination on the culpability of 
the Jews in presence of the law, Paul now briefiy and decisively 
dissipates the fancy of a special advantage, of which they were 
assured through circumcision. " For circumcision indeed, the ad­
vantage of which thou mightest perchance urge against this con­
demnation, is useful, if thou doest the law; but if thou art a t?-ans­
gressor of the law, thou liast as circumcised no advantage oi•er tlte 

1 It refers to God's name being dishonoured through the enslnving of the JijWI 

by their tyrants. 
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micircumcised." - yap therefore annexes a C<!rro1Joration of the 
closing result of vv. 23, 24, and does so by excluding every advan­
tage, which the Jew transgressing the law might fancy himself 
possessed of, as compared with the Gentile, in virtue of circum­
cision. Stat sententia ! in spite of thy circumcision! Hofmann 
is the less justified, however, in taking the µl11 elliptically, with 
the suppression of its antithesis (Hartung, Pa1·tikell. II. p. 414, 
and generally Baeumlein, Part. p. 163), since against its corre­
spondence with the immediately following oe no well-founded 
101:,>ical objection exists. - ,reptToµ~] eircumcision, without the 
article. It is not however, with Kemner and many others, to be 
taken a.s a description of Judais1n generally; but definitely and 
specially of eire1tmeision, to which sacrifice of the b·ody-conse­
cratiog men to membership of the people of God (Ewald, Alte:rth. 
p. 127), and meant to be accompanied by the inner consecration 
of moral holiness (see on ver. 28)-the theocratic Jewish conceit 
attributed the absolute value of a service rendering them holy 
and appropriating the Abra.hamic promises. - w</JeAe,] seeing 
that it transfers into the communion of all blessings and pro. 
mises conforred by God on His covenant people ; which blessings 
and promises, however, are attached to the. observance of His law 
as their condition (Gen. xvii. 1 ff. ; Lev. xviii. 5; Deut. xxvii. 26 ; 
Gal v. 3), so that circumcision points at the same time to the 
new covenant, and becomes a sign o.nd seal of the ri~hteousness 
that is by faith (see on iv. 11). This however the Apostle has 
not yet in view here. - ea11 110µ. K.T.A.] Not on the presitpposition 
that, but rather, as also the two following ea11 : in the cai;e thnt, 
Winer, p. 275 [E. T. 366]. - aKpo/3vrrTla -ye-yo11e11] Has become 
ri~-;i¥, has lost, for thee, every auvantage which it was designed 
to secure to thee over the uncircumcised, so that thou hast now 
no advantage over the latter, and art, just as he is, no member of 
God's people. Paul conceives of the latter as a holy people, like 
the invisible church of God, in which the mortua membra of the 
people have no part. The same idea is illustrated concretely by 
R. Berechias in Schemoth Rabb. f. 138, 13 : " Ne haeretici et apos­
t::i.tae et impii ex Israelitis dicant: Quandoqnidem circnmcisi 
snmus, in infernum non descendirnus. Quid agit Deus S. B.? 
l\Iittit angelum et praeputia eorum attrahit, ita ut ipsi in infer­
num descendant." See other similar passages in Eisenrnenger's 
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entdeckt. Judenth., II. p. 339 f. - ytyov€v] Present of the com­
pleted action ; vii. 2; xiv. 23 ; John xx. 23. It is the emergent 
ethical result, which takes place. 

Ver. 26. Interrogative inference of the corresponding in verse 
re!ation, drawn from ver. 25.-~ axpoBu<rTLa avTou] referring to 
the concrete axpo{3u<rTOf understood in the previous axpo/3u<rTLa. 

See Winer, p. 138 [E. T. 182]. - Ta OIKatwµaTa T. voµou <pUA.] 

The same as Ta TOU voµou 7r01€iv in ver. 14, as also the follow­
ing T- voµov TEAOU<ra of ver. 27.1 .A. "pe1fect, deep inner" fulfil­
ment of the law (Philippi), is a gratuitous suggestion, since 
there is no modal definition appended. Paul means the observ­
ance of the Mosaic legal precepts (respecting 01KaiwµaTa comp. 
on i. 32 and v. 16), whi.ch in point of fact takes place when 
the Gentile obeys the moral law of nature, ver. 14 f. - €tf 7r€ptT. 

:Xcy,,.-017<r1:Tai] will be reckoned as ci?-cumcision (€tf in the sense 
of the result ; see ix. 8 ; Acts xix. 27 ; Is. xl. 17 ; Wisd. ilr. 6 ; 
Theile, ad Jae. p. 138). The future is not that of the logical 
certainty (Mehring and older expositors), or of the result (Hof­
mann), which latter sense would be involved in a form of expres­
sion corresponding to the yeyov1:; but the glance of the Apostle 
extends (see ver. 27) to the last judgment. To the uncircumcised 
person, who observes what the law has ordained, i.e. the moral 
precepts of the law, shall one <lay be awarded the same salva­
tion that God has destined, subject to the obligation of fulfil­
ment of the law, for those who through circumcision are 
members of His people. As to the thought comp. Matth. viii. 
11, iii. 9; 1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. v. 6. The reference to pro­
selytes of the gate (Philippi) is not only arbitrary, but also in­
correct, because the text has in view the pure contrast between 
circumcision and uncircumcision, without any hint of an inter­
mediate stage or anytl1ing analogous thereto. The proposition 
is to be retained in its unlimited expression. The mediation, 

1 T~v vdµov u>.,iv means, as in Ja mes ii. 8, to bring the law into execution. It 
is only distinguished from q,uXau,mv and T1/p<<P v6µov by its representing the 
same thing on its practical side, so far as the law is accomplished by the action 
which the law demands. Comp. Pint. Legg. xi. p. 926 A, xii. p. 958 D ; 
:Xen. Cyr. viii. 1, 1 ; Soph. Aj. 628 ; Lucian. d. Morte Percgr. 33. On the 
whole, TEX,iv frequently answers to the idea patrare, /auro. (Ellendt, Le:,:. Soph. 
II. p. 804.) 
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however, which has to intervene for the circnmcised as we'l as 
for the uncircumcised, in order to the procuring of salvation 
th7·ough faith, is still left unnoticed here, and is reserved for the 
subsequent teaching of the Epistle. See especially eh. iv. 

Ver. 27 is regarded by most modern expositors, including 
Riickert, Reiche (undecidedly), Kemner, Fritzsche, Olshausen, 
Philippi, Lachmann, Ewald and Mehring, as a continuation of 
the qnestion, so that ovxl is again understood before tcp111Ei. But 
the sequence of thought is brought out much more forcibly, if 
we take ver. 27 as affirmative, as the reply to the question 
contained in ver. 26 (as is done by Chrysostom, Erasmus, Luther, 
Bengel, W etstein and others ; now also by Tholuck, de Wette, van 
Hengel, Th. Schott, Hofmann). In this case the placing tcp111ti 

first conveys a strong emphasis ; and ,ea[, as often in classic 
authors (Thicrsch, § 354, 5 b.; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii 10, 2) 
is the simple and, which annexes the answer to the interrogative 
discourse as if in continuation, and thus assumes its affirmation 
as self-evident (Ellendt, Le:c. Soph. I. p. 880). And the natural 
1tncircumcision, if it fulfils the law, shall judge, i.e. exhibit in thy 
full desert of punishment (namely, compamtione S'lli, as Grotius 
aptly remarks1), thee, who, etc. Compare, on the idea, Matth. 
xii. 41; the thought of the actual direct judgment on the last 
day, according to 1 Cor. vi. 2, is alien to the passage, although 
the practical. indirect judgment, which is meant, belongs to the 
future judgment-day. - ~ fK <J,v<TEwr atcpo,8.] The itncircumcision 
by nat1tre, i.e. the (persons in question) uncircumcised in virtue 
of their Gentile birth. This J,c <J,v<T1:wr, which is neither, with 
Koppe and Olshausen, to be connected with TOIi 110µ. TEA., nor, 
with Mehring, to be taken as equivalent to Ell <Tapd, is in itself 
superfluous, but serves to heighten the contrast 8,a 'YP· tc. -rrtptT. 

The idea, that this atcpo,Bu<TTla is II, 'Tr'EPITOµ~ Ell 'Tr'IIEVµaTt, 
must (in opposition to Philippi) have been indicated in the 
text, and it would have no place in the connection of our passage ; 
see ver. 29, where it first comes in. - TOIi 8,a ypaµµ. ,c. -rrt:ptT. 

1 Not so, that God in judging will apply the Gentile obedience of the lo.w ns o. 
standard fur utimating the Jewish transgression of it (Th. Schott), which is 
gratuitously introduced. The standard of judgment remnins the law of God 
(ver. 12 f.) ; but the e:rample or the Gentile, who hu fulfilled it, e:rposes 1111t.l 

practically condemn., the Jew who ha■ transgressed it. 
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r.apa/3. voµou] wko with letter and cfreumcision a1·t a trans­
g1·cssor of tlw law. ota denotes the surrounding circumstances 
amidst which, i.e. here according to the context : in spite of 
1fJhich the transgression fakes place.1 Compare iv. 11, xiv. 20; 
Winer, p. 355 [E. T. 475]. Others take ota as instrumental, 
:tnd that either: 01a voµou . ... 7rpoax0eI~ (Oecumenius; comp. 
Umbreit) or: "occasione legis," (Beza, Estius, and others; comp. 
Benecke), or: "who transgressest the law, and art exhibited as 
such by the letter," etc. (Kollner). But the former explana­
tions introduce a foreign idea into the connection ; and against 
Kollner's view it may be urged that his declarative rendering 
weakens q1!ite unnecesrnrily the force of the contrast of the two 
members of the verse. For the most natural and most abrupt 
contrast to the uncircumcised person who keeps the law is lie, 
who transgresses the law notwithstanding letter and circumcision, 
and is consequently all the more culpable, hecause he offends 
against written divine direction (ypaµµ.) and theocratic obli­
gation ( 7rept-r.) 

Vv. 28, 29. Proof of ver. 27. For the true Judaism (which is 
not exposed to that Kptvei) resides not in that which is external, 
but in the hidden world of the internal. - o Ell -rtp tpaveptp] i.e. ~~ 
iv -rq, <J,. EIT'Tt (see Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 116): for he is 
not a Jew, wko is so openly, i.e. not he who shows himself to be 
an 'Iouoaio~ in external visible exhibition (in profession, circum­
cision, dress, ceremonial service, and the like) is a genuine, 
u\,101110~, 'Iovoa7o~ answering to the idea. See Matthiae, p. 15~3, 
Buttmann, ncut. Gr. p. 335 f. The second half of ver. 28, in 
which £11 1TapKl forms an apposition to Ell 'T'f tpaveptp, more pre­
cisely defining it, is to be taken as quite parallel. - Ver. 29 is 
usually rendered: But he who is a Jew in secret (scil. is a tr11e 
Jew), and circumcision of the heart, in the spirit, not in tlie letter 
(scil is true circumcision). But against this view it may be 
urged that o iv -rtp Kpt11r-rp is so completely parallel to the o Ev 
-rip tpavepp in ver. 28, that a different mode of connection can­
not but seem forced. Hence the following construction and 
exposition result more naturally ( comp. Luther, Erasmus, and 
others; also Fl'itzsche): But he is a Jew (in the true sense) who 

: Th. Schott arbitrarily : wl10 with the possession of the l11w and circuruciaion 
doei, 1• ot rea.se to be a transgressor ana to pass /or such. 
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i,s so in secret (in the invisible inner life), and (instead of now 
saying, in parallel with ver. 28 : ~ £11 TY, Kpu1rTq, 1rep1Toµ~, Paul 
defines both the ev T'f' Kpu1rTip and the true spiritual meaning of 
1rep1Toµ~ more precisely, and says) circumcision of tM heart 
resides (the £u-Tl to be supplied) in tM spirit, not in tM letter.1 

Stripped of figure, 1rep1Toµ~ Kapolar is : the separation of all that 
is imm<Yral frorn the inner life; for circumcision was account-ed 
even from the earliest times as rruµ/3o"A.011 ~00110011 £KToµijr (Philo). 
See Lev. xxvi 41; Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; Jer. iv. 14, ix. 26; Ez. 
xliv. 7; compare Phil iii. 3; Col ii. 11; Acts vii. 51; Philo, de 
Sacrif p. 58: 1reptTtµ11eu-0e Tar U'K"A'/pOKapolar, TOOe €U'TI Tar 

1reptTTar <f,11u-e1r TOV ~yeµOIIIKOV, cir al aµeTpo, TWII 1ra0w11 

£U'1retpa.11 Te Kat U'IJll'lll['IU'all opµat Kat O KaKor v,ux.ijr -yeoopyor 
€</JIITEIJU'EII, appOU-1111'/, µeTa U'7rOUOijr a1r0Kelpeu-0e. See also 
Schoettgen, Hor. p. 815. The uncircumcised heart is aµe-ra• 

110'/Tor, ver. 5. - £11 ?rJ1euµar1] is the power, in which the circurn. 
cision of the heart finds its causal ground, namely, in tM Spirit, 
i.e. in the Holy Spirit, through whose power it takes place, not 
in the letter, which effects the outward circumcision by its com­
mandment. In true Juda.ism also the Holy Ghost is the divine 
active principle (comp. vii. 14). So much the less reason is 
there for making 1r11e11µa in our passage mean the true Jewish 
1l'Ublic $JJirit proceeding from God (de Wette, comp. Tholuck); 
or the spirit of tM law, in contrast to its outward observe.nee 
(van Hengel, who wrongly urges the absence of the article); or the 
new life-pri:ntiple in man, wrought in him by the Spirit of God 
(Riickert, comp. Luther's gloss); on the contrary, the ?r11e11µa is 
to be left as the objective, concrete divine 1r11e11µa, a.s the Holy 
Spirit in the definite sense, and as distinguished from the 
spiritual conditions and tendencies which He produces. The 
correct and clear view is held by Grotius, Fritzsche, and Philippi; 
compare Hofmann. Others, a.s Theodore of Mopsuestia, Oecu­
menius (Chrysostom and Tbeophylact express themselves very 
indefinitely), Erasmus, Beza, Toletus, Heumann, Morus, Rosen­
miiller, Reiche, Mehring, take 1r11e11µa as meaning tM spirit oJ 

1 Ewald. who likewise follows our construction in the first clause of the vers~, 
takes in the second half of it 1t11palar aa predicate : and circu.mciaitm ia that of tlis 
heart. But in that cue, since -rtp1Toµ.-lj in uaeif would be the tnu circumcision, 
we should expect the article before it. 
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1nan. But that the circumcision of the heart takes place in the 
spirit of man, is self-evident ; and the similar contrast between 
7rVEuµa and ')'pa.µµa, vii 6 and 2 Cor. iii 6, clearly excludes the 
reference to the human spirit. - oi5] of which, is nwter, and 
refers to the entire description of the true Jewish nature in ver. 
29. The epexegetical relative definition bears to it an argumen­
tative relation : iii quod laudem suam habet etc. ov 'YE would be 
still more emphatic. To interpret it as masculine with reference 
to 'Iouoaios- (Augustine, Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, and many others; 
including Reiche, Ri.ickert, Kcillner, de W ette, Olshansen, Tho­
luck, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, and Hofmann; compare van 
Hengel), is, especially seeing that Paul has not written c1,v, as in 
iii 8 (Schoem. ad Is. p. 243), a very unnecessary violence, 
which Grotius, who is followed by Th. Schott, makes still worse 
by twisting the construction as if the Ernlv of ver. 28 stood 
immediately before ov (it is not the evident Jew, etc., whose 
praise, etc.). As is often the case in classic authors, the neuter 
of the relative belongs to the entire sentence; see especially 
Richter, de anac. gr. linguae, § 28; Mattbiae, II. p. 987 f. -
0 f7rmvos-] i.e. the due praise (not recompense). See on 1 Cor. iv. 5. 
Compare, on the matter itself, John v. 44, xii. 43. Oecumenius 
rightly says: -rijs- ')'ap KpU7rTijs- Kai EV Kap8la 7rEpt-roµijr; ovK 
,, ' , ,, 0 ,, ,, • • , r ~, ' ,,, ' 
ECTTat E7raLVET11S' av pW7r0S', al\/\ o ETa~wv Kapvtas- Kat VE.,,povr; 

0£or;. Compare the oofa 0£ov iii 23. This praise is the holy 
satisfaction of God [His being well-pleasea], as He has so often 
declared it to the righteous in the Scriptures.-Observe how 
perfectly analogous ver. 28 f. in its tenor of thought is to the 
idea of the invisible chiirch. Compare on ver. 25. 
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CHAPTER III. 

Ver. 2. µ~11 -yap] Lachm. following B D• E G, min. vss., 
Chrys. Aug. reads µe11. The -yap was easily lost in consequence 
of its seeming unnecessary, and of the recollection of i 8 ; but 
is supported by 1 Cor. xi. 18. - Ver. 9. ,rpoExoµE0a] D• G 31, 
Syr. Erp. Chrys. ms. Theodoret have ,rpoKaTixoµE11 (or KaTix.) 
r.Epunro11, and, with several other authorities, omit oti ,raVTwr. 
This ,rpoKaT. ,rfpura-. is an erroneous gloss; and the omission of 
oti ,raJ1Twr is explained by its beiug no longer suitable after the 
adoption of Ti 0311 ,rpoKaTEX0µ€11 '71'€pta-a-ov; see Reiche, Comm. 
crit. - Ver. 11. In important codices the article is wanting 
before a-uviw11 and £Kt,rrw11. But see LXX. Ps. xiv. 2. - Ver. 22. 
Kat J,rl ,ra11Tar] is wanting in A ll C P N•, Copt. Aet.h. Arm. 
Erp. Clem. Or. Cyr. Aug. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. 
But when we consider that a gloss on fir ,ravTar was quite un­
necessary, and on the other hand that Kal J,r1 ,raJ1Tar was equally 
unnecessary to complete the sense, we may assume that the 
twice repeated ,ra11Tar may have even at a very early date 
occasioned the omission of Kat J,rl ,raJ1Tar. - Ver. 25. Tij~ ,ria-T,] 
Tijr is wanting in c• D• F G N, min., and several F1ithers (A 
and Chrys. omit the whole o,a -r. ,ria-T.). Suspected by 
Griesb., and deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. Still the omission of 
the article might easily occur if the copyist, as was natural, 
glanced back at Ola ,ria-T,, ver. 22. - Ver. 26. ,rpor 1110£1[,] 
Following A B C D• P N, min., we should read with Lachm. and 
Tisch. ,rpor 'l"~V 1110€1(. The article was passed over in accord­
ance with ver. 25. - 'l11a-ou is wanting in F G 52 It.; and is 
expanded in other authorities (Xp,a-Tou 'I 11a-ou, or Tou Kupiou ~µ. 
'l11a-ou Xp1a--rou). Notwithstanding the preponderating testi­
mony in its favour, it is properly deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. 
7. Supplied from looking back to ver. 22. - Ver. 28. -yap] Elz. 
and Tisch. 7. read 0311, against very preponderating testimony, by 
which also the arrangement OIK. ,ria--r. av0pw,rov (Elz.: '71', o. a.) 
is confirmed. Since according to the different modes of appre­
hending the connection, the emendation might be 0311 as well as 
-yap, external attestation only can here be regarded as decisive. 
- Ver. 29. The reading µovw11 (so Tisch. 7. instead of µovov) is 
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insufficiently attested by B, min. and Fathers; an<l arose en.o;,ily 
out of the context. - ovxi Kat1 Elz.: oux) Oe Kat, against decisive 
testimony. The oe was easily introduced into the text by the 
contrast, whether the two questions might be taken separately, 
or together as one. -e,re,,rEp] A BCD*"' N, min., Clem. Or. Cyr. 
Didym. Damasc.: e171"Ep. Recommended by Griesb.; adopted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But how easily may the E71"Et71"Ep, only 
occurring here in the N. T., and therefore unfamiliar to the 
copyists, have been exchanged for the familiar e11rEp ! 

Vv. 1,1 2 . .As an inference (oJv) from ii 28, 29, the objection 
might now be made from the Jewish standpoint against the 
Apostle, that he quite does away with the advantage of Judaism 
and the benefit of circumcision. This objection he therefore 
raises in h,i,s own person, in order to remove it himself immedi­
ately, ver. 2 ff. - To 1rEpt<T<To11 K.T.A.] the superiority (Matth. v. 
4 7, xi. 9; Plat. Ap. S. p. 20 C; Lucian. Prom. I; Plut. Demosth. 
3) of the Jew, i.e. what he has as an advantage over the Gentile, 
the Jewish surplus. The following ~ ( or, to express it in other 
words) TLr; ~ w<f>e:\. T- 7rEpLT, presents substantially the same 
question in a more specific form. - ,roXu1 M1wh, namely, is the 
,rept<T<Tov of the Jew or the benefit of circumcision.2 The neuter 
comprehends the answer to both; and it must not therefore be 
said that it ap]:Jlies only to the first question, leaving the second 
without further notice. It is moreover clear from what preced& 
and follows, that Paul meant the 7rEpt<T<Tov not in a moral, but 
in a theocratic sense j comp. ix. 4 f. - KaTa 71"CIJ/Ta Tp07r0J/] in 

1 On chap. iii. see Mattl1ias, ezeget. .Abl1a11dlu11g abcr vv. 1-20 (a scbool­
programme), Hanau 1851 ; and the same author's work: das dritte Kap. d. Br. 
an d. Rom, ein ezeg. Versuch, Cassel 1857; James Morison, A critical ezpositio11 
of the Third Chapter of Paul's Epi.stle to the Romans, Lond. 1866. 

~ This answer is the Apostle's, not the reply or o. Jew o.ssertinghis 1rtpurtr&11, whom 
Paul then interrupts in ver. 4 with µ71 -yi,o,ro (Bo.ur in the tlteol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 69) 
-a breaking up or the text into dialogue, which if neither necessnry nor in nny wny 
indicated, and which is not supported by any o.no.logy of other passages. Accord­
ing to Mehring Paul bas written ver. 2, and in fe.ct onward to ver. 8, as the 
sentiments of a Jew to be summarily dealt with, who in 1rpwrov hnd it in view 
to enumerate yet further advantuges, but whose mouth wo.s closed by ver. 9. 
The unforced exposition of the successive verses does not permit this view ; and 
ii. 25-29 is not at variance with ver. 2, but, on the contrary, leaves sufficiently 
open to the Apostle the recognition of Jewish privileges, which he begins to 
e1>ecify ; comp. ii. 26 and ix. 4 I. 
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e1:e1·y v:ay (Xen. Anab. vi. 6, 30), in whatever light the ruattet 
may be considered. See examples in W etstein. The opposite: 
KaT' ovoe11a Tpo1ro11, 2 Mace. xi. 31; Poly b. iv. 84, 8, viii. 27, 2. 
It is an undue anticipation to take the expression as hyperbolical 
(Reiche), since we do not know how the detailed illustration, 
which is only begun, would be further pursued. - 1rpWT011] first 
of all,firstly, it is a prerogative of the Jew, or advantage of circum­
cision, that etc. The Apostle consequently begins to illustrate 
the 1r0Au according to its individual elements, but, just after 
mentioning the first point, is led away by a thought connected 
with it, so that all further enumeration (possibly by elTa, Xen. 
:Jfem. iii 6, 9) is dropped, and not, as Grotius strangely thinks, 
postponed to ix. 4. Compare on i. 8 ; 1 Cor. xi. 18. • As the µev 
was evidently meant to be followed by a corresponding U, it was 
a mere artificial explaining away of the interruption of the dis­
course, to render 1rpWT011 praecipue (Beza, Calvin, Toletus, Estius, 
Calovius, Wolf, Kappe, Glockler, and others; compare also Hof­
mann: " before all things"), or to say with Th. Schott, that it 
indicates the b~ from which the 1roA11 follows. -ST, £1r1<rT. T. 

Aoy,a T, 0eoii] that they (the Jews) were entr1.,sted 1.ivith the utter­
ances of God, namely, in the holy Scriptures given to them, 
uevoutly to preserve these Aoy,a as a Divine treasure, and to 
maintain them for all nges of God's people as their and their 
children's (comp. Acts ii. 39) possession. On the Greek form of 
expression 1r1a.-e11oµal Tt (1 Cor. ix. 17; Gal. ii. 7), see Winer, 
p. 244 [E. T. 326]. - Ta Aoy1a T. 0eoii] eloquia Dei. That by this 
general expression (xp'ltrµoui; avTofr avw0ev KQT'111€)(0E11Tai;, Chry­
sostom), which always receives its more precise definition from 
the context (Acts vii. 38; Heb. v. 12; 1 Pet. iv. 11; compare 
the passages from the Septungint in Schleusner, Tlics. III. p. 464, 
from Philo in Loesner, p. 248 ; and see especially Dleek on Ilcb. 
II. 2, p. 114 f.), Paul means here KaT' i[ox~v the lllessianic pro­
phetic-utterances, is shown by vn. 3, where the a.1r11rT1a of the 
Jews leaves no room for mistake as to the contents of the Aoyia. 
Compare al £1rayyeA1a,, ix. 4. These Aoy,a T. 0wu are con­
tained not merely in the prophets proper (Acts iii. 24), but even in 
the Pentateuch (covenant with Abraham, the promise of Moses); 
yet the law is not meant, nor even jointly included (Matthias), 
ago.inst which ver. 3 testifies. Just as little is there meant: all 
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nialcing lcnou:n of God in tlie hi,sto1-y of salvation" (Hofmann), 
which is too general, and is extended by Hofmann even to the 
New Testament revelations. Regarding the classic use of Xoyia, 1 

prophecies, see Kriiger on Thuc. ii. 8, 2, and generally Locella, 
ad Xen. Eph. p. 152 f. 

Ver. 3. Not au objection to the preceding, but a guarantee of 
the £7rltrTev0. T<l Xoyia T. 0eov Just mentioned, as something that 
has not been cancelled and revoked through the partial unbelief 
of the people. " Fo1· how ? what u the case ? 2 If some refused 
the faith, will tlieir unbelief make void the faithfulness of God ?" 
will it produce the effect that God shall now regard the promises 
once committed to the Jews as void, and Himself as no longer 
bound to His word therein pledged ? The ~1rla-T11trav and the 
a.1r1trTla are by the context necessarily referred to the Xoyia T. 

0eov; the unbelief of a part of the Jews in the promises mani­
fested itself, namely, by their rejecting the Messiah who had 
appeared according to the promise. So in substance also Mat­
thias, who nevertheless apprehends the notion of a.1rtCTT. as un­
faithfulness towards what was entrusted to them, which the Tlve~ 
did not use for the purpose of letting themselves be led thereby to 
Christ. But a.1rttrTeiv and a.1r1a-Tla (even in 2 Tim. ii. 13) mean 
specifically throughout the N. T. (see in this Epistle iv. 20, xi. 
20, 23; compare Morison, p. 23) unbelief, not unfaithfulness, 
although Hofmann also ultimately comes to adopt this notion. 
This remark also applies against the supposition of Ki:illner, de 
W ette, Mehring, and older writers, that Paul meant the unfaith­
fulness (the d-isobedience) of the Jews in the times before CMist.8 

Such a view is opposed to the context; and must not the idea, 
that the earlier breaches of covenant on the part of the Jews 

1 The word is not a diminutive form (Philippi, who finds in it the usunl brevity 
of oracular uttere.nces), but the neuter form of M-y,or. Tht1 diminutive roncep­
tion, little utterances, is expressed not by M-y,ov, but by >.o-yl6,ov, Pint. En_p;. p. 
401 E. This e.pplies e.lso in opposition to Morison. 

1 -rl -yrip; compare Phil. i. 18. Elz., Bengel, e.nd Le.chm. place the sign ol 
interroge.tion after rivir. Vo.n Hengel follows them, also Th. Schott o.nd Hof­
mann. It is impossible to decide the question. Still, even in classic e.uthors, the 
-rl -ydp; standing a.lone is frequent, "ubi quis cum alncrito.te quailom nd nov11nl 
11ententi11m tre.nsgreditur,'' Kiihner, ad Xe11. Mein. ii. 6, 2; Jo.cobs. ad Del. epigr. 
vi. 60 ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 73 f. 

a Especially would -rlv,r be quite unsuitable, because it would be absolutely 
untrue. All were disobedient e.nd unfaithful. See ver. 9 lf. 
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might possibly annul the Xoy1a, have been wholly strange to 
Paul and his Jewish readers, since they knew from experience 
that, even when the Jews had heaped unfaithfulness upon unfaith­
fulness, God always committed to them anew, through His pro­
phets, the promises of the Messiah? In the mind of the Apostle 
the idea of the -rrap€1Tli; TWJ/ 7rp0)'€)'01/0T(J)J/ aµapT'}µU.TWII was 
fixed (ver. 25; Acts xvii. 30). Therefore we cannot under­
stand (with Philippi) unbelief in the promises shown in the 
period before Christ to be here referred to. But according to the 
doctrine of faith in the promised One who had come, as the con­
dition of the Messianic salvation, the doubt might very easily 
arise: May not the partial unbelief of the Jews since the appear­
ance of Christ, to whom the Xoy1a referred, possibly cancel the 
divine utterances of promise committed to the nation ? N otwith­
standing the simple and definite conception of a1r11TTe111 through­
out the N. T., Hofmann here multiplies the ideas embraced so as 
to include as well disobedience to the law as unbelief towards the 
Gospel and unbelief towards the prophetic word of promise-a 
grouping together of very different significations, which is the con­
sequence of the erroneous and far too wide sense assigned to the 
Xoy1a T. 0€0u. - T~J/ 1ri1TTIJ/ T. 0eou] The genitive is necessarily 
determined to be the genitive of the subject, partly by~ a1r11TTia 

aiiTwv, partly by ver. 4, and partly by 0eov OtKalOIT. in ver. 5. 
Therefore: the fides IJei in keeping the Xoy1a, keeping His w01·d, in 
virtue of which He does not abandon His promises to His people.1 

Compare 2 Tim. ii. 13, and the frequent 1r11TToi; o 0eo~, 1 Cor. i. 9, 
x. 13; 2 Cor. i 18 al.-Observe further that Paul designates the 
unbelievel'8 only by -r111l,;, some, which is not contemptuous or ironi­
cal (Tholuck, Philippi; compare Bengel), nor intended as a milder 
exprei1sion (Grotius), but is rather employed to place in a strongc1· 
light the negation of tlie effect under discussion; and, considering 
the relative import of T111l,;, it is not at variance with the 

1 It is the fides, qua Deus promissis atat, not in rel\lity different from the iden 
or the cl>.,,11~, in ver. 4. The word ,rl<TTu, however, is seltettd 11s the corrclntivc 
of clrurTl<1. Despite the Jewish clr10-Tl<1 it continues the cnse, not that God has 
been rlo-Tor (in thftt, namely, He has spoken nmong the people, Hofmnnn thinks). 
but that He is ,rl<TTof, in that, nnmely, He does not nllow Himself to be moved by 
that cir1<TTl<1 T&Vwv to become likewise 4r,o-Tof, which He would be, if He left His 
own M-y1<1 committed to the Jews unfulfilled. He will not 111low this case of the 
a1111ulling of His ri<TT1t to occur. Con1parc :? Tim. ii. 13. 
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truth, for although there were rnany ( TLver Ka~ r.o),),ol ye, Plat. 
Phaed. p. 58 D), still they were not all. Compare xi 17, and ou 
1 Cor. x. 7; Kruger, § 51, 16, 14. 

Ver. 4. Let it Mt be (jar be it)! but God is to be truthful, i.e. 
His truthfulness is to be the actual result produced (namely, in 
the carrying out of His Messianic plan of salvation), and every 
man a liar. To this it shall come; the development of the holy 
divine economy to this final state of the relation between God 
a.ad men, is what Paul knows and wishes. - µ~ yevoLTo] The 
familiar formula of negation by which the thing asked is 
repelled with abhorrence, corresponding to the ;:,~1~~ (Gen. xliv. 
17; Josh. xxii. 29; 1 Sa:.n. xx. 2), is used by Paul particu­
larly often in our Epistle, elsewhere in Gal. ii. 17, iii. 21, 1 Cor. 
vi 15, always in a dialectic discussion. In the other writings of 
the N. T. it occurs only at Luke xx. 16, but is current in later 
Greek authors (Raphel, Arrian. in Zoe. ; Sturz, de dial. Al. p. 
204 ). - yivea-0w] not equivalent to <f,avepoua-0w, <J.7r00ELKI/IJ(1'e~ 

(Theophylact), but the historical result which shall come to pass, 
the actual Theodicee that shall talce place. This indeed in reality 
amounts to a <f,avepoua-0ai, but it is expressed by yLVia-0w, aceord­
ing to its objective reality, which demonstrates itself. In that 
which God (and man) does, He becomes actually what according 
to His nature He is. - 1rar 0€ av0p. y.,eua-T.] By no means un­
essential (Riickert), or merely a concomitant circumstance (Th. 
Schott), is designed, and that all the more forcibly without a 
preceding µev, to appropriate the aX~0eia exclusively to God, in 
contrast to ~1rla-T. TLV£r, ver. 3, outbidding this TLver by 1ru.r. 

Every man is a liar, if he does not perform the service to which 
he has become bound, as is brought to light in the case of the 
Ttver by their a.1r1a-Tla, since as members of the people of God 
they had bound themselves to faith in the divine promises. That 
Paul had Ps. cxvi. 11 in view (Calvin, Wolf, and mo.ny others) 
is the more doubtful, seeing that he immediately quotes arwther 
passage. - 81rwr llv 81K, K.T.X.] Ps. li. 6 exactly after the LXX. 
Independently of the more immediate connection and sense of 
the original text, J>aul seizes on the type of the relation discussed 
by him, which is involved in the words of the Psalm, in the form 
in which they are reproduced by the LXX.1 and that in thP. sense: 

1 'fhc innccuracies in tho translution of the LXX. must be candidly nckuow• 
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that thou mayest be justified, i.e. acknowledged as faultless and 
upright, in thy words, and prevail (in substance the same as the 
previous 8uca«.J0or) when thou disputest, namely, with men against 
whom thou defendest and followest out thy right. From this 
second clause results that 1rar 0€ O.J10p. V,-€VtIT'Jf• The exact appro­
priateness of this view in the connection is decisive against the 
explanation commonly adopted formerly after the Vulgate and 
Luther, and again preferred by Mehring, which takes KpiJ1etI0al 
as passii:e ( when thou art S'ltbjected to judgment). On the use of the 
middle, to dispute with, compare LXX. Job ix. 3, xiii. 19, and other 
passages in Schleusner, Thes. III. p. 385 f. This use has been 
properly maintained by Beza, Bengel, and others; also Matthias, 
Tholuck, Philippi, van Hengel, Ewald, Hofmann, and Morison. 
Compare 1 Cor. vi. 1; Matth. v. 40. - €JI Toir Xoyo1r tIOU] i.e. in 
that which thou ha.st S]JOken. And that is the category to which 
those Xoy,a belong, as to which the Apostle has just repelled the 
idea that God will not keep them on account of the a.1r1tITia of 
the TIJ1Ef and will thereby prove untrue. The sense" in sentcntia 
Jerenda," when thou passest a sentence (Philippi), cannot be 
taken out of €JI -r. Xoy. tiou, since God is not represented a3 

iudge, but as litigant, over whom the justifying judicial decision 
is pronounced. The view of Hofmann is also erroneous : that 
it denotes the accusations, which God may b1·ing against men. 
.For the text represents God indeed as the pnrty gaining the 
verdict and prevailing, but not as the accuser preferring cha1'{Jes; 
and the Xoyo1, in respect of which He is declared justified, point 
back so directly to the Xoy1a in ver. 2, that this very correlation 
has occasioned the selection of the particular passage from Ps. 
li. - JltKuv, like vincere, used of prevailing in a process; compare 
Xen. Mem. iv. 4, 17; Dern. 1436, 18 al. The opposite: ~TT«tI0ai 

- On i-rrw~ (here in order that in the event of decision) see 
Hartung, JJartikell. II. p. 286, 289; Klotz, ad IJcvar. p. 685. 

Vv. 5, 6. In vv. 3 and 4 it was declared that the unbelief of a 
part. of the Jews would not make void the truthfulness of God, 
but that, on the contrary, the latter should be triumphantly 

ledged ; still they do not yield any essential dift'erence oC eense from the idea 01 

the original text. These inaccura.cies consist in il::l fT-1 (insona sis) bciug reu<lere<l 

in the LXX. by ""'~ITTI•, 11nd 1~!)1,?:l (cum judicaa) b~ing translated lr T,i 1tpl,r11• 
y ~ 't' ; 

Ila.In. 
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justified. Ilut how easily might this be misconstrued by a Jew 
of the common type as a pretext for his immorality: "the 
unrighteousness of man in fact brings out more clearly the 
righteousness of God, and therefore may not be righteously 
punished by God!" To preclude this misconception and false in­
ference, which so abruptly run counter to his doctrine of universal 
human guilt, and to leave no pretext remaining (observe before­
hand the Tl oi5v ; 7ipoExoµE0a in ver. 9), Paul, having in view 
such thoughts of an antagonist, proposes to himself and his 
readers the question: "But if our unrighteousness show forth the 
righteousness of God, what shall we say (infer)? Is God then 
1mrighteous, who inflicteth wrath?" And he disposes of it in 
the first instance by the categorical answer (ver. 6): No, other­
wise God could not be fudge of the world. The assumption, that 
this question is occasioned really and seriously by what goes 
before, and called forth from the Apostle himself (Hofmann), is 
rendered untenable by the very addition KaT?i av0pc,nrov Xiyw. 
- ~ a.81Kla ~µwv] Quite general: our unrighteousness, abnormal 
rnoral condition. To this general category belongs also the 
a.7rtcrTla, ver. 3. Paul has regarded the possible Jewish mis­
conception, the notion of which occasions his question, as a 
general, but for that reason all the more dangerous inference from 
vv. 3 and 4, in which the words a.OtKla and 81Katocru1111 are sug• 
gested by the passage from the Psalms in ver. 4. - ~µwv] is said 
certainly in the character of the aoucol in general, and stands in 
relation to the 7T'U~ OE av0pw7ro~ -V,EUCT7'1/~ in ver. 4. But as the 
whole context is directed against the Jews, and the application 
to these is intended in the general expressions, and indeed ex­
pressly made in ver. 19, Paul speaks here also in such a way that 
the Jewish consciousness, from which, as himself a Jew, be speaks, 
lies at the bottom of the general form of his representation. - The 
protasis El .... cruvf o-T110-i is a concessum, which is in itself correct 
(ver. 4); but the inference, which the Jewish self-justification 
might draw from it, is rejected with horror. Observe in this 
protasis the emphatic juxtaposition ~µwv 0rnu; and in the 
apodosis the accent which lies on aOLKO~ and 7'~11 opy~v. - 0wu 
8iKat00-. o-uvlo-T110-i] proves God's righteousness (comp. v. 8; 2 Cor. 
vi. 4-, vii. 11; Gal ii. 18; Susann. 61; frequently in Polyb 
I)hilo, etc.); makes it apparent beyond doubt, that God is 
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without fault, and such as He must be. The contrast to ~ a.oucia 
~µwv requires 01Ka1ocr. to be to.ken thus generally, and forbids its 
being explained of a particular attribute (truth: Beza, Piscator, 
Estius, Koppe, and others; goodness: Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Grotius, Rosenmuller), as well as its being taken in the sense of 
i 17 (van Hengel). -The Tt ipo{,µev (3 Esr. viii. 82) is used by 
Paul only in the Epistle to the Romans (iv. 1, vi. 1, vii. 7, viii. 
31, ix. 14, 30). Compare, however, generally on such questions 
arousing interest and enlivening the representation, Blomfield, 
Gloss. in Aesch. Pers. 1013, Dissen, ad ])em. de cor. p. 346 f. - µ~ 
G.OLKO~ 0 0eo~ 0 £1it<f,. T. opy~v] This question 1 is so put that ( as 
in ver. 3) a negati'l:e answer is expected, since Paul has floatiug 
before his mind an impious objection conceived of Ka.;..u av0pw1rov. 
See Hermann, ad Vige-r. p. 789, 810; Hartung, l'artil.:ell. II. p. 
159; Baeumlein, p. 302 f. Hence: God is not um-igMeous tlicn, 
who dea/,eth uTath? This in opposition to Iliickert and Philippi, 
who make the questioner expect an affinnat·ive answer, which 
can never be the case. In those passages in Greek authors, 
where an affirmative reply notwithstanding follows, it invariably 
does so C<Y,llrary to the ex-pectation of the questioner; see Killmer, 
II. 2, p. 1024. aouco~, prefixed with emphasis, is, on account of its 
relation to o i1r1<f,. T. opy11v, to be understood in the strict 
judicial signification iinriglttcous, which is confirmed hy vv. 6-
and 7. For examples of i1r1<f,epe1v used to express the prnctical 
infliction of wrath or punishment see Tiaphel, Polyb.,· Kypke, 
11. p. 160. The article with the participle indicates the relation 
as well-knou-n; and T~v opy,jv (Sin.• adds avToii) denotes the 
wrath definitely conceived of as iitdicial, inflicted at the judg­
rnent. Compare Hitschl, de ira J)ei, p. 15. - KaTU a110pw1rov 
Xtyw] To preclude his being misunderstood, as if he were askiug 
et' <ie;, a.OtKia i,µwv .... µ~ UOLKO~ K.T.A. from his OWJl enlightened 
Christian view, Paul remarks parenthetically that he snys this 
according to a human standard (IlernharJy, p. 2-U), after the 
fashion of ordinary humanity, quite apart from his own higher 
standpoint of divine enlightenment, to which the idea expressed 

1 After µfi, lpovµE~ is not ngnin to be nn<lefljtood, nnd then 43,Kor K. T. >.. to be 
token as e. que~tion ensuing thtTc(fl& (:Mnngo!J, p. 106). A brcukiug up of the 
construction without due gIOunJ. Compnre, rnthcr, ix. 14, a passnge which in 
form nlso is perfectly parallel to this one. 

L K 
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in that question would be foreign, and speaking only in accord­
ance with mere human reason. Compare 1 Cor. ix. 8 ; Gal 
iii. 15; Soph. Aj. 761: KaT' av0pwr.ov <f,povei. "I say this just 
as an ordinary man, not under the influence of the divine Spirit, 
may well say it." Respecting the expression KaTa a.v0p., which 
is capable according to the context of great variety of meaning, 
compare Fritzsche in Zoe. It is wrongly inferred from KaTa. 
av0p. Xlyw that the question µ; U.OLKO~ K.T.A, was meant to 
receive an affirmative answer, because as a negative query it 
would not be KaTa. av0p. (see Philippi). But this view overlooks 
tl1e fact that the whole thought, which is implied in the question 
calculated though it is for a negative reply,-the thought of the 
unrighteousness of God in punishing-can in fact only be put into 
expression KaTa av0pw1rov; in the higher Christian insight a 
conception so blasphemous and deserving of abhorrence can find 
neither place nor utterance. The apology however, involved in 
KaTa av0p. Xlyw, is applicable only to what goes before, not to 
what follows, to which Mehring, Th. Schott and Hofmann refer 
it. This is the more obvious, since what immediately follows 
is merely a repudiating µ~ ylvotTo, and the E1rEl K.T.A., which 
assigns the ground for this repudiation, is by no means au idea 
outside the range of revelation, the application of which to a 
rational inference, and one too so plainly right, cannot transfer it 
to the lower sphere of the KaTa av0 p. A€')'€1 v. - Ver. 6. €7r€i1 
gives the ground of the µ1', ylvo1To; for (if the God who inflicts 
wrath is unrighteous) lww will it be possible that He sliall judge 
the world? The future is to be left in its purely future sense, 
since it refers to a future act taking place at any rate, as 
to which the only difficulty would be to see how it was to 
be accomplished, if, etc. On J1rel, for otherwise, see Buttrnann, 
neut. Gr. p. 308. KptvEi has the emphasis. - Tov KaCTµov 
is to be taken, with most expositors, generally as meaning 
all mankind (compare ver. 19). To be judge of the world 
and yet, as i1r1rj>lpwv T, opy., to be ao1Ko~, is a contradiction of 
terms; the certainty that God is the former would become an 
impossibility if He were the latter. Compare Gen. xviii. 25. 
Koppe, Reiche, Schrader, Olshausen, and Jatho, following older 
authorities, take it only of the Gentile world (xi. 12; 1 Cor. vi. 2, 
xi. 32): " In that case God could not punish even the Gentile 
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world for its idolatry, since it is only in contrast therewith that 
the true worship of God appears in its full value" (Reiche) 
But, in this explanation, the very essential idea: " since .... 
appears" has first of all to be imported, an expedient which, in 
presence of the simplicity and clearness of our view, cannot but 
seem arbitrary. Even the following proof, ver. 7 f., does not 
present a reference directly to the judgment of the Gentiles. The 
argument itself rests on the premiss that God can carry out the 
judgment of the world only as One who is righteous in His decreeing 
of wrath. The opposite would be impossible, not only subjec­
tively, in God Himself (Th. Schott), but also objectively, as 
standing in contradiction to the notion of a world-judgment.. 
See ver. 7 f. This proposition however is so perfectly certain to 
the consciousness of jaith, out of which Paul asserts it, that there 
is no ground either for complaining of the weakness of the proof 
(Riickert), or for reading the thoughts that form the proof 
between the lines (Fritzsche and Mehring, with varying arbitrari­
ness); the more especially as afterwards, in ver. 7, a still further 
confirmation of the e-;rel .... KOCTµov follows. 

Ver. 7 f. The €'ll"fl 'll"WS' Kp1ve'i () 01:os- T. KOCTµ. receives its illus­
trative confirmation; for as to the case of God, who would thus bll 
unrighteo1ts and nevertheless is to j1tdge the world, every ground 
for judging man as a sinner must be superseded by the cir­
cumstance already discussed, viz. that His truth ho.s been glori­
fied by man's falsehood (ver. 4 f.); and (ver. 8) as to the case of 
man himself, there would result the principle directly worthy of 
condemnation, that he should do evil in order that good might 
come. Comp. Th. Schott, and in substance also Hofmann and Mori­
son. The argument accordingly rests on the basis, that in the case 
put (e,rel from ver. 6) the relation of God to the judgrnent of the 
world would yield two absurd consequences. (See this, as early as 
Chrysostom.) Another view is that of Calvin, Beza, Grotius, 
Wolf, and many others, including Rtickert, Kollner, Tholuck, 
Philippi o.nd U mbreit, that tl1e objection of ver. 5 is here amplified. 
But it is quite as arbitrary and in fact impossible (hence I>hilippi 
resorts to the violent expedient of putting in a parenthesis not 
only KaTa ai,0p. >..Jyw, but also µ~ ylvoi-ro .... KOCTµov), with 
the reference of yap, to overleap entirely ver. 6, as it is strange 
to make the discourse so completely abrupt and to represent tho 
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Apostle as making no reply at all to the first part of the alleged 
amplification of the objection (to ver. 7), and as replying to the 
second part (ver. 8) only by an anathema sit ! (wv 'T. Kp. lvo. n. 
Against the view of Reiche, who, following Koppe, Rosemni.iller, 
and Flatt, thinks that the Gentile is introduced as speaking in 
ver. 7 (compare Olshausen), we may decisively urge the close 
connection therewith of ver. 8, where Paul includes him.self also, 
but does not" take speech in hand again" (Reiche). See besides 
on -rov Ko1Tµo11, ver. 6.- a\~0£ta and o/€VITµa-rt are terms chosen in 
reference to ver. 4, because the question proposed in ver. 5 was 
in fact suggested by that verse; but they represent, as ver. 5 
proves, the ideas of 0£Kato1Tv111'/ and aotKta; hence: the moral truth, 
i.e. the holy righteousness of God (see on John iii. 21; Eph. v. 9; 
Phil. iv. 8), and the m,oral falsehood, i.e. the immorality (Rev. 
xxii. 15). wickedness of man.1 - E7r€pilTIT€UIT€11 €LS' 'T. oof. auToii] 
has abounded richly to His glory, that is, has shown itself in 
superabundant measure, which redounds to His glory. The 
stress of this protasis lies on ev T'fJ eµcp o/€V1Tµan - The aorist 
denotes the result of the having abounded, which suLsists at the 
day of jndgment (realised as present by -ri .. .. Kp111oµai) as up to 
that point accomplished fact. - lT1] namely, after that assumed 
result has occuned. - Kuyw] emphasising the contradictory rela­
tion to the contents of the protasis, according to which this eyw 

seems actually to have dcscrvecl something of God: even 1 
(Baeumlein, Partilc. p. 150) who have notwithstanding glorified 
God through my '\y£VITµa. So in substance (" just I" according 
to Hermann, acl Viger. p. 837) also Tholuck and Morison; com­
pare Philippi: "even I still." There lies in the expression some­
thing of boldness and defiance; but it is not equivalent to Kul 

auTos-, or auTo<; eyw, to the meaning of which Th. Schott aml 
Hofmann ultimately bring it(" even personally still"). We may 
add that this first person, individualising just like the preceding 
one (e11 -r. eµ~ 'Y-), of course represents the sinnc1· in genei-al (with 
an intended applicatio~ to the Jews, see on ver. 5 f), and not the 
Apostle hirnself, as Schrader and Fritzsche think. Against this 
latter theory it is decisive that Kpl11oµa1 after ver. G must indicate, 

1 Those who tnke vrr. 7 f. as spoken in the person of the Gentile (see especinlly 
Heidi~) explain the <iX,jl/w, 0cov oi the true religion (how entirely opposctl to nr. 
4 !), feur1µ.a.n of itlolutry, and aµ.a.prwMs as Gentile. 
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not the judgment of enemies, but necessarily the divine act of 
judging. -ws- ciµapT.] as a sinner, not "as a Gentile" (Reiche, 
Mehring), and others.-Ver. 8. Kat µ1i] Before µ17 we must again 
supply Tl: and why should we not, etc. Respecting Tl'µTJ, quidni, 
see Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 162. Accordingly, as Kai continues 
the question, only a comma is to be placed after Kpi11oµa1. -As 
regards the construction, Paul has dropped the plan of the sen­
tence begun with Kat µT] (and why should v;e not do e?Jil, etc.), 
being led away from it by the inserted remark, and has joined 0T1 

7rOIT)CTWµev in direct address (let 1/,S do) to the Aeye111, so that OTI 
is recitative. But on account of this very blending there is no 
necessity either to make a parenthesis or to supp_ly anything. 
For similar attractions (compare especially Xen. A nab. vi. 4, 18) 
in which the discourse is interrupted by an intervening clause, 
and then continued in a regimen dependent on the latter and no 
longer suitable to the beginning, see Hermann ad Viger. p. 745, 
89-!; Bernbardy, p. 464; Dissen, acl JJem. de cor. p. ~46, 418, 
Kruger, gramm. Untcrs. p. 457 ff. Many erroneous attempts 
have been made by commentators (see the various explanations 
in Morison) to bring out an unbroken construction, as e.g. tlrn 
supplying of epouµev or some such word after µT] (Erasmus, Cal­
vin, Wolf, Koppe, Benecke, and others, also van Hengel). Even 
the expedient of Matthias is untenable.1 The same may he said 
of that of Hofmann, who supplies an ecrTlv after ,ea, µ17, and 
renders: "Why does it not happen to me according to that, as (Ka0ws-) 
we are slandered," etc. But if it is quite gratuitous to supply 
ecrTl, it is still more so to make this ecrTi equivalent to ylveTat 
µ01. Besides the negation, which, according to our construction, 

1 He brings forwnrd the mo,lal definition: ws d.µ.a.prwMs 118 the ru11in element; 
then the molinlity or the Kplvoµ.a., opposed to this is .:a.I µ.71 ica.8wt fJ'll.a.1T,f,1Jp.. ic.T. 'II..: 
"Why then am even I still judged like II ainneT, an,! not mther nccol'(\ing to that, 
which we are slanderously reported of, am! which some affirm that we sny: nnmely, 
according to thia, Let us do evil, that good may come 1" Instcali or saying: ica.l µ.~ wr 
..-011j1Ta.t Ta. d-ya.8d, Paul, in the inliignntion or excited reeling, gives to the thought 
which he hall begun the different tum which it presents in the text. With tbis 
artificial interpretntioa, we must remember that Paul would have wi·itten ,ia.l o~ 
instead of ,ia.l µ.71, since it ill an objective relation that is here in question (com­
pare Col. ii 8 al.) ; that instead or ,ca.8ws we should h11ve expected the repetition 
or the.:,,; and that the notion of ,cplmv, as it prevails in the connection (com­
pnre also the following T~ icpiµ.a), does not suit the asaumed thought, wr ro1711Ta1 
ra. d-ya.8ci. Comp. nlso Morison, p. 79. 
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harmonises with the deliberative sense, would necessarily be not 
µ~ but ov, since it would negative the reality of the 1:lvai under­
stood (1 Cor. vi. 7; Luke xix. 23, xx. 5 al.). The correct view is 
held also by Winer and Buttmann (p. 235, 211), Philippi and 
Morison. - Ka0w~ (3Xacnpl/µ,] as we (Chri,stians) are calumniated, 
namely, as if we did evil in order that, etc. Then the following 
Ka; Ka0w~ . ... Xey1:1v contains the accusation, current possibly in 
Rome also, that the Christians were in the habit of repeating 
this maxim even as a doctrinal proposition. As to the distinction 
between </>11µ1. (to assert) and Xeyw, compare on 1 Cor. x. 15. What 
may have occasioned such slanders against the Christians? Cer­
tainly their non-observancP of the Mosaic law, to which they ven­
tured to deem themselves not bound, in order to gain eternal life 
by the grace of Goel through faith in the redemptive work of 
Christ, which was an offence to the Jews. The plural is not to 
be referred to Paul alone, which would be arbitrary on account of 
the preceding singular; the Christians are conceived as Pauline 
(comp. Acts xxi. 21); and on the part of Jews and J udaizers (T1ve~, 
certain people, as in 1 Cor. xv. 12) are slanderously and falsely 
(for see v. 20, vi 1, 15 ff.) accused of doing evil that good might 
come (might ensue as result). Under this general category, 
namely, the calumniators reduced the bearing of the Christians, 
so far as the latter, without regulating their conduct by the Mo­
saic law, were nevertheless assured, and professed, that they 
should through faith in Uhrist obtain the divine blessings of 
salvation. That general accusation was an injurious abstract 
inference thence deduced. - wv] i.e. of those, who follow this 
principle destructive of the whole moral order of God. They form 
the nearest logical subject. With just indignation the Apostle 
himself, having a deep sense of morality, makes us feel in con­
clusion by Jv TO Kpiµa K.T.A. how deserving of puni,shment is the 
consequence, which, if God be regardecl as an unrighteous judge 
of the world, must ensue for moral conduct from the premiss 
that God is glorified by the sin of men. The reference of wv to 
the slanderers (Theodoret, Grotius, Tholuck, Mehring, Hofmann) 
is unsuitable, because it separates the weighty closing sentence 
from the argumentation itself, and makes it merely an accessory 
thought. - TO Kpiµa] The definite judicial sentence, decree of 
punishment at the last judgmcnt. -1vo1Kov] accordant with jus• 



CHAP. Ill 9. 151 

tice, rightful Compare Heb. ii. 2. Frequently used in classic 
writers. 

Ver. 9. When Paul, in vv. 6-8, has defended the righteousness 
of God as decreeing wrath (ver. 5) in the face of the proposition, 
correct in itself, that human sin turns out to God's glory, he has 
thereby also deprived the sinner of all the defence, which he 
might derive from the misapplication of that proposition. This 
position of the case, as it results from vv. 6-8 (oJv), he now ex­
presses, and that in the lively form of an interrogation, here 
accompanied by a certain triumph: What then ? Are we in the. 
position to apply a defence for ourselves ? '\Ve cannot therefore 
with most expositors (including Tholuck, Philippi, Bisping) 
assume that Paul here reverts to ver. 1.-That the ·punctuation 
should not be Tl oJv 1rpoE)(_oµ,;0a; (as it is given by Oecumenius, 1 
Koppe, Th. Schott) is plain from the answer, which is not ov8£v 

1rarrwf, but ov 1rarrw~. And that in adopting the general in­
clusive form Paul speaks from the standpoint of the Jewish con­
sciousness, and not in the person of the Christians (Hofmann), is 
apparent from the context both before (see vv. 3, 5, 7) and after 
('louoalouf Tf Kai "EAA., and see ver. 19). -Tl oiv] SC. EITTL (Acts 
xxi. 22; 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26), what takes place then? how is then 
the state of the case ? Compare vi. 15, x~. 7; frequent in clns­
sical write~; comp. on vv. 3, 5. - 1rpoexoµ,;0a] Do we put for­
warcl (anything) in our drfcnce ? Is it the case with us, that 
something serves us as a defence, that can secure us against the 
punitive righteousness of God ? 1rpoexe111, which in the nclivll 
form means to holcl before, to have in advance, to bring forward, 
and intransitively to be prominent, also to excel (see Wetstein, also 
Ileiche, Comment. crit. I. p. 24), has in the middle simply the sig­
nification to hold before oneself, to have before oneself, either in the 
proper sense, e.g. of holding forth spears for defence (Hom. Il. 
xviL 355), or of having oxen in front (Od. iii. 8), or of holdillg in 
front the ram's head (Herou. ii 42), etc., or in the ethical sense : 
to put forward, 1r poux11µa 1ro1ei0a1, to apply something for one's own 
defence, as in Soph. Ant. 80: uu µEv Tao' llv 1rpouxo1', Thuc. i. 
140, 5 and Kruger in loc., and also Valckenaer, ad fr. Callim. 
p. 227. More frequent in Greek writers is the form 1rpo1irx,;u-

0a1, in this sense, as e.g. Time. i. 26, 2. Compare also 1rpo<j)au1v 

7rpo1~xeu0ai, Herod. vi. 117, viii 3; Herodian, iv. 14, 3; Dem. 
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in Schol. Hcrmog. p. 106, 16: r.pot(jxe(j0ai 110µ011. This sense of 
the word is therefore rightly urged by Hemsterhuis, Venema, 
Koppe, Benecke, Fritzsche (" 1ttimurne praetextu? "), Krehl, 
Ewald, Morison; compare also Th. Schott. This explanation is 
the only one warranted by linguistic usage,1 as well as suited to 
the connection (see above). The most usual rendering (adopted 
by Tholuck, Kemner, de Wette, Riickcrt, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Philippi, Baur, Umbreit, Jatho, and Mangold) is that of the 
Peschito and Vulgate (praecellimus eos ?), and of Theophylact: 
' , "\. , ' , 1' ,.. , 'I _1'I ... r , , 
exoµe11 -rt 7r/\.€OII •••• Kai evooKtµouµev oi ovoatot, w~ -rov 11oµov 

' ' ' ~ c' C Th d ' ~ ' Kai -r1111 7rEpt-roµ1711 oef. aµe11ot. ompare eo oret: -rt ou11 Ka-re-

xoµev ?rept(j(j'OII; Philippi: " Have we any advantage for our­
selves?" and now also Hofmann (who held the right view 
formerly in his Sclirijtbcw. I. p. 501): "Do we raise ourselves 
above those, upon whom God decrees His judgment of wrath ?" 
But the mere usv.,s loquendi, affording not a single instance 
of the middle employed with the signification antecellere, rais­
ing oneself above, surpassing, or the like, decisively condemns 
this usual explanation in its different modifications.2 And 
would not the answer ou ?ra11Tw~, in whatever sense we 
take it, so long as agreeably to the context we continue to 

1 Also a,lopted by Valek. Schol. in Litc. p. 258. Still he would read 1rpo•xw· 
p.,6a. and take TL oiiv 1rpo,x. together. But the absolute position of 1rpo,x., which 
has been made an objection to our explanation (Rlickert, Tholnck, de W ette, Phi­
lippi, Hofmann), does not affect it, since all verbs, if t_j1e object be self-evi,lcntly 
implied m the idea itself, may be used so that we can mentally supply a TL (WinPr, 
p. 552 [E. T. i42]). And the subjunctive, which van Hengel also regRrJs ns 
necessary with our view, is not required; the indicative makes the question more 
definite and precise (Winer, p. 267 [ E. T. 354 ]). Ewald likewise rrads TL oiiv 1rpoe­
xwµ.<6a. (suhjunctive); but expunges ;,d.p afterwards, and takes oil interrogntively, 
•• What shall we now pul,forward in defence 1 did we not already, at tlw out.,et, prove 
altogether that Jews," etc. But the omission of ;,d.p is only supported by D*. 
Van Hengel despairs of a proper explanation, and regurda the text as corrupt. 

• Reiche (and similarly Olshausen) retains the some exposition in his exegetical 
Commentary; but tnkeR 1rpo,x. as pa.,lfive, are preferred, referring in support of 
his view to Plut. de Stoic. contrad. 13 (Mor. p. 1038 C), where. however, in To?s 
ci-ya.6ois 1rB.ut Taina. 1rpouiJKEL Ka.T' ou8lv 1rpo,xoµ.lvo,s v1ro Tov 11,6s, the menning of 
this 1rpo,xoµ.lvo,s is becoming surpassed. In his Commentar. crit. I. p. 26 ff., he hns 
passed over to the linguistically correct rendering praetezere, but understands never­
theless the first person of Paul himself, and that in the sense : '' num Judat.i.8 pec­
candi praetextum porrigo 1" But the middle means invminbly to hold something 
(for protection) before oneself; as 1rporpa.ultoµ.a.t also, by which Hesychius properly 
explains the word, always refers to the subject, which excuses itself by a prtle:r.t. 
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understand all the subject the Jewish, not t11e Christian we 
(as Hofmann takes it), be at variance with the answer 1ro">..u 
KaTa 7rCZVTa Tpo1ro11 given in ver. 2 ? The shifts of expositors 
to escape this inconsistency (the usual one being that Paul 
here means subjective advantages in respect of justification, 
while in ver. 2 he treats of o'bj"ective theocratic advantages) 
are forced expedients, which, not at all indicated by any clause 
of more precise definition on the part of Paul himself, only cast 
suspicion on the explanation. Wetstein, Michaelis, Cramer, 
Storr, and recently Matthias, take 1rpoex. as the passive: are 
surpassed: "Stand we (at all) at a disadvantage? Are we still 
surpassed by the Gentiles?" Compare Xen. Anab. iii. 2, 19; 
Plut. Mor. p. 1038 C. But how could this question be logically 
inferrecl from the foregoing without the addition of other 
thoughts? .And in what follows it is not the sinful equality of 
the Gentiles with the Jews, but that of the Jews with the Gentiles 
which is made conspicuous. See also ver. 19. Mehring, in 
thorough opposition to the context, since not a single hint of n 
transition to the Gentiles is given, makes the question (comp. 
Oecumenh1s, 2), and that in the sense "Are we at a disadvan­
tage1" be put into the month even of a Gentile. - ou 1ra11Tw~] Vul­
gate: nequaquam; Theophylact: ouoaµw~. This common rendering 
(compare the French point de tont) is, in accordance with the 
ri:;ht explanation of 1rpoexoµe0a, the only proper one. The 
expression, instead of which certainly 1raVTw~ ou might have 
been used (1 Cor. xvi. 12), is quite analogous to the ou 1ra11U, 

where it means in no wise,1 as in Xen. Mem. iii. 1, 11; A nab. i. 
8, 14; Herodian, vi. 5, 11; Dern. Ol. iii. 21 ; Plat. Lach. p. 18U 
C; Lur.ian, 1.'i1n. 24 (see Hartung, Partikell. ll. p. 87), so tha.t 
the negative is not transposed, and yet it does not cancel the idea 
of the adverb, but on the contrary is strengthened by the adverb. 
By this means the emphatic affirmation, which would have been 
given by the ,raVTw~ alone, is changed into the opposite.~ Com­
pare Winer, p. 5Hi f. [E. T. 693]. The comparison with ~::,-t,:~ 
(Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 334) is utterly foreign, since the expres­
sion is a pure Greek one. Compare Theognis, 305, Rekker: 

1 Those pnssnges where ov 1rdPu negatives with a certnin subtlety or ironical 
tum (Mt quite, not jU8t), are not cases here in point; see SchoemanD, ad Is. p. 276. 

1 Bengel: "Judneus diceret -rdnws, at Paulus ccmtradicu." 
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, , , , (b ) , , , , 
01 KaKO1 ou ?ra11TWS' y no means KaKoL eK yarrrpos- yeyo11acr1v. 
Ep. ad Dwgn. 9 : ou ?raVTws- i<p'looµevos- (by no means rejoicing) 
7'0~ aµapT~µaa-111 ~µoov, a:\:\' a11exoµe11os-. 'Perfectly similar is 
also the Homeric OU ?raµ?rav, decidedly not; see Nagelsbach on 
the Iliad, p. 146, ed. 3 ; Duncan, Lex. Hom. ed. Rost, p. 888. 
Compare ouoev ?rOI/TWS', Herod. v. 34, 65. The explanation, on 
which van Hengel also insists: not altogether, not in every respect 
(Grotius, ,vetstein, Morus, Flatt, Kc>llner, Matthias, Umbreit, 
Mehring and Mangold), as in 1 Cor. v. 10, fails to tally with the 
true explanation of ?rpoexoµe0a and the unrestricted character 
of the following proof. - ?rPOl1Ttacraµe0a] namely, not just from 
ver. 5 onward (Hofmann), but, in accordance with the following 
'Iouoaious- n K. "E:\:\'lvas-, in ii. 1 ff. as to the Jews, and in i. 18 ff. 
as to the Gentiles.1 It is therefore as in i. 5 and frequently else­
where, the plural of the author, not: we Christians (Hofmann). 
As to the construction, ?ra11Tas- may either be joined as an 
adjective to 'Iouo. -r. K. "E:\:\., or as a substantive to the infinitive, 
iu either case expressing the idea of all collectively, nemine excepto. 
The latter mode of connection is preferable, because it gives a 
more marked prominence to the idea of totality, which harmon­
ises with the following vv. 10-12. Hence: we have before brought 
the charge against Jews and Gentiles, that all, etc. Comp. Hof. 
mann and Morison. There is elsewhere no instance of the com­
pound ?rpOatT. ; the Greeks use ?rpoKaT'/YOPflV. - u<p' a.µap,·. 
elvm] They are-while still unregenerate, a more precise definition 
that is self-evident--all under sin, an expression denoting not 
merely a state of sin in general, but moral dependence on the 
power of sin. Compare vii. 25 ; Gal. iii. 22. But if this be the 
case with Jews and Gentiles (not merely on the Gentile side), then 
the Jew, after the way of escape indicated in ver. 5 has been 
cut off by vv. 6-8, has no defence left to him as respects his 
liability to punishment any more than the Gentile. 2 Accordingly 
the idea of liability to punishment is not yet expressed in up' 
aµapT. eivat, but is meant only to be infe1·red from it. 

1 Paul however does not say Gentiles and Jews, but the converse, becnuse here 
again, as in previous c1Wes where both arc grouped together (in the Inst instance 
ii. 9 f.), he has before his mind the divine historical oruer, which in the very 
point of sinfulness tells against the Jew the more seriously. 

2 For statements of Greek writers regarding the unil·ersnlity, without any 
.ixception, of sin see Spiess, Logos spermat. p. ::120 I~ 
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Vv. 10-18. Conformity with Scripture of the charge referred 
to, 'lovoalovr 7'€ Ka, "EAA'7II. 7r<lllT, vq/ aµ. €l11a1, so far (ver. 19) 
as this charge cuts off from the Jews every ,rpoex€tr0a, of ver. 9. 
-The recitative. ST1 introduces citations from Scripture very 
various in character, whi1.,;h after the national habit (Sureuhusius, 
KaTaAA. thes. 7) are an-anged in immediate succession. They 
are taken from the LXX., though for the most part with varia­
tions, partly due to quotation from memory, and partly inten­
tional, for the purpose of defining the sense more precisely. 
The arrangement is such that testimony is adduced for-lst, the 
state of sin generally (vv. 10-12); 2nd, the practice of sin in 
word (vv. 13, 14) and deed (vv. 15-17); and 3rd, the sinful source 
of the whole (ver. 18). More artificial schemes of arrangement 
are not to l.,e sought (as e.g. in Hofmann), not even hy a play 
on numbers.1 - ovK :CTTl oiKa1or ovoE €T~] There exists not a 
righte01ts persm (who is such as he ought to be), not even me. 
Taken from Ps. xiv. 1, where the Sept. has 7ro1w11 XP1/CTTOT17Ta 

instead of olKa10~; Paul has put the latter on purpose at once, in 
accordance with the aim of his whole argument, prominently to 
characterise the v<f,' aµapT. €i11a, as a want of 01KalOCTVll'7, 

Michaelis regards the words as the Apostle's own, "under which 
he comprehends all that follows." So also Eckermann, Koppe, 
Kemner and Fritzsche. But it is quite at variance with the 
habit of the Apostle, after using the formula of quotation, to 
prefix to the words of Scripture a summary of their contents ; 
and this supposition is here the more improbable, seeing that 
the Apostle continues in ver.11 in the words of the same Psalm, 
with the first verse of which our passage substantially agrees. -­
Regarding ovoE £Tr see on 1 Cor. vi 5, and Stallbaum, ad Plat. 
Symp. p. 214 D. - Ver. 1.1 is from Ps. xiv. 2, and so quoted, 
that the negative sense which results indirectly from the text in 
the Hebrew and LXX. is expressed by Paul directly: there 
exists not the 1tnderstanding one (the practically wise, i.e. the pious 
one; see Gesenius, Thes. s. v. c~ry) : there exists not the seeker after 
God (whose thoughts and endeavours are directed to,,J.rds Got!, 

1 According to Hofmann the first nnd second pnrts consist ench of seven pro, 
positions. Thus even the conclusion of ver. 12, ovK lirr'" lwr I,~, is to lie 
reckoned as a sepnrate proposition I How all the pnrollelisw of Hebrew poetry 
is mutilnted by such artifices I 
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Heb. xi. 6, and .see Gesenius, s. v. l!ii'l ). The article denotes the 
genus as a definite concrete represent~i~g it. Compare Buttmann's 
neut. Gr. p. 253 f. On the idea, which is also classical, of sin as 
folly, see Nagelsbach, Hom. Theol. VI. 2. - The form CTvvlwv 
(so accentuat~d by Lachmann; compare Buttmann, I. p. 543), or 
(1'v111w11 (though the former is the more probable; compare Winer, 
p. 77 f. [E. T. 97], also Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 768), is the 
usual one in the Sept. ( instead of (1'V1J1efr, Ps. xxxiii. 15 ). Ps. 
xli. 1 ; J er. xxx. 12; 2 Chron. xxxiv. 12 et al. - eKt11T.] stronger 
than the simple form; compare 1 Pet. i. 10; very frequent in the 
LXX. - Ver. 12. From Ps. xiv. 3 closely after the LXX. i[eKX1-
11a11, namely from the right. way, denotes the demoralisation (see 
Gesenius, s. v. 'l~C), as does also ~XPetw011CTa11, ~n?..~~-: they hav~ 
become useless, corrupt, good for nothing, aXPeioi (Matth. xx.-. 
::10) ; Polyb. i 14, 6, i. 48, 9. The following 1ro1w11 XP11CT-rnT17Ta 
is correlative. This aµa ( altogether) ~XPeiw0. has still 1r1?11Ter for 
its subject. - lwr ,;.,o\] Tht' ovK l(1'Ttv holds as far as to one (in. 
elusively), so that thereto1·ti not one is excepted. Compare Jud. 
iv. 16. Hebraism, see Ewald. Lehrb. § 217, 3. The Latin acl 
1inum omnes is similar. - Ver l3 as far as eooX. is from Ps. v. 10, 
and thence till avTw~ froru Ps. cxl. 4, both closely after the 
LXX.1 -Ta<por ai,ecpyµ. o Xap. avT.] Estius: "Sicut sepulcrum 
patens ex halat tetrum ac pestiferum foetorem, ita ex ore illorum 
impnri, pestilentes noxiique sermones exeunt." Comp. Pelagius, 
Bengel, Tholuck, Mehring and Hofmann. But it is more in 
harmony with the further description, as well as the parallel in 
.T er. v. 16 (where the quiver of the Chaldeans is compared with 
an open grave), to find the comparison in the point that, when 
the godless have opened their throats for lying and corrupting 
discourse, it is just as if a grave stood opened (observe the per­
fect) to which the corpse ought to be consigned for decay and 
destruction.2 So certainly and unavoidably corrupting is their 
discourse. Moreover Xapvyf, which is here to be taken in its 
original sense (as organ of speech, not equivalent to <J>apvyf, the 

1 The MSS. of the LXX. which rend the whole pnssnge vv. 13-18 nt Ps. xiv. 3, 
have been interpolated from our passage in Christian times. See Wolf, Cttr. on 
ver. 10. 

1 The metaphorical representntion in clnssicnl pnssngee, in which, e. g., the 
Cyclops is terme,l twv rvµf3os (Anlh. Pal. xiv. 109, 3), or the vultures tµfvx.°' 
nirj>o, tGorgias, ap. Longin. 3), is not similar. 
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gullet) is more forcibly graphic than crT6µa, representing the 
speech as passionate crying. Compare ">..apvyy1{€1v, Dern. 323, 
1, and ">..apvyy,crµ&r, of crying lustily. - ioo">..wucrav] tltey were 
deceiving. The imperfect denotes what had taken place as con­
tinuing up till the present time; and on this form of the thirJ 
person plural, of very frequent occurrence in the LXX., see 
SLurz, JJial. A.l. p. 60; Ahrens, IJial. II. p. 304, I. p. 237. - io~ 
acr7r1owv] The poison of asps, a figure for the insidiously corrupt­
ing. See similar passages in Alberti, Obss. p. 301.- Ver. 14 is 
from Ps. x. 7, taken freely from the LXX., who however with 
their 7rucplar deviate from the Hebrew niC:'?, because they 
either read it otherwise or translated it enoneously. - 7r1,cp1a, 

figurative designation of the hatej1tl natim. Comp. Eph. iv. 31 ; 
Acts viii 23; James iii. 14; see Wetstein.-Vv. 15-17 are 
from Is. rue. 7, 8, quoted freely and with abbreviations from 
the LXX. - iv Tair oooir auTwv] Where they go, is desolation 
(fragments ibi) and misery, which they produce. - ooov €1p. ou,c 
t'-yv.] i.e. a way on which one walks peacef1tlly (the opposite of 
the oooi, on which is CTVVTptµµa ,c. TaAam.), they hctvc not know11 
(2 Cor. v. 21), it has remained strange to them. - Ver. 18 is 
from Ps. xxxvi. 1. Tlie fear of God, which would have pre­
served them from such conduct and have led them to au entirely 
different course, is not before their eyes. "There is objectivity 
ascribed to a condition which is, psychologically, subjective." 
Morison. 

Ver. 19. The preceding quotations ("in quibus magna est ver­
uorum atrocitas," Melancthon) were intended to prove that Jews 
and Gentiles arc collectively under the dominion of sin (ver. 9); 
but how easily might it be imagined on the part of the con­
ceited Jews (see especially Eisenmenger's cntdecl.:tes Jwlcntlmm, 
I. p. SGS ff.) th[l.t the above passages of Scripture (of which 
those in vv.10, 11 and 12, taken from Ps. xiv., really refer origin­
ally to the Gentiles, to Babylon), however they might n.ffect the 
Gentiles, could have no application to themselves, the Jtws, who 
had no need therefore to take them to themselves, as if they also 
were included in the same condemnation. Such a distinction, 
however, which could only promote a self-exaltation and self. 
justification at variance with the divine purpose in those decla­
rations of His word, they were to forego, 8eeing that everythiug 
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that the Scripture says has its bearing for the Jews. The Apostle 
therefore now continues, and that with very emphatic bringing 
out of the :J<Ta in the first half of the verse and of the 7ra11 and 
7rar in the second: we know however (as in ii 2) that whatsoever 
the law saith, it spealceth to those that are in the law, consequently 
that the Jews may not except themselves from the reference 
of any saying in Scripture. - ia-a] whatsoever, therefore also 
what is expressed in such condemnatory passages as the above, 
without exception. - o 11oµor] in accordance with its reference 
to vv. 10-18, is necessarily to be taken here as designation of the 
0. T. generally (comp. I Cor. xiv. 21; John x. 34, xii. 34, xv. 25; 
2 Mace. ii. 18) ; not, with Hunnius, Calovius, Balduin, and 
Sebastian Schmid, of the law in the dogmatic sense ( comp. Mat­
thias); or of the Mosaic law, as Ammon and Gloclder, Th. Schott 
and Hofmann take it, confusing in various ways the connection.l 
So also van Hengel, who quite gratuitously wishes to assume an 
enthymeme with a minor premiss to be understood (but the law 
condemns a,ll those sinners). The designation of the 0. T. by o 
11oµor, which forms the first, and for Israel most important, portion 
of it, was here occasioned by Toi:r e11 T'P 110µ,p, i.e. those who are 
in the law as their sphere of life. -AeyE1 .... AaAEt] All that the 
law says (materially, or respecting its contents, all Aoyo1 of the 
law), it speaks (speaks out, of the outward act which makes the 
Aoyo1 be heard, makes known through speech) to those who, etc. 
Comp. on John viii. 43 ; Mark i. 34; l Cor. ix. 8, xii. 3. The 
dative denotes those to whom the AaAEi11 applies (Kriiger, § 48, 

1 According to Hofmann (compare his Schriftbeweis, I. p. 623 f.; so too, in 
substance, Th. Schott) the train of thought is: after ver. 9 IT. the only further 
question that cou!J be put is, whether anything is given to Christians that 
exempts them from the general guilt anJ punishment. The law possibly f No, 
"they knov, that this law has absolutely (Bera) no other tenor than that which it 
presents to those who belong to its domain, for this purpose, that the whole world, fa 
tJie same extent fa which it i, under sin, 1nust in its own tinie (this idea beini; con­
veyed by the aorists <:,pa-yy ancl -yiv7Jra,), when it comes to stand before God its 
Judge, be dumb before Him and rccogni.se the justice of Hi.s condemning sentence." 
This interpretation, obscuring with a far-fetched ingenuity the pl11in sense of the 
words, and wringing out of it a tenor of thought to which it is a stronger, is I\ 

further result of Hofmenn's h,wing misunderstood the Tpolxoµ,6a in ver. 9, and 
having referred it, as also the subsequent 1rporrr1audµ,6a, to the Christians as sub­
ject, an error which necessarily deranged ond dislocated fnr him the entire comse 
of argument in vv. 9-20. At the same time it would not be even historically tr,u 
that the law has absolutely nu other tenor, etc. 
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7, 13). Those who have their state of life within the sphere of 
the law are to regard whatsoever the law says as addressed to 
themselves, whether it was meant primarily for Jews or Gentiles. 
How this solemnly emphatic q_uaecung_ue heaps upon the Jews the 
Divine sentence of "guilty," and cuts off from them every refuge, 
as if this or that declaration did uot apply to or concern them! 
-1va 7rav rrToµa K.T.:\..] in order that every mouth (therefore also 
the Jew) rnay be stopped (Heb. xi 33; Ps. cvii 42; Job v. 16; 
and see Wetstein), etc. This, viz. that no one shall be able to 
bring forward anything for his justification, is represented in iva 
-which is not ita ut-as intended by the speaking law, i.e. by 
God speaking in the law. Reiche unjustly char~cterises this 
thought as absurd in every view and from every standpoint; the 
1va 7rav K.T.A. does not announce itself as the sole and exclusive 
end, but on the contrary, without negativing other and higher 
ends, merely expresses one single and special teleological point, 
which is however the very point which the connection here 
required to be cited. The time to be mentally supplied for 
cppayii and yev,rr-ai is the future generally reckoned from the 
present of :\.a:\.E'i, not that of the final /udgrnent, which does not 
harmonise with the thought in ver. 9 to which the sel'ies of 
Scripture testimonies in vv. 10-18 is appended. - u7ro01Kos] pun­
ishable, KaTaKplTOS, CJ.7rapp'f/rriarrTOS, Theophylact; frequently used 
by classic writers, but elsewhere neither in the N. T. nor in the 
LXX. or Apocrypha.-Tip 0E"<p] belongs, not to cf,payy (Matthias), 
but, after the manner of the more closely defining parallelism, 
merely to u7ro01K. yev'f/Ta1: to God, as the Being to whom the 
penalty is to be paid. The opposite is u.vaiT1os u.0avaT01rr1v, 

Hesiod, [py. 825, and 0E"o'it; avaµ7rAUK'f/TOS, Aesch. Agarn. 352. 
Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. p. 816 B: U7rO<ltKOS lrrTW T~d /3">..acp0ev-r,, 

p. 868 D, 11, p. 932; Deni. 518, 3 al. - yev.,,Tat] The result 
which is to manifest itself, as in ver. 4. - 7rUS o Korrµos] quite 
generally (ver. 9); comp. Eph. ii. 3. And if Paul has described 1 

1 From the poetic tenor of the possnge rva. 1rciv ,r. T. >.. Ewo.ld conjectures thnt it 
reproduces a passage from the 0. T. that is now lost. But how readily mo.y it be 
conceived that Paul, who wos himself of o. deeply poetic nature, should, in the 
vein of higher feeling into which he ho.d been brought by the accumulnted wonls 
of psalm and prophecy, spont11neously express himself as he hns done! That 
li,rd~1,ror does not ngnin oc..ur in hia writings, mo.tters not; lv~1,ror also in v.:r 8 u 
uot again lllictl. 
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this generality ( comp. also ver. 2:1) thus "insigni figura et ver­
borum ernphasi" (Melancthon), the result extending to all 
humanity is not contradicted by the virtue of individuals, such 
as the patriarchs; for from the ideal, but at the same time legally 
true (comp. Gal. iii. 10), standpoint of the Apostle this virtuous­
ness is still no OtKatoCTu1111 (but only a minor degree of the want 
of it), and does not therefore form an exception from the category 
of the inroo,1.011 £tva, -ri, 0£ip, See ver. 20. Though different as 
respects degree, yet all are affected and condemned by the 
declarations quott:d; every one has a share in this conuption.1 

Ver. 20. A10Tt] propterea quocl, i. Hl, not propterea (Beza, 
Rosenmi.iller, Morus, Tholuck), is to be divided from the pre­
ceding only by a comma, and supplies the objective reason of 
that 1va K.-r.A.. of the law: because the relation of righteousness 
icill accrue to no flesh from works of the law. For if 01Kat0CT111111 
should come from works of the law, the law would in fact open 
up the way of righteousness, and therefore that 111a 7ra11 K.T.A., 
would not be correct.2 As to 7raCTa CTapf, equivalent to 7ra~ 

av0pw7ro~, but conveying the idea of moral imperfection an<l 
sinfulness in presence of God, see on Acts ii 17; 1 Cor. i 20; 
and compare generally on Gal. ii. 16. That with regard to the 
Gentiles Paul is thinking of the natui-al law (ii. 14) cannot be 
admitted, seeing that in the whole e,onnection he has to do with 
the law of Moses. But neither may the thought be imported 
into the passage with reference to the Gentiles: "if they should 
be placed under the law and should have lpya voµou" (Ili.ickert, 
comp. Philippi and :Mehring), since, according to the context, it 
is only with reference to the Jews (ver. 19) that the question is 
dealt "·ith as to no flesh being righteous-a general relation 
which, as regards the Gentiles, is perfectly self-evident, seeing 
that the latter are avoµoi, and have no lpya voµou in the proper 

1 Compare Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sunde, H. p. l!i2 f. 
2 According to Hofmann, in pursuance of his erroneous interpretntion of ver. 19, 

a,6n K.r.X. is meant to contain the specificntion of the rcnson "1,·hy the ,cord of 
the law was published to the Jews for no other object, titan that the 1chole world 
might be precludedfroni all objection against the condcinning sentence of God." Com­
pare also Th. Schott. Rut Paul has not nt nil expressed in ver. 19 the thought 
"for no other object;·• he must in thnt case, instea,l of the simple ,va. which by 
no means excludes other objects, hnve written µovov 1va., or possiuly rls ou6ev d 
"'' iva., or in some other way conveyed the uou-cxpresseJ thought. 



cn.\r. m. 20. 161 

sense whatever.-Respecting lpya voµov,1 worlcs in harm<>ny with 
the law of Moses, the lpya being the prominent conception, 
works which are fulfilments of it-s precepts, comp. on ii 15. More­
over that it is not specially the observance of the rit1wl portions 
of the law (Pelagius, Cornelius a Lapide, Semler, Ammon), but 
that of the Mosaic law in general which is meant, is clear partly 
from the expression itself, whi~h is put without limitation, partly 
from the contextual relation of the clause to what goes before, 
and partly from the following Ota yap voµov K.T.A., from which 
the ethical law is so far from being excluded,2 that it is on the 
contrary precisely this aspect of the 11oµor which is specially 
meant. - ov otKau,,0~a-.] See on i. 17. The f1,ture is to be 
understood either of the moral possibility, or, which is preferable 
on account of iii 20, purely in the sense of time, and that of the 
fnture generally: "In every case in which justification (i.e. the 
being declared righteous by God) shall occur, it will not result 
from," etc., so that such works should be the causa meritoria. 
The reference to the future judgment (Reiche) is controverted 
by the fact that thronghout the entire connection justification is 
regarded as a relation arising immediately from faith, anJ not as 
something to be decided only at the judgment. Seever. 21 ff. 
and chap. iv. For this reason there is immediately afterwards 
introduced as the counterpart of the 011ca1oa-~1111, which comes 
directly from faith, the e1rlyvwir1r a.µapTta~, which comes directly 
from the law. It is certain, moreover, that in oii 01Ka1w0. K.T.A. 

Paul had Ps. cxllii. 2 in view, but instead of 1rar ';;," he put 
1ru.a-a ira.pf as more significant for the matter in hand. - In what 
sense now sliall no one from works of the law become rightcoits bejol'e 
God, i.e. such that God looks upon him as righteous ?8 Not in 
the sense that perfect compliance with the law would be iusutfi-

1 For lp-y,- 116µou rnnnot be taken ns law of works, ns Miircker uniformly 
wishes. Comp. on ii. 15. 

1 l'nnl always couceives the lawns an undivided whole (oomp. Usteri, p. 36), 
while he yet has in his mind sometimes more the ritual, sometimes more the 
moral, aspect of this one divine 116µos, nccording to his object and the conucction 
(Ritschl, altkathol. K. p. 73). Comp. on Gal. ii. 16. 

3 In opposition to Hofmann, who in his Schriftb. I. p. 612 urges the lvcf11r1011 
avroii against the imputntive sense of the passive 31Ka1oii110a1, see Wieseler on 
Gal. p. 192 f. It is quite equivalent to 1rapa. T. 8e,i, ju.dice Deo, Gal. iii. ll. 
See generally the thorough defence of the sensU8 foreMis of 31Ka1ov111/a, in the 
N. T., also from cl11SSic authors aiul frow the 0. T. in l,forison, p. 163 ff. 

L L 
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cient to secure justification, against which tl1e fundamental law 
of the judge : oi 'li"Ot17Tat voµou OtKatw0~tTOVTaL (ii. 13), would be 
decisive; but in the sense that no man, even with an outwardly 
faultless observance of the law (comp. on Phil. iii. 6), is in a 
position to offer to it that full and right obedience, which alone 
would be the condition of a justification independent of extrane­
ous intervention; in fact, it is o_nly through the law that man 
comes to a clear perception and consciousness of his moral 
imperfection by nature (his unrighteousness). See Luther's pre­
~ce. That this was the Apostle's view, is proved by the reason 
which follows: Ota -yap voµou K.T.A. See, besides, especially 
chs. vii. and viii.; Gal iii_ 10. There is here no mention of the 
good works of the regenerate, which however are only the fruits 
of justification, eh. vi. viii. 2 ff.; Eph. ii. 10 al. Comp. Philippi 
and Morison. - ota -yap voµou e7rf-yv. aµ.] The law, when it 
places its demands before man, produces in the latter his first 
proper recognition of his moral incongruity with the will of God. 
"With these words Paul strikes at the deepest root of the 
matter," Ewald. Respecting -yap Calvin's note is sufficient: "a 
contrario ratiocinatnr .... quando ex eadem scatebra non pro­
deunt vita et mors." The propriety of the argument however 
rests on the fact that the law does not at the same time supply 
the strength to conquer sin (viii 3), but stops short at the 
point of bringing to cognition the "interiorem immunditiem" 
which it forbids; "hanc judicat et accusat coram Deo, non tollit," 
Melancthon. It is different in the case of civil laws, which are 
designed merely to do away with the externa scelera, and to judge 
the works in and for themselves, xiii. 3 ff. 

Vv. 21-30. Paul has hitherto been proving that all men are 
under sin, and guilty before God. This was the preparatory por­
tion of the detailed illustration of the theme set forth in eh. i. 17; 
for before anything else there l1ad to be recognised the general 
necessity of a otKat0tTuv11 not founded on the law-as indeed 
such a leoal ricrhteousness has shown itself to be impossible. 

0 0 

Now however he exhibits this OtKat0tTvv11 provided from another 
1wurce-the righteousness of God which comes from faith to all 
without distinction, to believing Jews and Gentiles. Hofmann 
rejects this division, in consequence of his having erroneously 
taken 7rpoexoµE0a in ver. 9 as the utterance of the Christians. 
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He thinks tha.t the Apostle only now comes to the conclusion, 
at which he has been aiming ever since the fifth verse: as to 
what makes Christians, as distinguished from others, 3.ilSured of 
salvation. 

Ver. 21.1 Nuvl is usually interpreted here as a pure adverb of 
time (" nostris temporibus hac in parte felicissimis," Grotius). 
So also Tholuck, Reiche, Riickert, Olshausen, Baurogarten­
Crusius, Winzer, Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Mehring, 
Th. Schott, and others. But since what precedes was not given 
as a delineation of the past, there appears here not the contrast 
between two periods, but that between two relations, the relation 
of dependence on the law and the relation of indep~ndence on 
the law (81a voµou .... xwpfr voµou). Hence with Beza, Pareus, 
Piscator, Estius, Koppe, lfritzsche, de Wette, Matthias, and Hof­
mann, we render: lYut in this state of the case. See regarding this 
dialectic use of the vuv Hartung,Partikell. II. p. 25; Baeuml. Part. p. 
95; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 181. Uomp. vii. 17; 1 Cor. v.11, xii. 
18, xiii. 13, al.; 4 Mace. vi. 33, xiii. 3. By Greek authors vuvl is 
uot thus used, only wv. - xwpfr v6µou] placed with full emphasis 
at the beginning as the opposite of 8,a vJµ.ou, belongs to 7mJ,av. 

Aptly rendered by Luther: " without the accessory aid of the 
law," i.e. so that in this revelation of the righteousness of God 
the law is left out of account. Reiche (following Augustine, de 
grat. Chi-. 1, 8, and de spir. et. lit. 9, Wolf, and ot,hers) joins it 
with 81Ka1oa-. : " the righteousness of God as being impnrttd to the 
believer without the law, without the Mosaic law helping him 
thereto." Compare also ,vinzer, Klee, Mehring. But apart from 
the coact1"or constructio, with which Estiue already found fault, 
we may urge against this view the parallel of 81a v6µou, ver. 20, 
which wonls also do not belong to £7rly11wa-1~ a.µapT. but to the 
verb to be supplied. - 7rE<j,avlpwTat] is made manifest and lies 
o-pen to view, so that it presents itself to the knowledge of every 
one; the present of the completed action, Heh. ix. 26. The 
expression itself presupposes the previous Kpu7rT6v (Col iii. 3 f. ; 
Mark iv. 22), the having been hidden, in accordance with which 
the righteousness of God has not yet been the object of experi­
mental perception. To men it was an unknown treasure. The 
mode of the r.E<j,avlpwTat however consists in the 81Ka1oa-. 0wv 

1 See Wim1er, Comm. in Jwrn, iii. 21-28, Partic. I. and II. 1829. 
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having become actual,, having passed into l1istorical reality, nnd 
having been made apparent, which has been accomplished with­
out mixing up the law as a co-operative factor in the matter. -
µapTvp. inro T. voµ. K. T. 'i!"po<f>.] An accompanying characteristic 
definition of 01,cawcruv11 0eoii, so far as the latter is made manifest: 
being witnessed, etc. If it is thus the case with regard to it, that 
in its 7rerpavepwTa1 it is attested by the witness of the law and 
the prophets, then this precludes the misconception that the o1Kat­

o<ruv11 revealed xwpfr voµou is opposed or foreign to the 0. T., 
and consequently an innovation without a background in sacred 
history. Comp. xvi. 26; John v. 39. "Novum testamentum 
in vetere latet, vetus iJ, novo patet," Augustine. In this case 
we are not to think of the moral req_uirements (Th. Schott), 
but of the collective Messian-ic types, promises and prophecies 
in the law and the prophets, in which is also necessarily com­
prised the 01Kawcruv11 0eou as that which is necessary to partici­
pation in the Messianic salvation. Comp. i. 2, iii. 2; Acts x. 43, 
xxviii. 23; Luke xxiv. 27; from the law, the testimony of Abra­
ham, iv. 3 ff. and the testimonies quoted in x. 6 ff. - Observe 
further that µapTupouµ. has the emphasis, in contrast to xwpfr, 

not V7r0 TOU voµou (Bengel, Fritzsche and others). We may add 
Rengel's apt remark: "Lex stricte (namely, in xwpls voµou) et 
late (in V'i!"O TOU voµou) dicitur." 

Ver. 22. A 1·ighteousness of God, liowever, (mediated) through 
faith in Jesus Ghrist. On ol, with the repetition of the same idea, to 
be defined now however more precisely, the 01Kaiocruv11 0eou (not 
merely oucawcruv11, as Hofmann insists contrary to the words); 
comp. ix. 30. See on Phil. ii. 8. - The genitive 'I. X. contains 
the object of faith 1 in accordance with prevailing usage (Mark 
xi. 22; Acts iii. 16; Gal ii. 16, 20, iii. 22; Eph. iii 12, iv. 13; 

1 This view of the genitive is justly nrlherc<l to hy most expositors. It- is with 
,r/,,-ns as with ci-yd.1r77, in which the object is likewise expressed as well by the 
genitive as by ,ls. Nevertheless, Scholten, Rnuwenhoff, vnn Hengel 11nd Berlnge 
(de formulae Paulinae ,,-/,,-ns 'I. Xp,,,-roii signif., LugJ. B. 1856) have recently taken 
it to mean the "fi<lcs, quue auctore Jesu Christo Deo hahctur" (Berlnge). 
Against this view we may decidedly nrgB the pnssnges where the genitive with 
,ri,,-ns is a thing or an abstrnct idea (Phil. i. 27; 2 'l'hess. ii. 13; Acts iii. 16; 
Col. ii. 12); ah.o the expression ,,-i,,-rts 0Eoii in l'liark xi. 22, where the genitive 
must necessarily be thnt of the object. Comp. the clussicul expressious ,r{,,-r,, 
8,wv and the like. See besi<les Li11sius, Rcchtjerti9ungsl. p. 109 f. ; Weiss, bibl. 
Thcol. p. 3ao. 
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Phil. iii. 9 ; James ii. 1 ). The- article before 8,a 1rlrn. was not 
needed for the simple reason that 81Ka10CTv1111 0eov is without it. 
Therefore, and because the point at issue here was not the mode 
of becoming manifest, but the specific characterising of the righte­
ousness itself that had become manifest, neither 8,a 1r1CTT. 

(Fritzsche, Tholuck) nor the following Ei~ Tai/Ta~ K.T.A. (de 
"\Vette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Winer, Mehring and others) is to 
be made dependent on 1re<J>a11epwTat. - eir 71"01/Ta~ K. £7rL 71". T. 

7.ICTT.] scil ouCTa; see Bornemann, qd Xen. Symp. 4, 25. The 
expression is an earnest and significant bringing into prominence 
of the universal character of this OlKalOCTVl/11 8,a 7rlCTT. 'I. X. : which, 
is /or all, and upon all who believe. Both prepositions denote the 
direction of aim, in which the 01KaLOCTVll1l presents itself, though 
with the special modification that under the ei~ lies the notion 
of destination (not "the immanent influx," Reithmayr), under 
the i1rl that of extending itself over all. On the peculiar 
habit, which the Apostle has, of setting forth a relation under 
several aspects by different prepositional definitions of a single 
word, see Winer, p. 390 [E.T. 521]; compare generally Kuhner, 
II. 1, p. 4 75 f. While recent expositors (including Riickert, 
Reiche, Kollner, de Wette) have often arbitrarily disregardeLl 
the distinction in sense between the two prepositions,1 and 
have held both merely as a strengthening of the idea all (" for 
nll, for all without exception," Koppe), the old interpreters, on 
the other hand, forced upon the e,•~ and i1rl much that has 
nothing at all in common with the relation of the prepositions; 
e.9. that eir 71". applies to the Jews and i1r1 71". to the Gentiles; 
thus Theodoret, Oecumenius, and many others, who have been 
followed by Bengel, Bohme and Jatho (and conversely by 
Matthias, who explains EK and eir in i. 17 in the same way). -
ov yap ECTTL 81aCTT.] Ground assigned for the 71"01/Ta~ T. 7rlCTT. 

"For there is no distinction made, according to which auother 

1 For in none or the eimilnr pnsso.ges ore the prepositions synonymous. See 
iii. 20, xi. 36; Gal. i. I; Eph. iv. 6 ; Col. i. 16. See also Matthias nnd Mehring 
in loc. The lo.tter, following out his connection 1rtf/,a.~lp., explains : '' mnnifeste,l 
to all = and /<Yr nll btlie.tTs." But it is arbitrary to take rous 1r,a-revovrar 
o.s definicg onl-y the second 1rd.vru, ns Jilorus on<l Flatt (see also Morison, p. 
229 ff.) have already done. After the emphutic o,Ka.,oa-6•11 ai 8eo0 o ,~ .,,. la-rt w r the 
..-,a-reveu, is so much the specific and thorough mark of the subj~cts, that rolit 
w-urrevovras must define the rd.Jl'Tru in botl, iustauce&. 
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way to tl1e 01KatOCT1)1/I'} 0€0u would stand open for a portion of 
men, perchance for the Jews," and that just for the reason that 
(ver. 23) all have sinned, etc. 

Ver. 23. ''HµapTov] The sinning of every man is presented as 
a historical fact of the past, whereby the sinful state is produced. 
The peifect would designate it as a completed subsisting fact. 
Calvin, moreover, properly remarks that according to Paul there 
is nulla justitia "nisi perfecta et absoluta," and "si verum esset, 
nos partim operibus justificari, partim Dei gratia, non valeret hoe 
Pauli argumentum." Luther aptly observes: "They are alto­
gether sinners, etc., is the main article and the central point of 
this Epistle and of the whole Scripture." - Kal uo-Tep.] They 
have sinned, and in consequence of this they lack, there is want­
ing to them, etc. This very present expression, as well as the 
pi·esent participle 01Kat0vµe1101, ought to have kept Hofmann from 
understanding ,ravTer of all believers; for in their case that 
uo-Tepe'io-0a, no longer applies (v. 1 f., viii. l al.), and they are not 
OtKa1ovµe1101 but OtKa1w0e11T€f; but, as becoming believers, they 
would not yet be ,r10-Tevo11Ter. - Tijr 06[11r T. 0eou] The genitive 
with uo-Tepe'io-0ai (Diod. Sic. xviii. 71; Joseph. Antt. xv. 6, 7) 
determines for the 1atter the sense of destitui. See Lobeck, acl 
Phryn. p. 237. Comp. on 1 Cor. i. 7. They lack the lwnour which 
God gii,es,1 they are destitute of the being honoured by God, which 
would be the case, if the ifµapT011 did not occur; in that case 
they would possess the good ]Jleasure of God, and this, regarded as 
honour, which they would have to enjoy from God: the o6[a Tou 

0€0u. Comp. ii. 29; John xii. 43, compared with v. 44. Kollner's 
objection to this view, which first offers itself, of T. 0eou as the 
genitive auctoris, which is also held by Piscator, Hammond, 
Grotius, Fritzsche, Reiche>, de Wette, Tholnck, and others, follow­
ing Chrysostom (comp. Philippi), that it is not the fault of men 
if they should not have an honour, which proceeds from God, is of 
no weight; since it certainly is the fault of men, if they render it 
impossible for a holy God to give them the honour which pro­
ceeds from Him. Moreover, Kollner's own explanation: honour 

1 The genitive .,., 8Eoii c1mnot, without nrbitrnriness, be explnined otherwise 
than was done in the case of ~1Kcuoo-vv71 T. 8,oii. In consequence of his erroneous 
exposition of 61Ka100-. T. 8,o0 (see on i. 17), M11tthins nnderstnnds here "glory 
such as is that of God," i.e. the glory of pereonal holiness. 
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befo1'c God (quite so also Calvin; and comp. Philippi), which is 
said according to the analogy of human relations, in point of fact 
quite coincides with the above view, since in fact honour before 
God, or with God (Winzer), is nothing else than the honour that 
accrues to us from God's judgment. Comp. Calvin: "ita nos ab 
hmnani theatri plausu ad tribunal coeleste vocat." Accordingly, 
the genitive is here all the less to be interpreted coram, since in 
no other passage (and especially not in 01Ka10CT. 0wv, see on 
i. 17) is there any necessity for this interpretation. This last. 
consideration may also be urged against the interpretation of 
others : gloriatio coram Deo; " non habent, uncle coram Deo glo­
rientur," Estius. So Erasmus, Luther, Toletus, W olt~ Koppe. 
Rosenmiiller, Reithmayr, and others. It is decisive against this 
view that in all passages where Paul wished to express gloriatio, 
he knew how to employ the proper word, Kavx,;CT1r (ver. 27; 
2 Cor. vii 14, viii 24 al.). Others, again, following Oecumenius 
(Chrysostom and Theophylact express themselves too inde­
finitely, and Theodoret is altogether silent on the matter), explain 
the oofa -r. 0wu to mean the glory of ete1·nal life, in so far as 
God either has destined it for man (Glockler), or confers it upon 
him (Bohme, comp. Morison); m- in so far as it consists in par­
taking the glory of God (Beza, comp. Bengel and Baumgarteu­
Crusius). Mehring allows a choice between the two lust 
definitions of the sense. But the following 01Ka1ovµ1:1101 proves 
that the oo[a -rou 0Eou cannot in reality be anything essentially 
different from the 01Ka10CTv11,; 0Eou, and cannot be merely future. 
Utterly erroneous, finally, is the view of Chemnitz, Flacius, 
Sebastian Schmid, Calovius,1 Hasaeus, Alting, Carpzov, Ernesti, 
recently revived by Ri.ickert, Olshausen, ancl Mangold, that the 
oof a 'TOU 0EOU is the image of God; " a godlike oo[a," as Tiiickert 
puts it, and thus gets ricl of the objection that oofa is not synony­
mous with elKw11. But how arbitrarily is the relation of the geni­
tive thus defined, altogether without the precedent of a similar 
usage (2 Cor. xi. 2 is not a case in point) I That the idea of the 
image of God is not suggested by anything in the connection is 
self-evident, since, as the subsequent 01Ka1ovµe1101 K.-r.:\. abun­
dantly shows, it is the idea of the want of rigl,,teousness that is 

1 He takes 36tCK Toii 8eou ea "gloria homini e. Deo concessa in creatione ;" thil 
glorfa having been the divine image, which we forfeited after the fall 
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under discussion. Hofmann and Ewald have explnine<l it in tlia 
same way as Hiickert, though they take the genitive more accu­
rately (a oo[a such as God Himself possesses). The latter1 

understands "the glory of God which man indeed has by crea­
tion, Ps. viii. 8, but which by sin he may lose for time and eter­
nity, and has now lost." Compare Hofmann : '' ,vhatsoever is 
of God has a share, after the manner of a creature, in the glory 
of God. If this therefore be not found in man, the reason is that 
he has forfeited the relation to God in which he was created." 
But even apart from the fact that such a participation in the glory 
of God had been lost already through the fall (v. 12 ; 1 Cor. 
xv. 22), and not for the :first time through the individual ,1µapTov 
here meant, it is decisive against this exposition that the partici­
pation in the divine oofa nowhere appears as an original blessing 
that has fallen into abeyance, but always as something to be 
conferred only at the Parousia (v. 2; 1 Thess. ii. 12) ; as the 
CTVvoo[m,0ijvai with Christ (viii. 17 f.; Col iii. 4); as the glo­
rious KA>7po11oµla of God (comp. also 2 Tim. iv. 8; 1 Pet. v. 4); 
and consequently as the new blessing of the f1iture aiwv (1 Cor. 
ii. 9). That is also the proleptic Uofacre in viii. 30, which how­
ever would be foreign to the present connection. 

Ver. 24. A1Katovµe1101] does not stand for the finite tense (as 
even Rtickert and Reiche, following Erasmus, Calvin and 
Melancthon, think); nor is, with Ewald, ver. 23 to be treated as a 
parenthesis, so that the discourse from the accusative in ver. 22 
should now resolve itself more freely into the nominative, which 
would be unnecessarily harsh. But the participle introduces 
the accompanying relation, which here comes into view with the 
vcrTepouvTat Tij~ 06(11~ T. 0eou, namely, that of the mode of their 
01Kalwcrt~: so that, in that state of destitution, they receive justi­
fication in the way of gift. Bengel aptly remarks : " repente 
sic panditur scena amoenior." The participle is not even to 
be resolved into Kat OLKatouVTat (Peschito, Luther, Fritzsche), 
but the relation of becoming justified is to be left in the 
dependence on the want of the oofa 0eou, in which it hi conceived 

1 Similarly already l\felanctl1on: "glorie. Dei, i.e. l1tce Dei f1tlgents in nlltur11 
incorrupta, seu ipso Dco carent, ostendente se et nccendente nnlentem dilectionem 
et e.lios motus leg! congruentes sine ullo peccnto." P1·eviously (1640) he hnd 
explained : "gloria, quam Deus e.pprobat." 
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and expressed. Against the Osiandrian misinterpretations in 
their old and new forms see Melancthon, Enarr. on ver. 21 . 
Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 599 ff. ; and also Philippi, Glaubenslehre, IV'. 
2, p. 247 f:t:-8wpea11] gratuitously (comp. v. 17, and on the 
adve1·b in this sense Polyb. xviii. 17, 7; 1 Mace. x. 33; Matth. 
x. 8 ; 2 Thess. iii. 8 ; 2 Cor. xi. 7) they are placed in the re­
lation of righteousness, so that this is not anyhow the result of 
their own performance; comp. Eph. ii 8 ; Tit. iii. 5. - Tti avToii 
xap. Ota Tq~ Cl71"0A. Tq~ €11 X. 'I.] in virtue of His grace through 
the redemption that is in Christ Jesus. This redemption is that 
which forms the medium of the justification of man taking place 
gratuitously through the grace of God. By the position of the 
words TO avTOU xapm, the divine grace, is, in harmony with the 
notion (if owpEav, emphasised precisely as the divine, opposed 
to all human co-operation; comp. Eph. ii. 8. In a11"0AuTpwrrt~ 
( comp. Plut. Pomp. 24, Dem. 159, 15) the special idea of 
ransoming (comp. on Eph. i 7; 1 Cor. vi. 20; Gal. iii. 13) is 
not to be changed into the general one of the Messianic liberation 
(viii 23 ; Luke xxi 28; Eph. i. 14, iv. 30; and see Ritschl in 
the Jahrb. f d. Theol. 1863, p. 512); for the AUTpov or a11Ti.­
Airrpo11 (Matth. xx. 28; 1 Tim. ii. 6) which Christ rendered, to 
procure for nil believers remission of guilt and the 81Ka10rr1111tJ 

0£oii, was His blood, which was the atoning sacrificial blood, 
and so as equivalent accomplished the forgiveness of sins, i.e. the 
essence of the a11"0A11Tpwrr1~. See ver. 35 ; Eph. i. 7 ; Col. i. 14 ; 
Heb. ix. 15 ; comp. on Matth. xx. 28 ; 1 Cor. vi. 20 ; Gal. iii. 
13; 2 Cor. v. 21. Liberation from the sin-principle (from its 
dominion) is not the essence of the a11"0AuTpwrr1~ itself (Lipsius, 
Rcchtfertignngsl. p. 14 7 f.), but its consequence through the Spirit, 
if it is appropriated in faith (viii. 2). Every mode of conception, 
which refers redemption and the forgiveness of sius not to a real 
atonement through the <leath of Christ, but subjectively to the 
dying and reviving with Him guaranteed and produced by that 
death (Schleiermacher, Nitzsch, Hofmann, and others, with 
various modifications), is opposed to the N. T.-a mixing up of 
justification and sanctification. Comp. on ver. 26; also Ernesti, 
Ethik d. Ap. P. p. 27 f. - e11 X. 'I'lrrou] i.e. contained and resting 
in Him, in His person that has appeared as the Messiah (henco 
the XptrrTtp is placed first). To what extent, is shown in ver. 25. 
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-Observe further that ju,;tification, the causa effi.ciens of which is 
the di viue grace (-rfi au-rou xapl-r1), is here represented as obtained 
by means of the a.1ro)\v-rpwrn,;, but in ver. 22 as obtained by means 
of faith, namely, in the one case objectively and in the other 
subjectively (comp. ver. 25). But even in ver. 22 the objective 
element was indicated in 7rlfTT. 'I11rrou Xpirr-rou, and in ver. 
24 f. both elements are more particularly explained. 

Ver. 25. See on v~r. 25 f. Ritschl, in the Jahrb. f Deutsche 
Theol. 1863, p. 500 ff. ; Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1872, 
p. 177 ff.; the critical comparison of the various explanations in 
Morison, p. 268 ff. - ~JI 1rpoe0e-ro K.-rX] whom God has openly 
set forth for Himselj. 1 This signification, familiar from the Greek 
usage (Herod. iii 148, vi. 21 ; Plat. Phaed. p. 115 E; Eur. Ale. 
667 ; Thuc. ii 34, 1, 64, 3 ; Dem. 1071, 1 ; Herodian, viii 6, 5 ; 
also in the LXX.), is decidedly to be adopted on account of the 
correlation with el,; :11oe1[111 K.-r.)\. (Vulgate, Pelagius, Luther, 
Beza, Bengel and others; also Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, 
Tholuck, Hofmann and Morison) ; and not the equally classic 
signification: to propose to oneself, adopted by Ohrysostom, Oecu. 
meuius, Theophylact, Toletus, Pareus, de Dieu, Elsner, Heu• 
mann, Bohme, Flatt and Fritzsche (i. 13 ; Eph. i. 9 ; 3 Mace. ii. 
27) : "quern esse voluit Deus piaculare sacrificinm," Fritzsche.2 

In that case an infinitive must have been required; and it was 
with the publicity of the divine act before the whole world that 
the Apostle was here concerned, as he has already indicated by 
1req>a11epw-rai in ver. 21. Matthias explains it: whom He caused 
to be openly made k1wwn, to be preached. But the classical use of 
1rpo-r[011µ1, in the active and middle, in the sense of promulgare 
is here foreign, since it refers to the summoning or proclamation 
of asse11iblies (Soph. Ant. 160, and Hermann in loc.; Lucian, 
Necy01n. 19, and Hemsterhuis in loc.; Dion. Hal. vi. 15 al.; see 

1 Which has been done hy the crucifixion. Compare the discourse of Jesus 
where He compares Himself with the serpent of Moses, John iii. Christ h11.11 

been thus held up to view as IXao-T~p,ov. In Greek nuthors the word 1rpoTl9,o-Oa, 
ia specially often used to express the exhibition of dead bodies (K111ger 01~ Thuc. 
ii .. 34, 1; Stallbanm, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 115 E). We are not to suppose l1ow­
ever that this usage influenced the Apostle in his cl1oice of the word, since he had 
Christ befo1·e his eyes, not as a deatl hotly, but ns shedding His blood and dying. 

2 Ewald has in the translation predutined, but in the explunntion e:r:hib-itcd, 
Van Hengel declares for tl1e latte1·. 
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Scboem. Coinit. p. 104; Don-ill. ad C!tarit. p. 266 f.) or to the 
promulgation of laws. Besides the :vo1:,{1r; T~r; 01Kato~uv11r; of 
God rests, in fact, not on the preaching of the atoner, but on the 
work of atonement itself, which God accomplished by the 7rpoe-
01:To K,T.X. - God's own participation therein (for it was His 
iXa~-r~p,ov, willed and instituted by Hirnself) which is expressed 
by the middle, is placed beyond question by the 1:ir; Evo1:,{,v 
K.T.X., and decisively excludes Hofmann's conception of the 
death of Christ as a befalling. Compare on ver. 26. - 111.a~­
T~p,ov] is the neuter of the adjective ,11.arrnip1or;, used as a 
substantive, and hence means simply expiatoriu1n in general, 
without the word itself conveying the more concr!)te definition 
of its sense. The latter is supplied by the context. Thus, for 
example, in the LXX. (in the older profane Greek the word does 
not occur) the lid of the ark of the covenant, the Kapporeth, as 
the prapitiatorium operculum, is called To ,11.a~~ptov (see below), 
which designation has become technical, and in Ex. xxv. 17 and 
xxxvii 6 receives its more precise definition by the addition of 
£7ri01:µa. They also designate the ledge (choir) of the altar for 
burnt offerings, the M;!P, (Ez. xliii. 15, 17, 20) in the same way, 
because this place also was, through the blood of reconciliation 
with which it was sprinkled, and generally as an altar-plo.ce, a place 
of atonement. When they render "'U"\~~ in Amos ix. 1 (knob) 
by ,11.arrnip,ov, it is probable that they read M'.'.lb~. See generally 
Schleusner, Thes. Ill. p. 108 f. The word· in the sense of 
offerings of atonement does not occur in the LXX., though it is 
so used by other writers, so that it may be more specially de­
fined by i1:p6v or 0uµa. Thus in Dio Chrys. Orat. xi. 1, p. 355 
Reiske: ,11.arrnipwv 'Axmo, TY 'A011v~ TO 'IX,cio,, where a votive 
gift bears this inscription, and is thereby indicated as an offering 
of atonement, as indeed votive gifts generally fall mHler the 
wider idea of offerings (Ewald, Alterth. p. 96 ; Hermann, gottesd. 
Alterth. § 25, 1); again in Nonnus, IJionys. xiii. p. 38:3: ,11.a~­
T1ip1a (the true reading instead of iKa~T1ip1a) ropyour;. 4 Mo.cc. 

.. 22 1' ' - " - ' (3- ' ' ' - ''\ XVll. : o,a TOU a,µa-ror; TWV €U~€ WV €K€1VWV Kai 'TOU tl\.a~T11" 
piou TOV 1 0ava-rou av-rwv. Hesych. : ,11.au-r~ptov· Ka0ap~toV, 
Comp. Schol Apoll. Rhod. ii 487, where Xw<Jnii"a i1:pa is ex-

1 The article is, critic11lly, uncertain ; but at all cveuta the bloou ia coucei veu 
115 atoniug ,acri.fice-blood; comp. ver. 19. 
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plained by €f1Xa<TTiipia ; also the corresponding exprel'lsions for 
sacrifices, ITWTnptov (Xen. A nab. iii. 2, 9; v. 1, 1; LXX. Ex. 
XX. 24); Ka0ap<TlOV (Herod. i 35 ; Aeschin. p. 4, 10); Ka0apTn­

ptOV (Poll i. 32); xapt<TTnptov (Xen. Cyr. iv. 1, 2; Poly b. xxi. 
1, 2); euxapt<TTnptov (Polyb. V. 14, 8). Compare also such ex­
pressions as €7rtvtKta 0ueiv; and see generally Schaefer, ad Bos. 
Bll. p. 191 ff. Even in our passage the context makes the 
notion of an atoning sacrifice (comp. Lev. xvii. 11) sufficiently 
clear by €v T- auTou afµaTt ; compare Pfleiderer l.c. p. 180. The 
interpretation expiatory sacrifice is adopted by Cbrysostom (who 
at least represents the l/\a<TTnp. of Christ as the antitype of the 
anirnal o.-fjerings), Clericus, Bos, Elsner, Kypke, and others, in­
cluding Koppe, Flatt, Klee, Reiche, de Wette, Kollner, l!'ritzsche, 
Tholuck, Messner and Ewald; Weiss (bibl. Theol. p. 324) is in 
doubt between this and the following explanation.1 Others, as 
Morns, Rosenmliller, Rlickert, U steri and Glockler, keep with 
the Vulgate (propitiatwnem) and Castalio (placamentum), to the 
general rendering : 1neans of propitiation. So also Hofmann 
(comp. Schriftbew. II. I, p. 338 f.), comparing specially 1 John iv. 
10, and <TwT17pwv in Luke iL 30; and Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. 
p. 84 ff. But this, after the 1rpoe06'To which points to a definite 
public appearance, is an abstract idea inappropriate to it (as 
"propiatition"), especially seeing that iv .... a1µaTt belongs to 
1rpoe0£To, and seeing that the view of the death of Jesus as the 
concrete propitiatory offering was deeply impressed on and vividly 
present to the Christian consciousness (Eph. v. 2 ; 1 Cor. v. 7; 
Heb. ix. 14, 28; 1 Pet. i. 19; John i. 29, xvii. 19 al.). Origen, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Piscator, Pareus, Ham­
mond, Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others; also Ols­
hausen, Tholuck (ed. 5), Philippi, Umbreit, Jatho, Ritschl in the 
Jahrb. f. JJeutsche Theol. 1863, p. 247, and altkathol. KinlLe, p. 

1 Estius also explains victima'llt.,. propitiatoriani, but yet takes lXaa-r. ns mascu­
line. It was already taken as masculine (propitiatol") in the Syriac (compo.re tho 
reading propitiatorcm in the Vulgute) by Thomas Aquinas o.nd others; o.lso 
Erasmus (in his tra11Slation), 1\folancthon and Vntnblus; more recently also by 
Yater, Schrader, Reithmayr and vo.n Heng~!. But to this it mny be objected 
that there is no example of IXacrT-qp,os used with reference to persons. This remo.rk 
also applies against Mehring, who interprets powerful for atonement. K11hnis, 
Dogm. I. p. 584, and similarly Maugol<l, properly rntnin the rendering : expiatory 
offering; and even Morison recognises the sacrificial conception of the "propitia• 
wry," although like Mehring ho abides in substance by the idea of the adjective. 
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Sfi; Weber, vom Zorne Gottes, p. 27?,; Delitzsch on Heb p. 719, 
and in the illustrations to his HelJTew translation, p. 79 ; 1\Iiircker, 
and others, have rendered ,11.au-Tr,ptov in quite a special sense, 
namely, as referring to the canopy-shaped caver twSpended aver 
the arlc of the covenant (see Ewald, Altertk. p. 164 ff.), on which, 
as the seat of J ehovah's throne, the blood of the sacrifice was 
sprinkled by the high priest on the great day of atonement (Ex. 
xxv. 22; Num. vii. 89; Lev. xvi 13 ff.; Keil, Arch. I.§ 8-!, and 
generally Lun_d, Jiid. HeiNgth. ed. Wolf, p. 37 ff.), and which 
therefore, regarded as the vehicle of the divine grace (see Bahr, 
Symbolik, I. p. 387 ff.; Hengstenberg, Aitthcnt. des Pentateuclies, 
II. p. 642; Schulz, alttest. Tlieol. I. p. 205), typified.Christ as the 
atoner.1 That the Kapporeth was termed ,11.au--nipwv is not only 
certain from the LXX.2 (Ex. xxv. 18, 19, 20, xxxi. 7 al.), but 
also from Heb. ix. 5, and Philo (vit. Mos. p. 668, D and E; de 
profug. p. 465 A), who expressly represents the covering of the 
ark as a symbol of the t°A€W ouvaµ.€W~ of God. Compare also 
Joseph. Antt. iii 6, 5. There is consequently nothing to be 
urged against this explanation, either as respects the us,ts 
loquendi or as respec~s the idea, in accordance with which Christ, 
the bearer of the divine glory and grace, sprinkled with His own 
sacrificial blood, would be regarded as the antitype of the Kap­
poreth. But we may urge against it: (1) that To iAa<rT'JP· does 
not stand with the article, as in the Sept. and Heh. ix. 5, although 
Christ wns to be designated as the realised idea of the definite and 
in fact singly existing n,!)::, ( TO a")-..110,11011 rAatrT-!,p1011, Theodoret); 
(2) that even though the term iAa<TT11pw11, as applied to the cover 
of the ark, was certainly familiar to the readers from its use by the 
LXX., nevertheless this name, in its application to Christ, would 
come in here quite abruptly, without anything in the context 
preparing the way for it or leading to it; (3) tho.t 7rpol0rro would 
in that case be inappropriate, because the ark of the covenant, 
in the Holy of Holies, was removed from the view of the people; 

1 So nlso Funke, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1842, p. 314 f. The ol<l writers, nnd 
before them the Fathers, hove in some instance11 very for-fetched points of com­
parison. Calovius, e.g., specifies Jive: (1) quoad caus11m efficientcm; (2) quond 
materiam (gold 11nd not perishable wood-divine and human n11ture); (3) quond 
numerum (only one); (4) quoad objectum (o.11) ; (5) quoo.d usum et finem. 

1 The LXX. derived the word Kapporeth, in view of the ide11 which it repre, 
tented, from,~~• c011donavit. Coml', also the Vulgate (" e:i:1>iatoriuin"). 
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(4) that, if Christ were really thought of here as n,E):,, the follow­
ing eh lvoetftv Ti;r OLKatorru1111r aVTOU would be inappropriate, 
since the niti:, must have appeared rather as the ivoe1[1r of the 
divine grace (comp. Heb. iv. 16); (5) and lastly, that the concep­
tion of Christ as the antitype of the cover of the ark is found 
nowhere else in the whole N. T., although there was frequent 
opportunity for such expression; and it is therefore to be assumed 
that it did not belong to the apostolic modes of viewing and 
describing the atoning work of Christ. Moreover, if it is 
objected that this interpretation is unsuitable, because Christ, 
who shed His own blood, could not be the cover of the ark 
sprinkled with foreign b~ood, it is on the other hand to be 
remembered that the Crucified One sprinkled with Hi.a own 
blood might be regarded as the cover of the ark with the same 
propriety as Christ offering His own hlood is regarded in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews as High Priest. If, on the other 
side, it is objected to the interpretation expiatory offering 
(see Philippi), that it does not suit 7rpoJ0eTo because Christ 
offered Himself as a sacrifice to God, but God did not present 
Him as such to humanity. the objection is untenable, since the 
idea that God has given Christ to death pervades the whole N. 
T.-not that God has thereby offered Christ as a sacrifice, which 
is nowhere asserted, but that He has set forth before the eyes of 
the universe Him who is surrendered to the world by the very 
fact of His offering Himself as a sacrifice in obedience to the 
Father's counsel, as such actually and publicly, namely, on the 
cross. An exhibition through 1n-eaching (as Philippi objects) 
is not to be thought of, but rather the divine act of redempt1"on 
which took place through the sacrificial death on Golgotha. - 01a 
Ti;r 7r{rrTewr] may be connected either with 7rpoJ0eTo (Philippi, 
following older writers) or with t1'..arrT~p1011 (Rlickert, Matthias, 
Ewald, Hofmann, Morison, and older expositors). The latter 
is the right construction, since faith, as laying hold of the 
propitiation, is the very thing by which the {11.arrT~pwv set 
forth becomes subjectively effective; but not that whereby the 
setting forth itself, which was an objective fact independent of faith, 
has been accomplished.1 He11ce: as a sacrifice producing the 

1 Even hat! no one believed on the Crucified One-a contingency indec<l, 
11hich iu view of the divine 7rp6,m,nm c.iul<l not really occur-He would still buve 
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l>..iio-KE0'0a, tlirough faith. Without faith the tXaO'-r~ptov would 
not be actually and in result, what it is in itself; for it does not 
reconcile the unbeliever. - £JI Ttp avrou a1µa-r,] belongs to 
7rpoe0rro K.T.A. God has set forth Christ as an effectual expia­
tory offering through faith by means of Hi,s blood; i.e. in that 
He caused Him to shed His blood, in which lay objectii·ely the 
strength of the atonement.1 Observe the position of av-rou 
"quem proposuit ipsius sanguine." Kruger, § 4 7, 9, 12. Comp. 
xi. 11; Tit. iii. 5; 1 Thess. ii. 19; Heh. ii 4 al. Comp. ver. 
24. Still iv -r. av-r. a1µ. is not to be joined with i"AaO'T1ip1ov in 
such a way as to make it the parallel of o,a T. 7T"IO'T. (Wolf, 
Schrader, Kollner, Reithmayr, Matthias, Mehring. Hofmann, 
Mangold, and others); for Et~ [voE1f1v K,T.A. requires that iv -r. 
av-r. a1µ. shall be the element defining more closely the divine 
act of the 7rpoe0rro K.-r.X., by which the divine righteousness is 
apparent; wherefore also iv. -r. av-r. a1µ. is placed immediately 
before E1•~ fvoE1f1v K-T-A,, and not before Dl.a0'-r1ip1ov (against Hof­
mann's objection). Other writers again erroneously mo.ke iv . ... 
a1µa-r, dependent on 7T"ICTTEW~ (Luther, Colvin, Beza, Seb. Schmid, 
and others; also Koppe, Klee, Flatt, Olshausen, Tholuck, 
Winzer, and l\forison), joining o,a T, 7rlO'T, likewise to 1/\a(1'­

r,jp1ov: through faith on Hi,s blood. In that case iv would not 
be equivalent to El~, but would indicate the basis of faith (see on 
Gal. iii. 26) ; nor cau the absence of the article after 7rl(1'T, be 
urged ngninst this rendering (see on Gal. l.c.) : but the iv -rip avT, 
atµ. becomes in this connection much too subordinate o. point. 
,Just OJ/ means of the shedding of His blofJd was the setting forth 
of Christ for a propitiatory offering accomplished; in order that 
throngh this utmost, highest, and holiest sacrifice offered for the 
satisfaction of the divine justice-through the blood of Christ 
-that justice might be brought to light and demonstrated. Frnm 
this connection also we may easily understand why iv -rip av-r. a1µ., 
been set forth ns a proritiatory oO"cring, though this offering woulu not hnve 
aul,jectively benefited any one. 

1 This ii, -r,i avroii afµ.an securee at all ei·enta to the Apostle's utterance tho 
conception of a aacrlice atoning, i.e. doing awuy the guilt, whichever of the 
existing explono.tions of the word IXao--r,jp,ov we moy o.uopt. This olso oprlies 
against Rich. Schmidt l.c., occonling to whom (comp. So.batier, p. 262f.) the 
establishment of the IXa.o-njp1ov consisted in God actuolly passing sentence 
on sin itself in the flesh of His Son, and wholly abolishing it os nn ohiectil"e 
rower exercising dominion over humonity-consequcntly in the destruction of 
th~ sin-principle. Tiegarding viii. 3 see on that po.si;age. 
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which moreover, following i'Xaa-T1ip1ov, was a matter of course, 
is added at all; though in itself unnecessary and self-evident, 
it is added with all the more weight, and in fact with solemn 
emphasis. For just in the blood of Christ, which God has 
not spared, lies the proof of His righteousness, which He has 
exhibited through the setting forth of Christ as an expiatory 
sacrifice; that shed blood has at once satisfied His justice, 
and demonstrated it before the whole world. On the atoning, 
actually sin-effacing power of the blood of Christ, according to 
the fundamental idea of Lev. xvii. 11 (compare Heb. ix. 22), 
see v. 9; Matth. xxvi. 28; Acts xx. 28; Eph. i. 7; Col. i. 14; Rev. 
v. 9 al.; 2 Cor. v. 14, 21; Gal. iii. 13 al. Comp. Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 
270ff., 584f. Reiche considers that 01a. Tijr 'lrtO"T.should be coupled 
with OlKatouµ., and gv .... t>..arTT. should be a parenthesis, whilst 
ev T. auT. a1µ. is to be co-ordinated with the Ola T. 'lrLO"T. But by 
this expedient the discourse is only rendered clumsy and over­
laden. - eir fvoe1t. T. OLK. auTou] purpose of God in the 7rpoi0eTO 
.... aTµaTt. The 01Katoa-uv11 is righteousnes.~, as is required by the 
context (01a 7". 'lra.pea-1v .... ev TO avoxfj T. 0eou), not: truth (Am­
brm;iaster, Beza, Turretin, Hammond, Locke, Bohme ), or goodness 
(Theodoret, Grotius, Semler, Koppe, Rosenmliller, Morus, Reiche. 
also Tittmann,Synon. p.185)-significationswhich the word never 
bears. It does not even indicate the holiness (Fritzsche, Reith­
mayr, Klaiber, Neander, Gurlitt in the Stud. u. K1·it. 1840, p. 975· 
Lipsius, Reclitfe1·tigungsl. p. 146 ff.); or the righteousness, inclU<l• 
ing grace (Ritschl); or generally the Divine moral order of justice 
(Morison); or the self-equality of God in His bearing (Hofmann); 
but in the strict sense the opposite of ao1Kor in ver. 5, the judicial 
(more precisely, the punitive) righteousness (comp. Ernesti, Urspr. 
d. Sunde, I. p. 169 ff.), which had to find its holy satisfaction, but 
received that satisfaction in the propitiatory offering of Christ, 
and is thereby practically demonstrated and exhibited. On 
lvoe1f1r, in the sense of practical proof, comp. 2 Cor. viii 24, 
and on eir Eph. ii. 7: Tva evoelf 11Tal. Following ver. 26, Chry­
sostom and oil1ers, including Krehl and Baumgarten-Crusius, 
take it unsatisfactorily as justifying righteousness. Anselm, 
Luther, Elsner, Wolf, and others, also Usteri, Winzer, van Hen­
gel and Mangold, hold that it is, as in ver. 21, the righteousness, 
that God gives. On the other hand, see the immediately follow-
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ing 1:lr .... 8tKatov. - Ota T~V ,rapt:ITLV K.T.~.] on account of the 
passing 7Jy of sins that had previously taken place, i.e. because He 
had allowed the pre-0/iristian sins to go witlwut punishrrunt, 
whereby His righteousness had been lost sight of and obscured,1 

and therefore came to need an 1v81:1f1r for men.2 Thus the 
atonement accomplished in Christ became" the divine Theodicee 
for the past history of the world" (Tholuck), and, in view of this 
1v81:1[1r, that ,rapt:ITLf ceases to be an enigma. - ,rapt:ITLf, which 
occurs only here in the N. T. (see however Dionys. Hal. ,,ii. 37; 
Phalar. Epist. 114; Xen. de praef eq. 7, 10; and Fritzsche in loc.; 
Loesner, p. 249); erroneously explained by Chrysostom as equi­
valent to veKpwtTtr, is distinguished from a.cf>1:1Ttf in s_o far as the 
omission of punishment is conceived in 1rap1:1Ttf as a letting pass 
(v1r1:p18w11, Acts xvii 30; comp. xiv.16), in acf>1:1Ttr (Eph. i 7; Col. 
i.14) as a letting free. Since Paul, according to Acts l.c., regarded 
the non-punishment of pre-Christian sins as an "overlooking" 
(comp. Wisd. xi 23), we must consider the peculiar expression, 
,rapt:ITtr, here as purposely chosen. Comp. ,rapdvat, Ecclus. xxiii. 2. 
If he had written acf>1:1Tt~, the idea would be, that God, instead of 
rct&.ining those sins in their category of guilt (comp. John xx. 2B), 
had let them free, i.e. had forgiven tbem.11 He has not forgiven 
them, however, but only let them go unpunished ( comp. 2 Sam. xx iv. 
10), neglexit. The wrath of God, which nevertheless frequently 
burst forth (comp. i. 17 ff.) in the ages before Christ over Jews and 
Gentiles (for Paul, in his perfectly general expressions, has not 
merely the former in view), was not an adequate recompense 
counterbalancing the sin, and even increased it (i. 24 ff.); so 

1 Compare J. l\H\11er, 11. d. Sande, I. p. 852, ed. 5. 
1 The explanation that "6ui here indicates that, whereby the 31K11100'uv71 mnnifests 

itself" (Reiche; so also BeDeck~, Koppe, and older expositors) is incorrect, just 
because Paul in all c1U1es (even in viii. 11 and Gnl. iv. 13) makes n sha!'p distinc­
tion between Bui with the accusative nnd with the g~nitive. This interpretation 
has arisen from the erroneous conception of 31K11100'uv71 (as goodness or truth). 

3 In 41/mm the guilt and punishment are cancelled; in 1rdpHm both arc tacitly 
or expressly left unclealt with, but iD their case it may be saicl that "omit­
tanu is not acqui.Uance." For the idea of /orgivenesa a,,11u ancl d.,p,lva, nlone 
form thti standing mode of expression in the N. T. And beyond doubt (in 
opposition to the view of Luther and otliers, and recently Mnngo!tl) Paul wouhl 
here have usecl this form, hacl he intended to convey that idea. The 1rdp,111r is 
intermediate between pardon and puoiohment. Compare Ritschl in the Jahrb. f. 
D. Th. 1863, p. 501. 

L M 
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that God's attitude to the sin of the time before Christ so lonr, 
' 0 

as it was not deleted either by an adequate punishment, or by 
atonement, appears on the wlwle as a letting pass (comp. Acts 
xiv. 16) and overlooking. As the correlative of ,.aperr1r;, 

there is afterwards appropriately named avox~ (comp. ii. 4), not 
xap1s-, for the latter would correspond to &cperrts-, Eph. i. 7. -
The pre-Christian sins are not those of individuals prior to their 
conversion (Mehring and earlier expositors), but the sum of the 
sins of the world before Christ. The [AarrT17p1011 of Christ is the 
epoch and turning-point in the world's history (comp . .Acts 
xvii. 30, xiv. 16. - iv -r'ii avox.i -r. 0eou] in virtue of the forbear­
ance (tolerance, comp. ii. 4) of God,1 contains the ground which 
is the motive of the 7raperr1r;. It is not to be attached to 
,.poyey. (Oecumenius, Luther, and many others; also RlickeJt, 
Gurlitt, Ewald, van Hengel, Ritschl, and Hofmann), which 
would yield the sense with or "during the forbearance of God." 
Against this view we may urge the very circumstance that the 
tirne when the sins referred to took place is already specified by 
7rpoyeyo110-rw11, and expressed in a way simply and fully corres­
ponding with the contrast of the I/VII Katpor; that follows, as 
well as the special pertinent reason, that our mode of con­
necting £1/ T, a.vox.i T- e. with Ota -r. 7raperr111 K,T,A. brings out 
more palpably the antithetical relation of this 7raperr1r; to the 
divine 01KaiorrJ1117. Moreover, as avox~ is a moral attribute, the 
ternporal conception of iv is neither indicated nor appropriate. 
'What is in<licated and appropriate is simply the use, so common, 
of iv in the sense of the ethical ground. Reiche connects iv -rfi 

avox'ii T. 0eov with ei'r; ivo. T. OLK. au-r., making it co-ordinate 
with the Ota .... a.µap-r. : "the 01Katorri51111 showed itself posi­
tively in the forgiveness of sins, negatively in the postponement 
of judgment." Incorrect, on account of the erroneous explana­
tion of 01a and 01Kaiorr. thus necessitated.-Our whole inter­
pretation of the passage from Ota T. 7raperr111 to 0eov is not at 
variance (as Usteri thinks) with Heb. ix. 15; for, if God bas 
allowed pre-Christian sins to pass, and then has exhibited t.he 

1 Paul writes 0Eo0, not ngoin avroO, becnuse 110 utters the oul T1JV 1rdpEow •••• 
0rnii from his own stnncl point, so that the subject is presented obJectively. Comp. 
Xen. Anab. i. 9, 15. But even apart from this the repetition of the noun instead 
of the pronoun is of very frequent occuncnce in all Greek authors, nnd also iu thi, 
N. r. ( Wiuer, p. 130 [E. l'. l SO]). 
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atoning eacrifice of Christ in proof of His righteousness, the 
death of Christ must necessarily be the XvTpov for the trans­
gressions committed under the old covenant, but passed over for 
the time being. But there is nothing in our passage to warrant 
the reference to the sins of the people of Israel, as in Heb. l.c. 
(in opposition to Philippi). 

Ver. 26. Ilpo~ T;v €V0Etftv] Resumption of the Ei~ :voEtftv in 
ver. 25, and that without the oe, ver. 22 (comp. on Luke i 71); 
while Et~ is exchanged for the equivalent 1rp6~ unintentionally, 
as Paul in ver. 30, and also frequently elsewhere (comp. on Eph. 
i. 7 and Gal ii 16) changes the prepositions.1 The article, 
however (see the critical notes), serves to set forth the definite, 
historically given :vo£1f1r, which is in accord with tbe progress 
of the representation; for Paul desires to add now with corres­
ponding emphasis the historical element iv Ttp vvv Ka1pc_i1 not pre­
viously mentioned. The resumption is in itself so obvious, and 
also in such entire harmony with the emphasis laid upon the 
:voE1{1r Tij~ OtKato1Tvv11r avToii as the chief point, that fur this 
·very reason the interpretation of Riickert and Gurlitt (comp. 
Tieza), which joins 7rpor T;v €V0Etftv /C,T,A. with 8,a T, ,rapECTIV .. .. 
0£0ii, and takes it as the aim of the ,rapECTtr or the uvox1i (Baum­
garten-Crusius; comp. Hofmann and Th. Schott), at once falls to 
the ground. Mehring, rendering ,rpor in reference to or in view 
of, understands the 01Ka101Tvv11 in ver. 26 to mean imputed right­
eousness, and finds the :vo£1f1r of the latter, ver. 26, in the 
reS'ltrrection of Jesus ; but a decisive objection to his view is that 
Paul throughout gives no hint whatever that his expressions in 
vcr. 26 are to be taken in any other sense than in ver. 25 ; 
and a reference to the resurrection in particular is here quite 
out of place ; the passage goes not beyond the atoning death of 
Christ. - Eir To Eiva, K,T,A, cannot stand in an epexegetical rela• 
tion to the previous Eir :vo£1t,v K,T,A. because that lv8E1t,~ has in 
fact already been doubly expressed, but now the further element 
Kat 8tKa1oiivra K,T,A, is added, which first brings into full view 
the teleology of the tAa1TT1Jp1ov. Et'r To ETvai K.T,A, is therefore 
the definition presenting the final aim of the whole affirmation 
from ~v 1rpoi0rro to Katprp. It is its keystone : that He may be 
jnst and justifying tlie believers, which i1:1 to be taken as the 

1 Comp. Kiibner, II. 1, p. 475 f. 
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intended re,sult (comp. on ver. 4): in order that, through tl1e 
iXaCTT11p1011 of Christ, arranged in this way and for this €1101;1f1r, 

He may manifest Himself as One who is Himself righteous, and 
who makes the believer righteous ( comp. lXaCTTl'/P· Ota To 7rLCTT€Wf, 

ver. 25). He desires to be both, the one not without the other. 
The £f vat however is the being in the appearance corresponding to 
it. The" estimation of the moral public" (Morison) only ensues 
as the consequence of this. Regarding TOIi eK 7rLCTT. comp. on ol ef 
ep10dar, ii. 8. The atiTo11 however has not the force of ipse or even 
alone (Luther), seeing it is the subject of the two predications 
r5lKawv K. r51Ka1ou11Ta ; but it is the simple pronoun of the third 
person. Were we to rw1der with Matthias and Mehring1 Kal 

r51Ka1ou11Ta: even wlien He justifies, the Kal would be very super­
fluous and weakening; Paul would have said olKawv 81Kaiouna, 
or would have perhaps expressed himself pointedly by 8[Ka1o11 K. 

r51Kawuna a.olKovr iv 7rLCTT£wr '1 Observe further that the justus 
etjust1ficans, in which lies the sunimum paradoxon evangelicum as 
opposed to the 0. T.justus et condemnans(accordingtoBengel), finds 
its solution and its harmony with the 0. T. in TOIi eK 7rlCTT£wr (sec 
i:hap. iv., i 17). The Roman Catholic explanation of inherent 
righteousness (see especially Reithmayr) is here the more inept. 
It is also to be remarked that according to vv. 24-26 grace was 
the determining ground in God, that prompted Him to permit the 
atonement. He purposed thereby indeed the revelation of His 
righteousness; but to the carrying out of that revelation just thus, 
and not otherwise, namely through the iXaCTTl'/pt011 of Cli1-ist, 
He was moveJ by His own xaptr. Moreover the €1101;1f1r of the 
divine righteousness which took place through the atoning death 
of Christ necessarily presupposes the satisfactio vicaria of the 
1'XaCTT17p1011. Hofmann's doctrine of atonement (compensation)2 

1 They are joined by Erncsti, EtMlc d. Ap. P. p. 32. 
1 "In consequence of man's having allowed himself to be inducfd througl1 the 

working of Satan to sin, which mnde him the object of divine wrath, the Triune 
God, in order tha.t He might perfect the relation constituted by the net of crention 
between Himself a.nd humanity into a. complete fellowship of love, 1111s had 
recourse to the most extreme antithesis of Father and Son, which was possible 
without self-negation on the part of God, nnmely, the nntithesi.s of the Father 
nagry at humanity on account of sin, and of the Son belonging in sinlessness to 
that humanity, but approving Himself under o.11 the consequences of its sin even 
unto the transgressor's denth thnt bcMI Him through Satan's agency; so that, after 
!:latan had done o:i Him the utwost which he was nble to do to the sinless One in 
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does not permit the simple and-on the basis of the 0. T. con­
ception of atoning sacrifice-historically definite ideas of vv. 25, 
26, as well as the unbiassed and clear representation l)f the 
a7roAuTpro<rt,; in ver. 24 (comp. the A11Tpo11 a.11Tl, Matth. xx. 28, 
and a.11Ttl\vrpo11, 1 Tim. ii 6) to subsist alone with it. On the 
other hand these ideas and conceptions given in and homo­
geneously pervading the entire N. T., and whose meaning can 
by no means be evaded, exclude the theory of Hofmann, not 
merely in form but also in substance, as a deviation evading 
and explaining away the N. T. type of doctrine, with which 
the point of view of a "befalling," the category in which 
Hofmann invariably places the death of Jesus, i~ especially 
at variance. And Faith in the atoning death has not justifica­
tion merely "in its train" (Hofmann in Zoe.), but justification 
takes place subjectively through faith (vv. 22, 25), and indeed in 
such a way that the latter is reckoned for righteousness, iv. 5, 
consequently immediately (J[alq)111J'l, Chrysostom). 

Ver. 27. Paul now infers (oi11) from vv. 21-26-in lively inter­
change of question and answer, like a victor who has kept the 
field-that Jewish boa.sting (not human boasting generally, 
Fritzsche, Krehl, Th. Schott) is excludecl.1 The a,·ticle indicates 
that which is known, and has been before mentioned (ii. 17 ff.), 

consequence of sin, without obtRining nny other result thnn His fincll stnnding tl1e 
test, the relation of the Father to the Son wns now 11 1·el1Ltion of God to thd 
humanity begi1111i'ng antlD in the Son,-11 relation no longer <letennined by tl1c sin 
of the roce springing from Ad11m, but by the righteousness of the Son." Hof­
mann in the E-rl. Ztiiwi-r. 1856, p. 179 f. Subsequently (see espec. Schri"flb. 11. 
1, p. 186 If.) Hofmnnn hu substRutinlly n<lhercd to his position. See the litem• 
ture of the entire controversy carried on against him, cspecinlly by Philippi, 
Thomnsius, 'Ebrani, Delitzsch, Schneider, Weber, given by the (1Ltter, vom Zome 
Ootlt11, p. xliii. If. ; Weizziicker in the Jah-rb. f. Dt11tache Theol. 18118, p. 164 ff. It 
is not to the uclesiastical doctrine, but to Schleiermncbcr's, 1Lnd pmtilL!ly n!so 
llrencken's subjective representation of it, th1Lt Hofmaun's theory, olthougli in 
another Conn, stands most nearly relCLte<L Comp. on vcr. 24; nn<l for n more 
detailed account Ritschl, Rechlferligung 1mcl Versiih11u11g, 1870, I. p. 669 ff., nlong 
with bis counter-remlll'ks ogninst Hofmann nt p. 676 IT. As to keeping the 
Scriptural notion of imputed righteousness clear of nil admixture with the morn! 
change of the justified, see 111&0 Kostlin in the Jahrb. Jar Dtutache Theol. 1856, 
p. 105 If., 118 ff., Gess, in the same, 1857, p. 679 ff., 1868, p. 713 ff., 1859, p. 
467 ff.; compared however with the observations of l'hilippi in his Olaubenslehre, 
1 V. 2, p. 237 ff., 2nd edition. 

1 Hofmann's misconception of ver. 9 still nff'ecta him, so RB to mRke him think 
here of Cl1ri1tia11 «a~x710-1s. Comp., for the rii;ht view, csvecially Chrysostom, 
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looking back to vv. 9 and 1. - ,rou] As it were, seeking that 
which has vanished from the sphere of vision, Luke viii. 25; 
1 Cor. i. 20, xv. 55; 1 Pet. iv. 18; 2 Pet. iii 4; also frequently 
,ised thus by classic writers.-The Kavx>11Tt~ is not the object of 
boasting (Reiche), which would be Kavx>1µa, but the vaunting 
itself, which is presented with vivid clearness as that which no 
longer e~:ists. - €feKAEl1T011] OUK fTt xwpa11 lxet, Theodoret. -
'5ta. ,rolov 11oµov ;] scil. €f€KA€/(Te,,, not '5tKatovµe0a, which Mehr­
ing, following Micha~lis, wholly without logical ground wishes to 
be supplied. The exclusion, namely, must necessarily have en­
sued through a law no longer allowing the KUVXl'JO'L~ ; but throu3h 
what sort of a law ? of wlut nature is it ? Is it one that demands 
worlcs? No, but a law of faith. In these attributes lies the 
,roiOT1J~ of the law, which is the subject of inquiry. This cannot 
have the quality of the Mosaic law, which insists upon work~, 
but thereby fosters and promotes the parade of work-righteous­
ness (ii. 17); it must, on the contrary, be a law that requires 
faith, as is done by the Christian plan of salvation, which pre­
scribes the renunciation of all merit through works, and requires 
us to trust solely in the grace of God in Christ. The Christian 
plan of salvation might be included under the conception of a 
110µ0~, because the will of God is given in it by means of the 
Gospel ( comp. 1 John iii. 23), just as in the 0. T. revelation by 
means of the Mosaic law. Aud the expression was necessary 
in the connection, because the question '5ta. ,rolov voµov; re­
quired both the old and new forms of the religious life to be 
bruught under the one conception of 110µ0~. Therefore the 
literal sense of 110µ0~ remains unchanged, and it is neither doc­
trine (Melancthon ancl many others) nor religious economy. 

Comp. ix. 31. 
Ver. 28 gives the grounrl of the ouxl /C.T.A. - "Xoyttoµe0a] OVK 

£7T't aµq>1/30Xla~ "XlyeTat (Theodore of Mopsuestia): censemus, we 
deem, as in ii. 3, viii. 18; 2 Cor. xi. 5. The matter is set down 
as something that has now been brought between Paul and bis 
readers to a common ultimate judgment, whereby the victorious 
tone of ver. 27 is not damped (as Hofmann objects), but is on the 
contrary confidently sealed.- ,r[CTTet] On this, and not on o,,ca1ou<T-
6ai (Th. Schott, Hofmann), lies the emphasis iu accordance with 
the entire connection ; xwp,,; ;py. voµou is correlative. Paul has 
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C'lnceived "-oy. y. 01K. together, and then placed first the word 
which bas the stre,ss; compare the critical observations. The 
dative denotes the procuring cause or medium, just like 01a -rr1a-­

T€WS'. Bernhardy, p. 101 f. The word " alone," added by Luther­
formerly an apple of discord between Catholics and Lutherans 
(see the literature in Wolf)-did not belong to the translation as 
such,1 but is in e:cplanation justified by the context, which in the 
way of dilemma" cuts off all works utterly" (Luther), and by tbo 
connection of the Pauline doctrinal system generally, which ex­
cludes also the £ides jormata. See Form. Cone. p. 585 f., 691. 
Comp. on Gal ii 16, Osiander in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 
1863, p. 703 f.; Morison in Zoe. All fruit of faith fo~lows justi­
fication by faith; and there are no degrees in justification.2 -

xwpis- {py. 110µ011] Without the co-operation therein of works of 
the law (ver. 20), which, on the contrary, remain apart from all 
connection with it. Comp. ver. 21. - On the quite general 
a.110pc1J1ro11, a man, comp. Chrysostom: -rii oiKouµlvn 'T«lS' 0upa~ 
, 'C - , ,I,. ' ,, 0 ' ' - I a1101~aS' 'T'IS' trWT'IPLaS', -r'ltrlll, a11 pw-rro11, 'TO KOIJ/011 'T'IS' <pUG'€Wi 
011oµa 0€lr. See afterwards 7r€p1Toµ~11 • ••• Kai a.Kpo{3ucn-., ver. 30. 
Comp. Gal ii. 16. 

Ver. 29. Or-in case what has just been asserted in ver. 28 
might still be doubted-is it only Je:ws to whom God belongs? 
and not also Gentiles 1 He must, indeed, have only been o. God 
for the Jews, if He had made justification conditional on works 
of the law, for in that case it could only be destined for J ews,3 

insomuch as they only are the possessors of the law. Conse­
quently vv. 29, 30 contain a further closing thought, crowning 
the undoubted accuracy of the confidently expressed Xoyitoµ£0a 

K.-r.X. in ver. 28. The supplying of a predicative 0€0S' (Hofmann, 
l\forison, and earlier expositors) is superfluous, since the pre­
vailing usage of €l11a1 -rl11or is amply sufficient to make it intelli­
gible, and it is quite as clear from the context that the relation­
ship which is meant is that of being God to the persons in 
question.-How much the 11a1 Kai i011w11, said without any limita-

1 Luther baa not added it in Gal. ii 16, where the Niirnberg Bible of 1483 
reads "only through faith." 

1 Comp. Riggenbach (against Romang) in the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 227 IT. 
1 Not for Gentile■ alao, unless they become prosdytea to Judaism, wheceLy 

they would cease to be Gentile■. 
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tion whatever-in their case, as with 'Iov8a{wv, God is conceived 
as protecting them, and guiding to salvation-run counter to 
the degenerate theocratic exclusiveness; see on Matth. iii. 9, and 
in Eisenmenger's entdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 587 f. But Paul speaks 
in the certain assurance, which had been already given by the 
prophetic announcement of Messianic bliss for the Gentiles, but 
which he himself had received by revelation (Gal. i 16), and 
which the Roman church, a Pauline church, itself regarded as 
beyond doubt. 

Ver. 30 is to be divided from the previous one merely by a 
comma. Regarding e1rel1rep, whe1·ecis (in the N. T. only here) 
introducing something undoubted, see Hermann, ad Viger. p. 
786; Hartung, Pa1·tilcell. I. p. 342 f.; Baeumlein, p. 204.-The 
unity of God implies that He is God, not merely of the Jews, 
but also of the Gentiles ; for otherwise another i:pecial Deity 
must rule over the Gentiles, which would do away with mono­
theism. - is- 81Ka1wo-e1] who shall (therefore) justify. This 
exposition contains that which necessarily follows from the 
unity of God, in so far as it conditions for both parties one mode 
of justification (which however must be xwpiS' tpywv, ver. 28). 
For Jews as well as for Gentiles He must have destined the way 
of righteousness by faith as the way of salvation. The future is 
neither put for 01Kmoi: (Grotius, and many others), nor to be 
referred with Beza and Fritzsche to the time of the final judg­
ment, nor to be taken as the future of inference (Riickert, Meh­
ring, Hofmann), but is to be understood as in ver. 20 of every case of 
justification to be accomplished. Erasmus rightly says, " Respexit 
enim ad eos, qui adhuc essent in Judaismo seu paganismo."­
The exchange of EK and 81a is to be viewed as accidental, without 
real difference, but also without the purpose of avoiding mis­
conception (Mehring). Comp. Gal. ii. 16, iii. 8; Eph. ii. 8. 
Unsuitable, especially for the important closing thought, is the 
view of Calvin, followed by Jatho, that there is an irony in the 
difference: "Si quis vult habere differentiam gentilis a Judaeo, 
hanc habeat, quod ille per fidem, hie vero ex fide justitiam con­
sequitur." Theodore of Mopsuestia, Wetstein, Bengel, Hofmann, 
and others explain it by various other gratuitous suggestions; 1 

1 Btngel : "Judaei pridem in flde fuerant; gentiles fidem ab illis ncens nacti 
ern.11t." Comp. Origen. Similnrly Matthias: in the cue of the circumci~eu 
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van Hengel is doubtful.-The interchange of 1ritrTf(J)<; and Tij,; 

,r[trT. (from faithr-through the faith), in which the qualitative 
expression advances to the concrete with the article, is also without 
special design, as similar accidental interchanges often occur in 
parallel clauses (Winer, p. 110 [E.T. 149]). 

Ver. 31-iv. 24. The harmony of the doctrine of justification 
by faith with the law, illu.strated by what is said in the law regard­
ing the justification of Al>ralULm. -The new chapter should have 
begun with ver. :n, since that verse contains the theme of the 
following discussion. If we should, with Augustine, Beza, Calvin, 
Melancthon, Bengel, and many others, including Flatt, Tholuck, 
Kollner, Rtickert, Philippi, van Hengel, Umbreit, an:d Mehring, 
assume that at iv. 1 there is again introduced something new, so 
that Paul does not carry further the 110µ011 ltrTwµf11, v. 31, but in 
iv. 1 ff. treats of a new objection that has occurred to him at the 
moment, we should then have the extraordinary phenomenon of 
Paul as it were dictatorially dismissing an objection so extremely 
important and in fact so very naturally suggesting itself, as 

• 110µ011 oii11 KaTapyoiiµf11 K.T.X., merely by an opposite assertion, 
and then immediately, like one who has not a clear case, leaping 
away to something else. The more paradoxical in fact after the 
foregoing, and especially after the apparently antinomistic con­
cluding idea in ver. 30, the assertion 110µ011 ltrTwµf11 must lmve 
faith appears aa the ground, in that of the uncircumcised ea the mea7!.!I of justificn­
tion ; '" rln. signifies: because they believe, 3u£ -r. rln. : 'if they believe. In 
the caae oC th.i circumciiied faith is presupposed as covennnt-fuithfulness. Comp. 
also Bisping. According to Hofmann, Pnul is supposed to hnve snid in the cnse 
of the oiNumcised in C011.Teq-urnce of faith, because these wish to become righteous 
in consequence of legal works ; but in the cnse of the uncircumcised by meana of 
faith, becnlllle with the latter no other possible wny of beooruing righteous wns 
conceivable. In the former instance faith is the preceding condition ; in the 
latter the faith existing for the purpose of justification (therefore nccompnnieu 
by the nrticle) is the means, by which God, who works it, helps to righteousness. 
This amounts to a subjective invention of subtleties which are equally inc11pnbl~ 
of proof as of refutation, but which are nll thA more groundless, seeing thnt 
Paul is fund of such interchanges of prepositions in setting forth the snmo relation 
(comp. ver. 25 f., anil on 2 Cor. iii. 11, and Eph. i. 7). How frequent are 
similar interchanges also in claBBic authors I Moreover, in our p~snge the stress 
is by no means on the prepositions (Hofmann), but on r,p,roµ:t,v nnd 6.Kpo{Jv11rla.v. 
Anll a.s to the variation of the prepositions, Augustine hns properly observed (de 
Spit'. et lit. 29) that this interchange serves 11on ad aliquam dijfere11tiam, but acl 
varietatcm loc11timlil. Comp. on '" rlntwt 31Ka10Dv (here said of Jews) nlso of 
Gentiles, Gal. ill. 8 ; Rom. ix. 30, and generally i. 17. 
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sounded, the more difficult becomes the assumption that it is 
merely an anticipatory declaration abruptly interposed (see 
especially Philippi, who thinks that it is enlarged on at viii. 
1 ff); and the less can ver. 20, Ota 'Y· voµou £7rlyvwtTt<; aµapT- be 
urged as analogous, since that proposition had really its justifica­
tion there in what preceded. According to Th. Schott, voµo,; is 
not meant to apply to the Mosaic law at all, but to the fact that, 
according to ver. 27, faith is a voµo,;, in accordance with which 
therefore Paul, when making faith a condition of righteousness, 
ascribes to himself not abrogation of the law, but rather an estab­
lishment of it, setting up merely what God Himself hacl appointed 
as the method of salvatio:-1. The discourse would thus certainly 
have a conclusion, but by a jugglery1 with a word (110µ0,;) which 
no reader could, after ver. 28, understand in any other sense than 
as the Mosaic law. Hofmann explains substantially in the same 
way as Schott. He thinks that Paul conceives to himself the 
objection that in the doctrine of faith there might be found a 
doing away genemlly of all law, and now in opposition thereto 
declares that that doctrine does not exclude, but includes, the fact 
that there is a divine order of human life (?). 

Ver. 31. OJv] The Apostle infers for himself from his doctrine 
of justification £/C 7rllTT€Wf: ... . xwpl,; lpywv voµou-just discussed 
-a possible objection and reproach: Do we then make away 
with the law (render it invalid) tMough faith? - voµov] em­
phatically put first, and here also to be understood neither of the 
moral law, nor of every law in general, nor of the entire 0. T., 
but, as is proved by the antithesis between voµo,; and 7rfa-Ttr: 

and the reference as bearing on ver. 28, of the Mosaic law. 
Comp. Acts xxi. 28, Gal. iv. 21 f. - ota Tij,; 7r{a-T.] i.e. thereby, that 
we assert faith as the condition of justification. - voµov ia-Twµfv] 
Not: we let the law stand (Matthias), but: we malce it stand, we pro­
duce the result that it, so far from being ready to fall, in reality 
stands up1·ight ({3€{3awvµfv, Theodoret) in its authority, force, 
and obligation. Comp. 1 Mace. xiv. 29, ii. 27; Ecclus. xliv. 20-
22. This ia-TaV€1V of the law, whereby there is secured to it 
staliility and authority insttiad of the ,caTapy€ia-0a,, takes place 
by means of (see eh. iv.) the Pauline doctrine demonstrating and 

1 This objection in no w11y affects tl1e question Bui. rolo11 116µ011, ver. 27 (in 
opposition to Hofmann's objection) where the nry 1rolo~ 11laccd along witli ,;,, 
requires the general notion of 116µ011, 
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making goocl the fact that, and the mode in which, justification 
by the grace of God through faith is already taught in the law, 
so that Paul and his fellow teachers do not come into antagonism 
with the law, as if they desired to abolish and invalidate it by 
a new teaching, but, on the contrary, by their agreement with 
it, and by proving their doctrine from it, secure and confirm it 
in its position and essential character.1 - The 110µ011 irrTwµe11, 
however, is so little at variance with the a1:n-ogation of the law 
as an institute of works obligatory in order to the becoming riqht­
eous, which has taken place through Christianity (x. 4; 2 Cor. iii. 
7; Gal iii. ; Rom. vii 4; Gal. ii. 19; Col ii 14), that, on the 
contrary, the law had to fall in this aspect, in order that, in an­
other aspect, the same law, so for as it teaches faith as the con­
dition of the 81Ka1orr61111, might be by the gospel imperishably 
confirmed in its authority, and even, according to Matth. v. 17, 
fulfilled. For in respect of this assertion of the value of faith 
the law and the gospel appear one. - If the 110µ011 la-Twµe11 and 
its relation to the abrogation of the law be defined to mean that 
"from faith proceeds the new obedience, and the love develops itself, 
which is the 7r'"Af/l""µa 11oµov, xiii. 10" (Philippi; comp. Riickert, 
Krehl, Umbreit, Morison), as Augustine, Melancthon, who never­
theless mixes up with it very various elements, Luther, Calvin, 
Beza, Vatablus, Calovius, and others assumed (comp. also Apol. 
0. A. p. 83, 223), the further detailed illustration of eh. iv. is 
quite as much opposed to this view, as it is to the interpreto.­
tions which conceive the law as pedagogically leading to Christ 
(Grotius, Olsbausen), or as fulfilled in respect of its object, which 
is justification by fnith (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylo.ct, 
and others2). In the case of the two latter views, faith appears 
as something added to the law, which is just what Paul combats 
in eh. iv. On the form la-Twµe11, from la-Taw, see Matthio.e, p. 482, 
Winer, p. 75 [E. T. 93]. Still the lrrTa11oµe11, recommended by 
Griesbach and adopted by Lachmann and Tischendorf, bo.s 
preponderant attestation (so also N•; but N .. has irrTwµe11), 

which is here decisive (in opposition to Fritzsche), especially 
when we take into account the multitude of other forms in 
l\ISS. (rr-ra11oµe11, 1rrTaµe11, (1'UIIIUTWµe11, a'Ullla'TCIIIOµe11 et al.). 

1 Comp. Weiss, Bibl. Thtol. p. 333. 
I ·o "(O.p 1/8,>.,v O v6µor, Tovrin, T~ 3&Kll1WO'al lb,8pi.nro•, O~K r~IJ(Tt Bl ro,~1111,, TOVTO 

~ r!nu TrAHoi· 6µov -,a.p T,i T&IIT(VITII& TIVII 31,c11,oun,, Theophyla.ct. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Ver. 1. 'Af3eaaµ •••• eup11Klvat] Lachm. and Tisch. (8) read 
eup11K. 'A/3p. T'OV 7rp07ra.Topa ~µwv, which Griesb. also approved. 
Tb.is position of the words has indeed preponderant attestation 
(AC DE F G N, min., Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. and several Fathers), 
but may be suspected of being a transposition intended to connect 
KaTa <rapKa with T"OV 7raTepa ~µ., as in fact this coni:;truction was 
prevalent among the ancients. 7rpo7ra.Topa (Lachm.) though 
attested by A B C* N, 5, 10, 21, 137, Syr. Copt. Arm. Aeth. and 
Fathers, appears all the more probably a gloss, since 7raTlpa 
here is not used in a spiritual sense as it is afterwards in vv. 
11, 12, 17, 18. - Ver. 11. 7reptToµij~] Griesb. recommended 
7reptToµ~v, which however is only attested by A. C*, min., Syr. 
utr. Arm. and some Fathers; and on account of the adjoining 
accusatives very easily slipped in, especially in the position afte1 
tXa/3e. - mi auToi~] Kal is wanting in A B N•, min. Ar. pol. 
Vulg. ms. Orig. in schol. Cyr. Damasc. Condemned by Mill and 
Griesb., omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. (8). But after the final 
syllable lvAI the Ka{, not indispensable for the sense, was very 
easily overlooked. On the other hand the ground assumed for 
its addition, by Reiche, that " the copyists would not have the 
Jews altogether excluded," cannot be admitted as valid, because 
in fact the Jews are immediately after, ver. 12, expressly in­
cluded. - The article before OtKaio<ruv11v, which Tisch. (8) has 
omitted, has preponderant attestation. Its omission is con­
nected with the old reading ( A) e1•~ otKaw<ruv11v ( comp. ver. 9, v. 3). 
Ver. 12. Tij~ €11 TO axpo{3. 7rl<TT.] The reading Tq~ 7r{<T7". Tij~ €1/T­
aKpo/3., recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Scholz, lack!:! 
the authority of most and the best uncials, and seems a mechan­
ical alteration after ver. 11. The article TO however is, with 
Tisch. in accordance with decisive testimony, to be deleted, and 
to be regarded as having been likewise introduced from ver 11 
(not as omitted after ver. 10, as Fritzsche thinks). - Ver. 15. oJ 
-yap] A B C N*, min., Copt. Syr. p. (in margin), Theocloret, 
Theophyl. Ambr. Ruf. rend ov ol. Recommended by Griesb. 
allLI adopted by Lachm. Frilzsche, Tisch. (S). An alteration, 
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occasioned by the contrast on failing to perceive the appropri­
ateness of meaning in the 'Yap. - Ver. 17. J,r1crr£ucr£] F G and 
some vss. and Fathers read J,r[crT£ucrar (so Luther). The 
KaTevav-r, ov K.T.X. was still regarded as belonging to the passage 
of Scripture.- Ver. 19. oil] Wanting in A BC~. 67°, 93, 137, 
Syr. Erp. Copt. Chrys. Damasc. Julian. Condemned by Griesb. 
and deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. (8). But this omission of the oti, 
as well as the very weakly attested wr and licet, manifestly arose 
from incorrectly having regard here to Gen. xvii. 17 (as is done 
even by Buttmann, neut. (h. p. 305 f. and Hofmann). See 
the exegetical remarks. - ;o,,J Wan ting in B F G 4 7 et. al. and 
several vss. and Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm. deleted by 
Fritzsche and Tisch. It is to be regarded as an addition, which 
suggested itself very easily, whereas there would ha..-e been no 
real>on for its omission. 

Ver. 1. oiv] Accordingly, in consequence of the fact that we 
do not abrogate the law through foith, but on the contrary 
establish it.1 This oiv brings in the proof to be adduced from the 
history of .Abraham (" confirmatio ab exemplo," Calvin), for the 
1•oµov icrrwµ£v just asserted (iii 31), in the form of an infe:rence. 
:For if we should have to say that Abraham our father has 
attained anything (namely, rightPousness) KaTa a-~pKa, that 
would presuppose that the law, which attests Abraham's justil:ca.­
tion, in nowise receives establishment o,a Tij~ 7rlG"T£W~ (iii. 31). 
Hence we have not here an objection, but a question proposed 
in the way of inference by Paul himself, the answer to which is 
meant to bring to light, by the example of Abraham, the correct­
ness of his 110µ011 ia-T. His object is not to let the matter rest 
with the short and concise dismissal of the question in iii 31, 
but to enter into the subject more closely; and this he does now 
by attaching what be has further to say to the authoritatively 
asserted, and in his own view established, 110µ011 ia-Tavoµe11 in 
the form of an inference. Moreover, the whole is to be taken as 
one question, not to be divided into two by a note of interrogation 

1 Observe, in ref~rence to eh. iv. (with iii. 31), of what fundnmentnl nnd pro­
found importance, and how largely subject to controversy, the relntion of Christinn­
ity to Judalllm was in the Apostolic ttge, particularly in the cue of mixed churcheu. 
'fhe minute discussion of this relation, therefore, in a doctrinal Epistle so dctaih•d, 
oonnot warrant the assumption that the church waa composed mainly of Jcv:s, or 
at leo.st (Beyachlag) of pruael11tt.6. 
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after epouµev ; in which case there is harshly and arbitrarily 
supplied to eup11Kevat (by Grotius, Hammond, Clericus, W etstein, 
and Michaelis) 01KatoCTuv11v, or at least (van Hengel) the pro­
noun it representing that word, which however ought to have been 
immediately suggested by the context, as in Phil iii. 12 ( comp. 
Nagelsbach on Il. 1, 76, 302, ed. 3). In the affirmation itself 
'Af3p. is the subject (quul dicemus Abraharnum nacturn esse ?). 
Th. Schott, by an unhappy distortion of the passage, makes him 
the object (" why should we then say that we have gained Abraham 
in a fleshly, natural sense for our ancestor?") This misconception 
should have been precluded by attending to the simple fact, that 
in no passage in our Epistle (and in other Epistles the form of 
expression does not occur) does the Tl in -rl oiv epouµev mean why. 
Hofmann, who had formerly (Schrijtb. II. 2, p. 76 ff.) avprehended 
it in substance much more correctly, now agrees with Schott in 
so far that he takes Tl o3v epouµev as a question by itself, but 
then explains 'A/3paa.µ likewise as the object, so that the quest.ion 
would be, whether the Christians thinlc that they have found Abra­
ham as thefrforefather after the flesh? "The origin of the church of 
God, to which Christians belong, goes back to Abraham. In fleshly 
fashion he is their ancestor, if the event through which he became 
such (namely, the begetting of Isaac) lie within the Rpl1ere of 
the natural human life; in spiritual fashion, on the other hand, if 
that event belong to the sphere of the history of salvation and 
its miraculous character, which according to the Scripture (comp. 
Gal. iv. 23) is the case." This exposition cannot be disputed on 
linguistic grounds, especially if, with Hofmann, we follow 
Lachmann's reading. But it is, viewed in reference to the con­
text, erroneous. For the context, as vv. 2, 3 clearly show, treats 
not of the contrast between the fleshly and the spiritual father­
lwod of Abraham in the case of Christians, but of the justification 
of the ancestor, as to whether it took place Ka-ra CTapKa or by 
faith. Moreover, if 'A(3p. was intended to be the object, Paul would 
have expressed l1imself as unintelligibly as possible, since in vv. 
2, 3 he in the most definite manner represents him as the 
subject, whose action is spoken of. If we take Hofmann's view, 
in which case we do not at all see why the Apostle should have 
expressed himself by eup11Kevai, he would have written more 
intelligibly by substituting for this the simple elvai, so that 



CilAP. IV. 2. 191 

'.A.f3p. would have been the subject in the question, as well as 
in what follows. Finally the proposition that Abraham, as the 
forefather of believers as such, was so not KaTa CTO.pKa, was so 
perfectly self-evident, both with reference to the Jewish and the 
Gentile portion of the 'lrrpa~X 0wv, that Paul ,vould hardly 
have subjected it to discussion as the theme of so earnest a 
question, while yet no reader would have known that in KaTa 
rrapKa he was to think of the miraculous begetting of Isaac. For 
even without the latter Abraham would be the 1rpo1ra.Twp of 
believers KaTa 1r11Evµa, namely, through his justification by faith, 
ver. 9 ff. - T. 7raTepa ~µ.] "fundamentum consequentiae ab 
Abrahamo ad nos," Bengel Comp. ver. 11 f, ~µw11 however 
(comp. James ii 21) is said from the Jewish standpoint, not 
designating Abraham as the spiritual father of the Christians 
(Reiche, Hofmann, Th. Schott), a point that is still for the 
present (see ver. 11) quite out of view. - KaTa rrap,ca] is, follow­
ing the Peschito, with most expositors to be necessarily joined to 
£VPTJK.; not, with Origen, Ambrosiaster, Chrysostom, Photius, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Toletus, Calvin, whom Hofmann, 
Th. Schott, Reithmayr, Volckmar in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschr. 1862, 
p. 221 ff., follow, to T. 1raTepa ~µ. (not even although Lachmann's 
reading were the original one); for the former, and not the latter, 
needed the definition. Abraham has really attained righteous­
ness, only not ICQT~ crap,ca, and ef epywv in ver. 2 corresponds 
to the KaTa crapKa. Besides with our reading the latter con­
nection is impossible. - The crap{ on its ethical side 1 is the 
material-psychic human nature as the lif:i-sphere of moral 
weakness and of sinful power in man, partly as contrasted with 
the higher intellectual and moral nature uf the man himself, 
which is his 71"11£vµa along with the vovr (i. 9, vii. 18, 25, 

1 The moat recent literature on this anbject: Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sande, I. p. 
71 ff.; Tholuck in the Stud. 11. Krit. 1855, 3; Hnhn, Th<,l. d. N. Test. I. p. 
426 If.; Delitzsch, Ptrychol. p. 374 tf.; Holsten, Bede-utung des Worles o-dpt im 
N. Test. 1855, anJ in Eu. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 365 ff. ; B11u!' in the TILeol. Jahrb. 
1857, p. 96 tr.; an<l Neut. Th.lol. p. 142 f.; Witseler on Gal. p. 443 ff. ; Deel<, 
Lehrwi.u. § 22; Kling in Herzog's &iciJkl. IV. p. 419 ff.; Hofmann, Schriflbcw. 
I. p. 657 ff.; Weber, ,iom ZUT'TU GoUes, p. 80 II'.; also Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, 
p. 66 lr. ; Luthardt, 11am frtien. Willen, p. 394 ff. ; Rich. SchmiJt, Paulin. 
Chri.,u,l. 1870, p. 8 lr.; Weiss, bibl. Tht.ol. § 93; Philippi, Glaubensl. lll. 
p. 207 If., and the excuraUB thereon, p. 231 lr., eJ. 2. For the earlier literaturo 
£Cc Erneati, p. fi0, 
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and see on Eph. iv. 23), and partly as opposed to the super­
human divine life-sphere and its operation, as here; see the 
sequel Hence KaTa crapKa is : conformably to the bodily 
nuu1·e of man in acco1·dance with its natural power, in contrast 
to the working of divine grace, by virtue of which the euprJKlvai 
would not be KaTa crapKa, but KaTa ,rveuµa, because taking 
place through the Spirit of God. Comp. on John iii. 6. Since 
the epya are products of the human phenomenal nature and 
conditioned by its ethical determination, not originating from 
the divine life-element, they belong indeed to the category of the 

' ' d ''= " • th 1 t· f ' ' KaTa crapKa, an £~ epyw11 1s e corre a 1ve o KaTa crapKa 
(wherefore also Paul co'.'.ltinnes, ver. 2, ei yap 'A/3p. i[ epywv 
K.T.X.), but they do not exhaust the whole idea of it, as has often 
been assumed, following Theodoret (KaTa crapKa -r;v Ell :pyo,,;, 
"I , '1' 1' ' - , , " - ' ,, ) d /\eye,, £7retorJ7rep via Tou crwµaTo,; eK7T'l\'f/POuµe11 Ta epya , an 
is still assumed by Reiche. Kollner, limiting it by anticipation 
from ver. 4, holds that it refers to the human mode of earning 
wages by labour. Entirely opposed to the context, and also to 
the historical reference of ver. 3, is the explanation of circum, 
cision (Pelagins, .Ambrosiaster, Vatablus, Estius, and others; 
including Koppe, Flatt, Baur, and Mehring), which Ruckert also 
mixes up, at the same time that he explains it of the :pyo,,;. 
Philippi also refers it to both. - On euprJK., adeptum esse, comp. 
eupei11 Klp8o,;, Soph. El. 1297, a.px~11, Dern. 69, 1. The middle is 
still more expressive, and more usual; see Kruger, § 52, 10, 1, 
Xen. ii. 1, 8, and Kuhner in loc. The perfect infinitive is used, 
because Abraham is realised as present; see ver. 2. 

Ver. 2. The question in ver. 1 contained the negative sense, 
which had therefore necessarily to be limited by KaTa crapKa: 
" We may not assert that Abraham bas obtained anything 
according to the flesh." The reason for this is now assigned 
(yap): "For, assuming that Abraham has been justified by works" 
(as was the Jewish opinion 1), "he has caitse for boasting," 
namely, that he has attained righteousness through his actions, 
b1it he has not this ground of boasting with respect to God (as if 

1 In the Talmud it is even inferred from Gen. xxvi. 5 thnt Abrohnm kept th~ 
whole law of Moses. Kiddusch f. 82, 1 ; Joma f. 28, 2; Bcrcsch. rabba f. 57, 4. 
Comp. the passages from Philo quoted by Schaeckonburger in the Stud. u. 
Krie. 1833, p. 135. 
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his justification were the divine act), since, namely, in the case 
supposed it is not God to whom he owes the justification, but on 
the contrary he has himself earned it, and God would simply 
have to acknowledge it as a human self-acquirement. God has 
not, in that supposed case, done anything for him, on account of 
which he might thus boast with, regard to God as his justifier; for 
~ TWV aya0wv [pywv 7r"ATJpwrnr; aVTOl/r; <TTEcj,avoi Tour; ipya­
toµevovr;, T~V oe T. 0EOU cp,>..av0pw1rlav OU OEIKVV(TIV, Theo­
doret. Comp. also Chrysostom, Oecuwenius, and Theophylact. 
Thus for the proper understanding of this difficult passage' 
(Chrysostom: au-acJ,E, TO Ei'p,,µe11ov) we must go back to the 
explanation of the Greek expositors, which is quite faithful both 
to the words and the context. Comp. on vv. 3, 4. This interpre­
tation, now adopted also by Tholuck (comp. Reithmayr and Th. 
Schott), ho.s especially thi<J advantage, that io1Ka11:i0,, is not taken 
otherwise than in the entire development of the 01Kaio<ruvTJ 0wu, 
not therefore as somewhat indefinite and geneml (" justus appa­
ruit," Grotius), in which case it would remain a question by whom 
Abraham was found righteous (Ri.ickert, Philippi; comp. Beza and 
others ; also Grotius and Koppe, and, with trifling variation, de 
Wette, likewise Spohn in the St11d. u. Ifrit. 1843, p. 429 ff., Volck­
mar,nnd others). That Abraham was justified with, Goel was known 
to no Jew otherwise (comp. Ecclus. xliv. 19 ff.; Mannss. 8; 
Joseph. Antt. xi. 5, 7; Eisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 322, 
343), and no reauer could in accordance with the entire context 
unuerstand io1Ka1w011 otherwise, than in this definite sense, comie­
q uently in the solemn absolute sense of the Apostle (in opposition 
to Lipsius, Rechtjertigungsl. p. 35). The only question was, 
whether if fpywv or iic 7ria-TEw,. If we suppose the former case, 
it i!I indeed for Abraham worthy of all honour, and he runy boast 
of that which he has himself achieved, but with reference to God, 
as if He had justified him, he has no ground for bonsting.1 Ob­
serve besides, that 1rpor; is used not in the sense of evw1r1ov, coram 
(Hofmann: overagainst), or apud (Vulgate), but in accordance 

1 Van Hengel placea a point 11ner «f16x., and takes d>.>.' ov 1rp~, T. 8,6v nH nn 
indepenJcnt sentence, in which he supplies aecundum literll,// ,acras, making tho 
sense : "Atqui gloriandi materinm Deum Alirahamo denegare vi,lemus in lihris 
&aerie." But that ie, in fact, not there. Against my own interpretation in tlio 
1st ed. (making rl .... ,ams,C:.8-r) the q-uution, and then lx•• .... 8,6v lLc 
11nawer negativing it) see Phili11pi. 'l'he d must be the Jie.lectic 1/. 

L ~ 
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with the quite common usage of c!xrn, with t.he oliject of the 
thing (to have something to do, to say, to boast, to ask, to cen­
sure, etc.), and with specification of the relation of reference to some 
one through 7rpo,; TtJJa. The opposite of lxe111 Kauxr,µa 7rpo,; is 
lxrn, µoµ<p~v 7rpo,;, Col. iii. 13. The special 1node of the reference 
is invariably furnished by the context, which here, in accordance 
with the idea of 01Kat0a-u11r, 0eoii, suggests the notion that God is 
the bestower of the blessing meant by Kauxr,µa. To that the 
lxe111 Kauxr,µa of Abraham does not refer, if he was justified by 
works. In the latter case he cannot boast of himself : o 0eo,; µe 
COLKatWa-e, 0eou TO owpov. Reiche and Fritzsche, following Calvin, 
Calovius, and many others, have discovered here an incomplete 
syllogism, in which aXX' OV 7rpo,; T. 0eov is the minor premiss, 
and the conclusion is wanting, to this effect : " Si suis bene 
factis Dei favorem nactus est, habet quad apud Deum glorietur 
.... ; sed non habet, quod apud Deum glorietur, qunm 
libri s. propter jidem, non propter pnlchre facta eum Deo proba­
tum e3se doceant (ver. 3) .... ; non est igitur Abr. ob bene 
facta Deo probatus," :Fritzsche. So in substance also Kraussold 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1842, p. 783 ; Baur in the Theol. Jalzrb. 
1857, p. 71; Kostlin in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 92. 
Forced, and even contrary to the verbal sense ; for through 
the very contrast ciXX' OV 7r. T. e. the simple Kaux11µa is dis­
tinguished from the KaVXrJµa 7rpo,; T. 0eov, as one that takes 
place not -,rpo,; TOIi 0e6v. Paul must have written: lxet Kauxr,µa 

' ' 0 ' ........ ( ....... ' ' ) ' " M I • t k 7rpo,; TOJJ eov· atv\ or al\l\a µ>711 ouK exe1. e 1nng a ·es. 
,}XX' ov 7rpo,; Tov 0eov as a question: "If Abraham has become 
righteous by works, he has glory, but has he it not befo1·e God?" 
But in what follows it is the very opposite of the aflirmation, 
which this question would imply, that is proved. If the words 
were interrogative, aXXa µ17 must have been used instead of 
aXX' ov (but yet not before God?) Hofmann, in consequence of 
his erroneous exposition of ver. 1, supposes that Paul wishes to 
explain how he came to propose the question in ver. 1, and to 
regard an answer to it as necessary. What is here involved, 
namely, is nothing less than a contradiction between what Chris­
tians say of themselves (when they deny all possibility of becoming 
righteous by their own actions), and what holds good of "an, 
.A.uraha?n," the father oj the people of God. If the latter has 
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become righteous through his own action, he has glory, and by 
thi,s very circumstance his ancestorship is distinguished from that 
of all others. But then the Scripture teaches that what God 
counted worthy in Abraham was his faith, and it is therefore 
clear that the glory which he has, if he has become righteous by 
works, is no glory in presence of God, and consequently is not 
fitted to be the basis of hi,s position in sacred hi,storiJ. This is a 
chain of ideas imported into the passage; instead of which it was 
the object of the Apostle himself merely to set forth the simple 
proposition that Abraham was not justified by works, and not at 
all to speak of the mode in which the Christian nncestorsbip of 
the patriarch came to subsist. - Kaux'f}µa (comp. on fhil. i. 26, 
ii 16) is throughout the N. T. rnateries gloriandi; as also in 
the LXX. and Apocrypha; although in classic authors (Pind. 
Isthm. v. 65; Plut. Ages. 31) it also occurs as the equivalent of 
KaVX'f/trlS', gloriatio. In Gal. vi. 4, also, it is joined with txrn,. 

Ver. 3. I am right in saying: oii 7rpos- TOIi 01:011, for Scripture 
expressly derives the justification of Abraham from his faith, not 
from his works, and indeed as something received through impu­
tation; so that he consequently possesses, not the previously 
supposed righteousness of works, but the righteousness of faith 
as a favour of God, and has ground for boasting of his righteous­
ness in reft:rence to God. That righteousness by woi·ks he wouhl 
have earned himself Comp. ver. 4. The emphasis lies on i7rlir­
TEIXTe and el\oylir0,,, not on Ttp 01:cp (Mehring). See ver. 4 f. 
The passage quoted is Gen. xv. 6, according to the LXX., which 
renders the active ~?.~~~! by the passive K, el\oylir0,,. In the 
Hebrew what is spoken of is the faith which Abraham placed in 
the divine promise of a numerous posterity, and which God put 
to his account as righteousness, i'1P,1¥, i.e. as full compliance with 
the divine will in act and life; comp. on Gal. iii. o. Paul 
however has not made an unwa1-rantable 1tse of the passage for 
his purpose (Riickert), but has really understood 01Kawiru11'f/ in 
the dogmatic sense, which he was justified in doing since the 
imputation of faith as i'1P,TI was essentially the same judicial net 
which takes place at the justification of Christians. This divine 
act began with Abraham, the father of the faithful, and was not 
essentially different in the case of later believers. Even in the 
7r'ltrTeue111 Tip 0e,p on the part of Abraham Paul has rightly Jis-
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cerned nothing substantially different from the Christian T:CJTI~ 

(compare Delitzsch on Gen. l.c.), since Abraham's faith had refer­
ence to the divine promise, and indeed to the promise which he, 
the man trusted by God anrl enlightened by God, recognised as 
that which embraced in it the future Messiah (John viii. 56). 
Tholuck, because the promise was a promise of grace, comes 
merely to the unsatisfactory view of" a virtual parallel also with 
the object of the justifying faith of Christians." Still less (in 
opposition to Neander and others) can the explanation of the 
subjective nature of faith iu general, without the a<l<lition of its 
specific object (Christ), suffice for the conception of Abraham as 
the father of all believing in Uhrist; since in that case there 
would only have been present in him a pre-formation of faith as 
respects its psychological quality generally, and not also in 
respect of its subject-rnatter, which is nevertheless the specific and 
distinguishing point iu the case of justifying faith.-We may a<l<l 
that our passage, since it expresses not a (mediate) issuing of 
righteousness from faith, but the imputation of the latter, serves 
as a proof of justification being an actus forensis; and what the 
Catholic expositors (including evenReithmayr and Maier)advance 
to the contrary is a pure subjective addition to the text.1 It is well 
said by Erasmus: that is imputed, "quod re persolutum non est, 
sed tamen ex imputantis benignitate pro soluto habetur." Comp. 
also Philippi in loc.,and Hoelemann, dejustitiae exfide ambabus 'in 
V. T. sedibns, 1867, p. 8 ff.-Instead of the ,w{ in the LXX., 
Paul, in order to put the i1rlrrT, with all weight in the fore­
ground, has used oe, which does not otherwise belong to the 
connection of our passage. - Ei~ olK.] Comp. ii. 2G. - On the 
passive i°A.oyla-011 sec Bernhardy, p. 341; Kuhner, II. 1, p. 105. 

Vv. 4, 5. These verses now supply an illustration of ver. 3 in 
two general contrasted relations, from the application of which­
left to the reader-to the case of Abraham the non-co-operation 
of works (the xwpir; ~pywv, ver. 6) in the case of the latter's 
justification could not but be clear. - oi] is the simple µETa/3a­
TtKov. -T(i, ipyatoµ€vcp] to tlie wol'ker, here, as the contmst 

1 Not even with tl1e exception of Dollinger (Cltristcnlh. it. K. p. 188, ed. 2), 
who snys thnt Gou nccounts the principle of the new free obedience (th" foith) as 
alrendy the whole ,en-ice to be rmderecl., aa the finished righteousness. Comp. 
huw.,vcr on i. 17, note. 
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shows, with the pregnant sense : to him u:ho is active in works, 
of whom the ;pya are characteristic. Luther aptly says: "who 
deals in works." - o µ1a-0or] i.e. the corre,sponding wages 
(comp. ii. 29), justa merces. The opposite: ~ 81,c11, merita poena; 
see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i 3, 20. - ov Xoylt. KaTa xap111, 
aXXa KaTa o<f>e1'X17µa] Comp. Thuc. ii. 40, 4: OVK er xap111 aXX' €~ 
oq,et>..,,µa Tqll apeTqv a.1roowa-wv. The stress of the contrast lies 
on K. xap. and K. o<f>e1'X., not in the first part on Xoylt€Tat (Hof­
mann), which is merely the verb of the Scripture quotation in 
ver. 3, repeated for the purpose of annexing to it the contra;.;t 
that serves for its illustration. Not gmce but debt is the regula­
tive standard, according to which his wages are awarded to such 
an one ; the latter are not merces gratiae, but merces debiti. As 
in Abraham's case an imputation KaTa xaptv took place (wl1ich 
Paul assumes as self-evident from ver. 3) he could not be on 
epyatoµevo~; the case of imputation which occurred in relation 
to him is, on the contrary, to be referred to the opposite category 
which follows: lrut to him that worketh not, but beliei·eth on Hirn whiJ 
ju$tifath the ungodly, his faith is reckoned as righteO'usness. Look­
ing to the exnct parallel of vv. 4 and 5, the unity of the category 
of both propositions must be maintained; and ver. 5 is not to be 
regarded as an application of ver. 4 to the case of Abraham 
(Reiche), but ns likewise e. locus communis, under which it is left 
to the render to classify the case of Abraham in accordance with 
the above testimony of Scripture. Hence we cannot flay with 
Heiche: "the µq ipyataµevor and aa-e/3,ir is Abraham." 1 On 
the contrary both are to be kept perfectly general, and aa-e/3,fr is 
not even to be weakened as equivalent to ao1,cor, but hns been 
purposely selected (comp. v. 6), in order to set forth the saving 
power of faith 2 by as strong a contrast ns possible to 01,ca1ouJ1Ta. 

1 dO'tfJ/ir in his view is Rn nllusion to the eRrlier idolatry or Abrahnm, reported 
by Philo, Josephus, and Maimonides, on the gronnil of Joshua :ixiv. 2. This 
was also the view of Grotius, Wetakin, Cramer, Michnelie, Rosenmiiller, nnd 
Koppe ; comp. also Dollinger, Ohri8te11th. u. K. p. 197, eel. 2. The Rnbbins hRve 
a different tradition, to the effect that Abraham demolished the idols of bis fother 
Terah, etc.; see Eisenmenger, e11tdeckt. Judenth. l. p. 490 ff., 941. 

t Consequently 11Ubjedive/aith is meant, not its objective grtn1,nd, the righteous­
ness of Christ, i.e. according to the Form. O=. p. 884 f., the active and passive 
obedience of Christ, which is " 11.pplie<l and appropriated " to us through faith. 
The merit or Christ always remains the causa t11trif,oria, to which we are indebted 
fo1· the im:putation of our faith. But the apprehe111io Christi, which is the essenco 
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- On 1rurnue1v l1r1 Twa, expressing faith in its dfrection towards 
som.e one, comp. ver. 24; Acts ix. 42, xi. 17; Wisd. xii. 2. 

Vv. 6-8. Accordance (Ka0a.1rep) of ver. 5 with an assertion of 
David, that great and revered Messianic authority. That it is 
only what is said in ver. 5 that is to be vouched by David's 
testimony, and consequently that the quotation forms only an 
accessory element in the argument, appears from its being 
annexed by Ka0a,rep, from the clear intended relation in which 
i[J o 0eos- Aoy. OtK. appears to Aoy. ~- 1rltrr. auT. €LS' 0/K. ver. 5, as 
well as xwp,s- lpywv to TqJ µ~ epya{. in the same verse, and from 
the fact that Paul immediately, in ver. 9, returns to Abraham. 
Vv. 6-8 cannot thereford be regarded as a seoond example of 
justification from the 0. T. (Reiche and many others), or even 
as the starting-point of the reply to the question of ver. 1 
(Hofmann). This is forbidden by the proper conception of 
voµos- in iii. 31, in accordance with which Paul could only 
-employ an example from the law: and such an example was 
that of Abrahani, Gen. xv., but not that of David. - ;\;ye, 
T. µaKap.] asserts the congratiilalion; µaKap1a-µos- does not 
mean blessedness, not even in Gal iv. 15, see in Zoe. Comp. 
Plat. Rep. p. 591 D; Aristot. Rliet. i. 9, 4. - :\oyl{eTat 81Ka1-
oo-uv1,v] Here 81Kaioo-u1111 is conceived directly as that, which God 
reckons to man as his moral status. The expression :\oy!{,;a-0at 
T111l aµapTlav is perfectly analogous. In the classics :\oy!{eo-0at 
Ttvl Tt is also frequently met with. - xwp1s- E'pywv] belongs to 
:\oy!{eTat. l<'or, as David represents the :\oyl{ea-0ai 81Katoo-u1117v 
as the forgiveness of sins, it must be conceived by him as ensu­
ing withont any pm·ticipation (iii. 21) of mcrit01·ious works. -
µaKaptoL K.T.A-] Ps. xxxii. 1, 2 exactly after the LXX. - €71"€KU­

Auq,0.] The amnesty under the figure of the covering over of 
sin. Comp. Augustine on Ps. l.c., "Si texit Deus peccata, noluit 
animadvertere; si noluit animadvertere, noluit punire." Comp. 
1 Pet. iv. 8. - ou µ; :\oylo-11Tai] will certainly not impute. It 
refers to the future generally, without more precise definition 
(Herma11n, ad Soph. Ocd. C. 853; Hartung, Partikel. II. p. 156 f.), 
not specially to the final iudgment ( de W ette ). 
of justifying foith, must not be made equivalent to the appreltensU8 <Jhrist111 
(Calovius; comp. Philippi). The former is the subjective, which is imputetl; the 
latter the objective, 01! accO".mt ofu:ltich the imputation by God tnkes place. The 
f'orm11.la Concordiae iu this point goes 1tltra guod scriptum esl. 
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Vv. 9, 10. From the connection (Ka0J,rep, ver. 6) of this 
Davidic µaKapurµoi; with what had previously been adduced, 
vv. 3-5, regarding Abraham, it is now inferred (0311) that this 
declaration of blessedness affects, not the circumcised as such, 
but also the uncircumci.sed; for Abraham in fact, as an uncir­
r:wmci.sed person, was included among those pronounced blessed 
by David. - J,r1 -r. ,rep1T.] The verb obviously to be supplied 
is most simply conceived as ECTTt (the µaKap,crµoi; extends to etc.; 
comp. ii. 9; Acts iv. 33 et al.). Less natural is XlyeTat from 
ver. 6 (Fritzsche); and ,r[,rTet (Theophylact, Bos) is arbitrary, 
as is also ~0e11 (Oecumenius), and lpxeTm (Olshausen). Comp. 
ver. 13, and see Bnttmann, neitt. Gr. p. 120 f. -J,r1 T. 7r6p1T. K.T.X.] 

to the circumci.sed, or also to the uncircitmci.sed 1 The Kal shows 
that the previous J,r1 T. ,rep1T. is conceived as exclusive, conse­
quently without a µ011011. - Xlyoµe1 yap K.T.X.] In saying this 
Paul cannot wish first to explain, quite snperfluously, limo lie 
comes to put tuck questions (Hofmann), but, as is indicated by 
Xlyoµe11, which lays down a rroposition as premiss to the argu­
ment that follows, he enters on the p1·oof (yap) from the history 
of Abraham for the Ka, e,r1 T. axpo/3. which is conceived as 
affirmed. The present denotes the assertion pointing back to 
ver. 3 as continuing: for mtr assertion, our proposition is, etc. 
The pforal assumes the assent of the readers. The emphasis 
however is not on Tip 'Af3p. (Fritzsche, de '\iVette, Baumgnrten­
Crusius, Maier, Philippi, and others), which Paul would have 
made apparent by the position of the words ;T, Ttp '.A {3p. 
iXoylcr011; nor on i1Xoylcr011, which in that case would neces­
sarily have a pregnant meaning not indicated in the whole 
connection (as a pure act of grace, independent of external con­
ditions); but on ~ ,r{crT1i; eii; 01Kaiocru11'111 (and thus primarily 
on ,r{CTT1i;) bronght together at the end, by which the import of 
ver. 3, t7rl<TT€UCTe . ... 01Ka1ocru111111, is recapitulated. - 1rwi; oi11 

'1Xoylcr011] The proposition, tliat to Abraliam, etc., is certain; 
consequently the point at issue is the question quornodo, viz. 
under what circumstances as to status (whether in his circum­
cision, or whilst he was still uncircumcised) that imputation of 
his faith to him for righteousness took place.1 Hofmann places 

1 Respecting the form of the discourse, Erasmus aptly observes: " Prne­
ler if1un-ogatumi., gratiam multum lucia aurlit difonma, cujus alte1 p~rte 
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the first mark of interrogation after ,.w~ o;;v, so that the second 
question is supposed to begin with £11.oyia-011. But without 
sufficient ground, and contrary to the usage elsewhere of the 
interrogative 7rw,; by Paul, who has often put TL oiJv thus without 
a verb, but never 7rw,; oiJv. We should in sueh case have to 
understand e"'Aoyia-011 ; but this word, according to the usual 
punciuation, is already present, and does not therefore need to be 
supplied. - OUK £11 7r€pt-roµy, a>..>..' ev aKpo,8.] Seil OVTt. The 
imputation in question took place as early as Gen. xv. ; circum­
cision not till Gen. xvii. ; the former at leaat fourteen years earlier. 

Ver. 11. An amplification of the 01/K ev 7r€pt-r., a\>..' ev aKpo,8. 
viewed as to its historical bearings, showing namely the rela­
tion of Abraham's circumcision to his otKatoa-uv11, and therefore 
only to be separated by a comma from ver.10. "And he received 
a si.gn of circumcision as seal ( external confirmation, 1 Cor. ix. 2, 
and see on John iii. 33) of the righteo1tsness of faith (obtained 
through faith, vv. 3, 5), which he had in uncircmncision." That 
-rij~ ev T, aKpo,8. is not to be connected with 01/CatO/T. (Riickert., 
Reiche) is plain from the following context (7rta--r£uov-rwv ot' 
axpo,Bua--ria,; ver. 11, and -rij~ €JI -rij uxpo(3. 7rLITT€W~ ver. 12). 
The genitive 1r£pt-roµij~ is usually taken as that of apposition: 
the sign consisting in circumcision. But in that case the article 
could not be omitted before a-11µ£iov (the absence of it drove 
van Hengel to the reading 7r£p1-roµr1v, which Hofmann also pre­
fers 1 ), since the concrete, historically definite eign would here be 
meant (compare 2 Cor. v. 5; Eph. ii. 14 et rtl.). It is therefore 
to be rendered: And a sign, which toolc place th1·ough cfrcumcision, 
a signature which was given to him in the fact that he was 
circumcised, he received as seal, etc. The genitive is thus to be 
taken simply as completing the notion of a-11µ£iov, i.e. as de.fining 
it more precisely as respects its modal expression. Observe at the 
same time the dislocation in the order of the words, which brings 
into emphatic relief the idea of the a-11µ£iov. According to Gen. 

rPje;ta alteram evincit. Nullum enim argumcntnndi genus vel apertius vcl vio­
lentius." 

1 Hofmann explains : and as a sign he received circumcision, as seal (nprosition 
to <Tf/µ,.). In thnt case 'll'tp,roµ,~v must hnve had the article (John vii. 22 ; othH­
wise in nr. 23). For to tnkc 'J\a.µ,{3dvtiv 'll'tp,roµ,~v as equivalent to 'll'tp,rlµ,vt110a, 

is forbi<!Jen by 1111µ,tiov, with which the 'll'tp,roµ.~ can be correlative only a~ a 
substanti're conception. 
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:xi. 17 circumcision ,vns the sign of tlie covenant1 which God 
rnade with Abraham. But with correct dogmatic consistency 
Paul represents it as the significant mark which had been the 
seal of the righteousness by faith, since in that covenant what God 
promised was the Messianic ic'A,,povoµi.a (Gen. xv. 5, 18), aud 
.Abraham on his part rendered the faith (Gen. xv. 6) which God 
imputed to him for righteousness. - et's To £1vai aiiTov ic.T.'A.] in 
order that lie might be, etc., contains the divinely appointed aim 
of the U']µfioll e'Aa/3e 7rfptT. /C.T.A. This telic rendering is gram­
matically necessary (see on i. 20), as more in keeping with the 
biblical view (o -yap TCdll OAWII 0eos 7rpoe,8wr wr 0Eor, w~ £Ila 

'\. ' 'c '0 - ' 'I i- ' '0 ' ' i- ' ' ' -AaOJI E~ E I/WI/ Kai ovoatWII a potUEI /Cat ow. 71'ta-:r£wr QVTOI~ 

"r~II UWT']pla11 7rape[e,, €11 Ttp 71'0Tp1apxr, 'A/3p. aµ<poTepa 7rpo­
odypav,e, Theodoret), and with the importance of the matter, 
than the ecbatic explanation /CQI OUTWS eyevETO 71'0T1ip, which has 
been justly abandoned of late. - 7raTepa 7r<111Tw11 Tw11 7ri.UT, 8,' 

uicpo/3.] The essence of this spiritual fatherhood is the identity 
of the relation forming the basis of the sacred-historical connec­
tion of all believers with the patriarch without intervention of 
circumcision-a relation which began with Abraham justified 
through faith whilst still uncircumcised. Thus the Jewish 
conception of the national-theocratic childship of Abra.ham is 
elevated and enlarged by Paul (comp. Matth. iii. 9; John viii. 
37, 39), into the idea of the purely spiritual-theocratic childship, 
which embraces, not Jews and proselytes as such, but the 
belie\'ers as such-all uncircumcised who believe, and (ver. 12) 
the believing circumcised. For Abraham's righteousness through 
faith was attained, when as yet there was no distinction between 
circumcised and uncircumcised; and to this mode of becoming 
just before God, independent of external conditions, Christi­
anity by its 81icawuu11,, eic 7r11rTewr leads back again, and 
continues it. - 8t' u.icpo{::3.] with foreskin, although they are un­
circumcised. Comp. on ii. 27, Barnab. Ep. 13: Te8E1ica ue 

I '0 - - I i,> • Q f - f , 71'0Tepa f IIWII TWII 71'1UTEVOI/TWII 01 UKpo,-,vuTiar Ttp ,cvp1tp. - Elr 

To 'Aoy1CT8ij11a1 ic. T.'A.] is taken by many, including Tholuck aucl 

1 In the Talmud also it is presente<l aa the sign and seal of the covMU1.nt, See 
Schoettgen and Wetstein. To the fonnulary of circumcision belonge<l the words: 
"llcnetlictus sit, qui eanctificnt clilectum ah utero, et 8'ig11um (Mltc) posuit in 
arue, ~t filios ~uos siaillavit (cnn) l'i(ITIO foedcri.3 aa11cti." Berachoth f. 13, 1. 
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Philippi, as a parenthetical illustration of eir TO eivai aurov 

7rarepa K,T,A, But as we can attach ei~ TO Xay,<T0ijvai K,T,A, 

without violence or obscurity to 'lT't<TreuoVTwv, there is no neces­
sity for the assumption of a parenthesis (which is rejected by 
Lachmann, Tischendorf, van Hengel, Ewald, Mehring, and Hof­
mann). Nevertheless elr To Xoy1<T8. is not: who believe on the 
fact, that to them also will be imputed (Hofmann), for the object 
of faith is never expressed by eZr with a substantival infinitive; 1 

but, quite in accordance with the telic sense of this form of 
expression (as in the eir To elvai previously): who believe (on 
Christ) in order that (according to the divine final purpose 
ruling therein) to them a?so, etc. - Ka, avToi's-] to them also, as 
to Abraham himself; T~v OtKato<Ti5v>iv expresses the righteousness 
which is under discussion, that of faith. 

Ver. 12. The construction carries onward the foregoing 7rarepa 

7raVTwv K. T,A. : and father of circumcision, i. e. father of circum­
cised persons (not of all circumcised, hence without the article). 
And in order to express to what circumcised persons this spiri­
tual fatherhood of Abraham belongs, Paul adds, by way of more 
precise definition: for those (dativus commodi, comp. Rev. xxi. 7; 
Luke vii. 12) who are not merely circumcised (comp. ii. 8), but 
also walk in the footsteps, etc. With this rendering (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius and 
others; including Ammon, Bc.ihme, Tholuck, Klee, Riickert, 
Benecke, Reiche, Glockler, Kollner, de W ette, Philippi, and 
Winer) it 1nust be admitted (against Reiche and Kollner, whose 
observations do not justify the article) that Toi~ is erroneously 
repeated before <TT01xov<T1. Paul unsuitably continues with 
a>..Xa Kal, jr.st as if hP. had previously written an oti µovov TOi~. 
As any other rendering is wholly inadmissible, and as Kat Toi~ 
cannot be an inversion for Toi's- Ka{ (Mehring), we are driven to 
the assumption of that erroneous insertion of the article, as a 
negligence of expression. The expression in Phil. i 29 (in oppo-

1 Not even in ver. 18. And Acts x1•. 11, to which Hofmcmn nppenls as nn 
analogous passage, tells directly against him, because there the con,•rnction of 
the infinitive obtains in the usunl way, thnt the subject of the governing verb is 
unclerstood, as a matter of course, with the infinitive. Comp. Hofmnnn himself 
above on ver. I; Kri.iger, § 55, 4, l. Besides the result, according to Hofmnnn's 
interpretntion, woulcl be an awkwnrd thought, not in keeping with the faith o! 
Allrahnm.. 
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eitio-a to Fritzsche) would be of the same nature only in the 
event of Paul having written Tois- .... ou µ011011 Tois- eK 7r£p1-

Toµijs-, aAAa Kal .... TOLS' CTTOIXOUCTI K.T.A. Others take TOiS' OVK 
for ou Tois- (as 37, 80, Syr. Arr. Vulg. Slav. and several Fathers 
read as an emendation), thus making a distinction to be drawn 
here not between merely circumcised and unbelieving Jews, but 
between Jews and Gentiles (aAAa Kal TOLS' K.T.A.). So Theodoret, 
Luther, Castalio, Koppe, Storr, Flatt, Schrader ( Groti us is doubtful). 
But such an inversion is as unnatural ( comp. ver. 16) as it is un­
precedented (it is an error to refer to ii. 27; 1 Thess. i. 8); and how 
strange it would be, if Paul should have once more brought for­
ward the fatherhood as to the believing Gentiles, but should have 
left that relating to the Jews altogether without conditioning 
definition ! Hofmann ( comp. also his Seki-if tbew. II. 2, p. 82) 
understands 7r£p1Toµijs-, after the analogy of O 0eos- TijS' oof ,1s­
K. T.A., as the genitive of quality (" a father, wlwse fatherhood is 
to be designated according to cfrcmncisedness ;" as a circumcised 
person he has begotten Isaac, etc.) ; then assumes in the co.se of 
Tois- ouK eK -rrep1Toµijs- µ011011 the suppressed antithesis to com­
plete it, aAAa Kai €K 7rlCTT£CIJS' i and finally explains a>..>..a Kai 

TOLS' CTTOIX- as a supplementary acluition, while he takes a>..>..a Kai 

to mean not lmt also, but also ltowcver. A hopeless misinterpreta­
tion ! For, as genitive of q1tality, -rrep1Toµijs- must have had the 
article (comp. Acts viL 2; 2 Cor. i. 3; Eph. i. 17 al.), and every 
render must have understood -rrep1Toµijs- in conformity with -rrav­

Tw11 K.T.A,, ver. 11, as o. specification whose father Abraham furtl1er 
is. The render could all the less mentally supply after Tois- ouK eK 

-rrep1T. a i.'1tpprtsscd contrast, since the expressed contrast follows 
immediately with a:i\.:i\.a Kali and for tltat ,·eason, again, it coulu. 
occur to no one to understand this u:i\.:i\.a Kal in any other seuse 
than elsewhere after negations, namely, but also, not also ltowcvc,·. 
(How inappropriate is Hofmann's citation of Luke xxiv. 22, where 
no negation at all precedes!) Wieseler's nttempt (in Herzog's En­
cyldap. XX. p. 592) is also untenable, since he imports into Tois­
ouK eK -rrep1T. µ011011 the sense : " wlw do not make circumcision the 
excfosive con<lition of sah-ation," and likewise renders a:i\.:i\.a Kal also 
ltowe'ver; thus making Paul indicate (1) the Jewish Christians 
who were not rigid partisans of the law (such as were to be found 
iu Palestine especially), and (2) the Pauline Jewish Christians. 
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- -.oi~ 1xvf<Tt K.T.X.] wl10 so walk (see on Gal. v. 25) that they 
follow the footsteps which Abraham has left behind through his 
faith manifested in his uncircumcised condition, i.e. who are 
belie,·ers after the type of the uncircumcised Abraham. Thfl 
dative, commonly taken as local, is more correctly, in keeping 
with the other passagrs in which Paul uses the dative with <TTot­

Xfiv (Gal. v. 16, 25, vi. 16; Phil. iii. 16), interpreted in the sense 
of the ,wrm. 

Ver. 13. Ground assigned for the foregoing, from fi~ TO flvai 

avTov 7raTepa onwards. "The father of all believing Gentiles 
and Jews ; " for it was not the law, but the righteousness of faith, 
that procured for Abrah,im or his seed the promise of possessing 
the world. Had the law been the agent in procuring that pro­
mise, then the Jews, as possessors of the law, would be the chil­
dren of Abraham who shouJd receive what was promised; as it 
is, however, it must be the believers, no matter whether Jews or 
Gentiles, since not the law has been at work, but on the con­
trary the righteousness of faith. - oia v6µou] through the agency of 
the law, is not to be arbitrarily limited (Piscator, Calovius, and 
others: per justitiam legis; Pareus and others: per opera legis); 
for, as the Mosaic law1 was not yet even in existence, it could in 
no way procure the promise. Hence it is not to be rendered 
with Grotius: "sub conditione observandi legem Mosis," because 
01a oiKaw<T. 7rl<TT- does not admit of a corresponding interpreta­
tinn. - ~ e7rayyfXla] scil. E<TTL, The supplying of this (usually: 
iyevrro) is quite sufficient; comp. on ver. 9. The relation is 
realised as present. - ; T'P <T7repµ. avTou] neitlier to Abraham 
nor to l1is seed, etc. With ; Tip <T7rlpµ. auT. Paul takes for 
granted that the history of the promise in question is known; 
and who are meant by the <T7repµa under the Messianic reference 
of the promise cannot, according to the cont.ext (see especially 
ver. 11), be doubtful, namely the believers, who are the spiritual 
posterity of Abraham (ix. 6 ff.; Gal. iv. 22 ff.); not Christ accord­
ing to Gal. iii. 16 (Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Olshausen); but 
also not the de-Scendants of Abraham proper (van Hengel). - TO 
KA'7P· auT. elvat KO<Tµou] Epexegesis of ~ €7rQ')'')'fAla. See 
Ki.ihner, II. 1, p. 518, and ad Xcn. Anab. ii. 5, 22. The auTov, 

1 For to this 3,ck 11dµ.ou must b~ referred (see ver. 14 ff.) not to circumcision, 
which is brought under the wider concel'tion of the Jaw (lllelufog). 
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referring to Al1raham, is so put not because ; T- ,nr. avTov 1s 
only incidentally introduced (Ri.ickert), but because Abraham is 
regarded as at once the father and representative of his ,nrepµa 
included with him in the promise. - ,coa-µov] The inheritance 
of the land of Canaan, which God promised to Abraham for 
hi:nself aud his posterity (Gen. xii 7, xiii. 14, 15, xv. 18, xvii. 
8, xxii 17; comp. xxvi 3; Ex. vi. 4), was in the Jewish Chris­
tology taken to mean the itniversal dominion of the Messianic 
theocracy, which was typically pointP.d at in these passages 
from Genesis. "Abrahamo patri rneo Deus possidendum dedit 
coelum et ten·am," Tanchuma, p. 165, 1, and see ,vetstein. The 
idea of llfessianic sovereignty over the world, however, '".hich lies at 
the bottom of this J1:::wish particularistic conception, and which 
the prophets invested with a halo of glory,1 is in the N. T. not done 
away, but divested of its Judaistic conception, and raised into a 
Christological truth, already presented by Christ Himself ( comp. 
Matth. v. 5) though in allegoric form (Matth. xix. 28 ff.; Luke 
xxii. 30 ; Matth. xxv. 21). Its necessity lies in the universal. 
dominion to which Christ Himself is exalted (l\Iat.th. xxviii 18; 
John u-ii. 5; Phil ii. 9 ff.; Eph. iv. 10 al.), and in the glorious 
fellowship of His believers with Him. Now as the idea of 
this government of the world, which Christ exercises, and 
in which His believers (the spiritual children of Abraham) 
are one day to participate, was undeniably also the ideal of 
Paul (viii. 17; 1 Cor. vi 2; comp. 2 Tim. ii. 12), it is arbitrary 
to take ,coa-µou here otherwise thau generally, aml either to 
limit it to the sphere of cm·th (Koppe, Kullner, Ma.ier), or to 
P.Xplain it as relating to the dominion of the Jews over the 
Gent-ile wo'rlcl (van Hengel), or the reception of all peo}Jles into the 
Messianic kingdom (lleza, Estius and others) or Jfcssianic bliss 
generally (Wetstein, Flatt, comp. nenecke and Gli:ickler), or the 
spiritiurl dominion of the world (Baumgarten-Crusius), ns even 
Hengstenberg does : " the world is spiritually conquered by 
Abraham and his seed" (Christol. I. p. 49). The interpretation 
which takes it to mean the extension of the spiritnal fatherhood 
over all nations (Mehring) would only be possible in the absence 
of ; Ti;, a-1re:pµaT, auTov, and would likewise be set aside by tbe 
fim1ly established historical notion of the 1'1~Ml. The ,c">,..r,povoµov 

1 Comp. Schultz, alttcae. Tlieol. I. p. 225 ff. 
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Eivat Tou KOITµou of believers is realised in the new glorious 
world (€11 TU 7raAt)')'E11£1Tlq., Matth. xix. 28, comp. Rom. viii 18, 
2 Pet. iii. 13) after the Parousia; hence the Messianic kingdom 
itself and all its oofa, as the completed possession of salvation 
promised to believers, is designated by the theocratic technical 
term Ki\>7po11oµla (see on Gal. iii. 18). - ota OtK. 7rllTT.] Since 
the 11oµof was not the procurer of the promise, but Abraham was 
righteous through faith (ver. ~). the OtKato1Tu11>7 7rllTT£Wf must 
necessarily have been that which procured the promise (moved 
God to grant it). Seever. 14. It is true that the promise in ques­
tion was given to Abraham prior to his justification by faith (Gen. 
xii. 7, xiii. 14 f.); but it was renewed to him subsequently (xv. 18, 
xviL 8) ; hence we must assume that here Paul had only these 
latter passages in view. 

Vv. 14-17. Proof of the antithesis oti ota 11oµou .... aXXa 
K-T-A. in ver. 1~, conducted not historically (as in Gal iiL 13 ff.), 
but dogmatically, a priori, from the natu1·e of the law, from which 
results the opposite of the latter, the 7rllTTt~, as cause of the 
r:A>7po11oµla. 

Ver-. 14. Here also 110µ0~ is not (as Flatt and others take it) 
the moral law (to which however the saying may certainly be 
appliea), but the law of l,foses, viewed in e::ccluding antithesis to 
the 7rflTTt~. By oi €K 11oµou, "those of the law" (Luther), are 
meant those who belong to the law, ar-e a.s such subjected to it; 
consequently the Jews at all events, but just so far as they are 
not believers, not belonging to the 1l1Tpa~X Tou 0£0u (Gal. vi. 16). 
The opposite: oi fK 7rllTT£w,, iii. 2G, Gal. iii 7. That they wish 
to attain to the KA>7po11oµla by the way of the law, is true in itself, 
but is not expressed in the mere oi €K 11oµou (in opposition to Hof­
mann). -KEKEIIWTat ~ 7rllTTt, K,T.X.] then faith is 'made void and 
tile promise done away, i.e. faith is thereby rendered inoperative 
and the promise of no effect. If it be true that to be subject to 
the law is the condition of obtaining the possession of the world, 
nothing further can be said either of a saving power of faith 
(comp. 1 Cor. i. 17), or of the validity of the promise (comp. iii. 
:n, Gal iii 17). And why not 1 Because (ver. 15) the law, to 
which in accordance with that protasis tl1e KA>7po11oµla would 
be appended, has an operation so entirely opposed to the 
essence of faith (which trusts in the divine xapt,) and of the 



promise (which is an emanation from this xap1r), (comp.ver. 16), 
that it brings about the divine wrath, since its result is transgres­
sion. On this ground (o,a TOUTO, ver.16) because the law worketh 
wrath, its relation to the KA1Jpo11oµEa, laid down in ver. 14, cannot 
exist; but on the contrary the latter must proceed from faith 
that it may be according to grace, etc., ver. 16.-The 7r{1rr1r is 
the Christian saving faith, of which Abraham's faith was the 
beginning and type, and the e-rrayy1;°Aia is the Divine promise of 
the KA1Jpo11oµla, given to Abraham and his seed, ver. 13. 

Ver. 15. On the connection see above. The assigning of a 
reason (yap) has reference to the previous KfKevwTat ~ -rritrr,~ K. 

KaT~PY· ~- e7rayy., which are closely connected (see ver. 16), 
and not merely to the KaTijpy ~ e-rra 'YY· (Chrysostom, Fritzsche, 
.Mehring, anu others). The law produces wrath. It is the divine 
wrath that is meant, not any sort of lmman wrath (against the 
judgment of God, as Melancthon thought). Unpropitiated, it 
issues forth on the day of judgment, ii. 5 ff, iii 5, ix. 22; Eph. 
ii. 3, v. 6; Col. iii. 6 al.; Ritschl, de im JJei, p. 16; Weber, vo-ni 

Zorne Gottes, p. 326 f. - ov yap OVK f(jTI 110µ0~ K.T.A.] l'roof of 
the proposition that the law worketh wrn.th: for when the lmv is 
not, there is not even (ovoe) transgression, namely, which excites 
the wrath of God (the Lawgiver). This short, terse o.nd strik­
ing proof-which is not, any more than the three previous pro­
positions introduced by yap, to be reduced to a "justifying 
explanation" (Hofmann), or to be weakened by takir~ ovo~ to 
mean "j11,st as little" (Hofmaun)-proceeds a causa ad cjj'ectum; 
where the cause is wanting (namely, 7rapa.{3a(jt~), there can be 
no mention of the effect (opy,i). This negative form of the proba­
tive proposition includes-in accoruance with the doctrine of the 
Apostle elsewhere regarding the relation of the law to the human 
i-rr10uµia (Rom. vii. 7 ff.; 1 Cor. xv. 56; Gal. iii 19 al.), which is 
kinuled on occasion of the law by the power of iiin which exists 
in man-the positive counterpart, that, where the law is, tltere is 
also transgression. Paul however expresses himself negatively, 
because in his mind the negative thought that the fulfilment of 
the promiae is not dependent on the law still preponuerntes; 
and he will not enter into closer analysis of the positive side of 
it-viz., that faith is the condition-until the sequel, ver. 16 ff. 
Observe moreover that he has not written ovoE a.µapTla, which 
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he could not assert (ver. 13), but oii8e r.apa.{3a<T1~, as the specific 
cle.signation of the aµapTla in relation to the law, which was 
the precise point here in question. Comp. ii. 23, 25, 27, v. 14; 
Gal ii. 18, iii. 19. Sins without positive law (ver. 13) are like­
wise, and indeed on account of the natural law, ii. 14, objects of 
the divine wrath (see i 18 ff.; Epb. ii 3); but sins against a 
given law are, in virtue of their thereby definite quality of tmns­
gression, so specifically and specially provocative of wrath in 
God, that Paul C'Jnld relatively even deny the imputation of 
sin when the law was non-existent. See on ver. 13. 

Ver. 16 f. AL<~ TouTO] Inference from ver.15, consequently from 
the wrath-operating natun of the law, on account of which it is so 
utterly incapable of being the condition of the KAYJpovoµ{a, tbat 
the latter runst on the contrary result from the opposite of the 
law-from faith, etc. Comp. on ver. 14 f. This conclusion is 
so evident and pertinent that it required only the incomplete, 
but thus all the more striking expression : " therefore of faith, in 
order that according to grace," to the end that, etc. - EK ,r{<TTEw,] 

scil. oi KAYJpo110µ01 Ei<Tl, according to ver. 14. The supplying, 
oy :Fritzsche and others, of~ E7rayyEXla ylvETat or eye'VETO from 
ver. 13 is forbidden by the contrast in whil.:h EK ,r[<TT, stands to 
EK 11oµov, ver. 14. -1va KaT<J. xap111] The purpose of God in 
EK ,r[<TTEW~ : "in order that they might be so by way of grace," not 
by way of merit. Comp. ver. 4 and 8wpEav iii. 24. - Eir To 

Eivat /3E/3ala11 K,T,X.] contains now in tum the divine purpose,1 
which prevails in the KaTa xap111. They shall be heirs by way 
of grace; and why by way of grace ? In order that tltc promise 
may be sure, i.e. may subsist in active validity as one to be 
realised (the opposite of KaT1JPY1'/Tat, ver. 14) for the collectii-r. 
posterity (i.e. for all believers, see v. 11, 13), not for those alone, 
who are such out of the law (not solely for believers who have 
become so out of the legal bond of Judaism), but also f01· those 
who are suck out of the faith of Abraham,2 i.e. whose Abraharnic 

1 Here e.lso the peculiar deeper scope of the view gi,·eu is often left unnoticed, 
and ,lr Tli ,lv11< is tll.kcn as inference: so that, etc. See on the other hand on i. 20. 

t iv .,,.{1Tr. 'A{3po.dµ. goes together (in opposition to Fritzsche, who he.s conceived 
the IT'll'~pµ.a.ri to be supplied ns before 'Af3p., and rnnde the genitin °A{3pa.dµ. depen­
dent on it), sii·ce it is not Jews anrl Christians, but Jewish and Gmtile bdiever, 
who are plnced side by side, nnd in the lntte1· the f,1ith of Abraham (con,p. ver. 10) 
Li the cbe.re.c.erLilic. 
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kinship is based on Abraham's faith, the uncircumcised believers. 
Theophylact: ?raVTt T<p u?rlpµaT1, TOIJTE<TTt ?rau, Toi,; ?rtcr-

, •''•'I I ..,, I 
T£1JOIJCTIII OIJ µ011011 TOI<; £IC 11OµO1J, TOIJT£CTTI TOI<; £µ?rep1Toµo1<;, 
, "" ' ' - ' (3, ., , , 'A/3 ' , aAAa Kat TOI<; aKpo U(TTOI<;, OtTIII£<; £1(TI (T?l"£pµa paaµ £IC 

?ri<TT£Cd<; aVT<p "/€111J0EIIT£<;. If anything else than xap1<; (such 
as ocpet>..1Jµa) were the reason determining God to confer the 
KA1Jpo11oµia, then both halves of the u?rlpµa, in their legal imper­
fection, would be unsecured with respect to the promise. All it 
is, however, believing Jews as also believing Gentiles have in the 
divine xap,r the same guarantee that the K"'>..71po11oµia shall be 
impa1ted to them €/C ?ri<TT£Cd<;. -c5,; €CTTI ?raT. ?ral/T. ~µ0011] reiterated 
(comp. vv. 11, 12) solemn setting forth of the fatherhood of 
Abraham for all (?ra11Tw11) believers (~µ0011), which was indeed the 
pith and fundamental idea of the entire argument (since ver. 9); 
there is th6refore no new point raised here (Hofmann), but this 
fatherhood of the patriarch in the history of salvation, already 
clearly laid down, is summarily expressed afresh, in order 
(ver. 17), after the insertion of a testimony from Scripture, to 
present it, by means of KaTJ11a11T1 ov IC.T.A., in its holy, divine 
guarantee and dignity. - ;;T, 7raTepa 7f'OAAWII K.T.A.] Gen. xvii. 5, 
closely aft~r the LXX.; therefore CJTI, for, which in the original 
text specifies the reason of the name Abraham, is repeated by 
Paul without any special bearing on his connection, simply as 
forming part of the words of Scripture. - 1raTepa ?roXXw11 E011.] 

Aptly explained, in the sense of the Apostle, by Chrysostom cmd 
Theophylact: OU KaTU. <J,ucr11C~II <TU"/"/Ell£tall, aXXa /CaT' oiKeiwcr111 

1ricrTrw,;. Jn this spiritual sense-which the passage of Scripture 
expresses typically-he is constituted by God as father of many 
nations (in so far, namely, as all believers from among the Jews 
and all Gentile peoples are to be, in the history of salvation, his 
spiritual u1ripµa), i.e. appointed, and thus made so (compare 
Heb. i. 2; 1 Mace. x. 65, xiv. 34; Hom. Od. xv. 253, ll. vi 300; 
Plat. Theaet. p. 169 E; Pind. Ol. xiii. 21). Even the original 
text cannot have meant by Cl"'l merely the twelve tribes of Israel 
(Hofmann). It means the posterity of Abraham, in so far ns 
Gentile people3 also shall be subjected to it. The Israelite triues 
would be Cl'Cl,1- - KaTtllal/TI ov e1ricrT. 0wu] is connected, after 
the parenthesis (,ca0wr . ... err), with ;;~ ECTTI ?raT~P ?l"(ll/T. ~µ0011. 

To get rid of the parenthesis by supposing a suppressed inter-
~ 0 
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vening thought (Philippi), or an a,synileton, as if it were Ka1 Ka,€• 
vaVTt K.T.A. (van Hengel), is a harsh and arbitrary course; while 
it is impossible to regard Ka,fvaVTt K.,.X. as explanation of the 
Ka0ws- ylypa7rTat (Hofmann), because Ka0ws- ylyp. can only be 
taken as the quite common ( occurring thirteen times in our 
Epistle) simple formula for quoting a Scripture proof, and not 
as : " in harmony with the Scripture passage." - Ka,lvav,t, equi­
valent to the classical Ka,evavTtav, means overagainst (Mark xi. 2, 
xii. 41; Luke xix. 30), i.e. here: in presence oj(Ka,evw7rtov), coram, 
as after the Heb. frequently in the LXX. and Apocrypha. See 
Biel and Schleusner. The attraction is to be resolved into : 
KaTlvavTt Tov 0eov, Ka,;vaVTt ov e7rlcr,eucrli : cora·m Deo, coram 
quo credidit.1 Quito analogous are such passages as Luke i. 4, 
7rept WV KaT~x11011s- "Xoywv, instead of 7rEpt TWV "Xoywv 7rEpt WI/ 
Ka,11x-, Matth. vii. 2 al. See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 177; 
Schmid in the Tub. Zeitschr. f Theol. 1831, 2, p. 137 ff.; Winer, 
p.155f. [E. T.204]; comp. on Acts xxi.16. So also rightly Philippi 
and Hofmann; 2 comp. Marcker. The mode of resolving it adopted 
by most commentators (Thomas Aquinas, Castalio, Calvin, Beza, 
Er. Schmid, Grotius, Estius, and others ; also Tholuck, Riickert, 
Reiche, Kc.illner, :Fritzsche, Ewald, van Hengel, Buttmann): 
KaTlva11Tt 0eov ,'p l1rlcrTeucre, is at least at variance with the usual 

1 The coram, in presence of, is neitlier to be explained ad exemplum. (Chrysos­
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact and others), nor "according to the will" (Reiche, 
Krehl and others), nor "according to the judgment" (Riickert, Kollner, Fritzsche, 
Maier, Umbreit and others), nor "vi otque potestate divina" (Koppe), nor "be­
fore the omniscience of God" (Olshausen), but is to be left without any modif) ing 
explanation. Abrahnm is realised as present, just as he Atands ,ra.rl/p ,rdvrwv 
-iJµ.wv face to face with the God who hnd nppeared to him, nnd !ins become a be­
liever in ronspectu Dei. This vivid realisation of the believini( patriarch, as if he 
were standing there as father of us nll before the face of God, just as formerly in thnt 
sacred moment of history, is a plastic form of presentation which, inaptly con­
clemned by Hofmann, quite accords with the elevated nnd nlmost poetic strain of 
the following words. It also fully warr,mts the cou1,ling of Ka.rlva.vn K. r. >,.. with 
.;·s l,rr, ,ra.r11p ,rdvrwv -iJµ.wv; it is unnecessary to seek a connection with or, ,ra.rlpa. 
.... rlO«Kd. o-e, either with Bengel, who compares Matth. ix. 6, or with Philippi, 
who, thereby getting rid ol' the pnrenthesis, inserts nfter rlO«Kd o-e the thought: 
" nnd as such he has been appointed." 

t Who, nevertheless, in consequence of his incorrect view of Ka.Ows "(l-ypa.,rra.,, 
professes to illustrate the Ka.rlva.vn thus: "At that timr,, when he believed, he stood 
face to face with God a., Him who q1tickeneth, the dead, etc. ; and by the fact, that 
Cod ~ shown Himself to be iust the same as Hiin before whom Tie then stood, ii 
ha.a so come lo 11ass, tl1rit he is now b~for~ Him thBfatl1er of us all." 
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mode of attraction, since the attraction of the relative, which, 
not attracted, would stand in the dative, has no precedent in the 
N. T., and even in Greek authors very selrlom occurs (Ktibner, ad 
Xen. Mem. ii. 2, 5, Gramm. II. 2, p. 914). Finally, the explanation 
which takes KaTEvmrrt o3 as equivalent to KaTEvavrt TouTou, 
3Tt, and the latter as equivalent to av0' o3, propterea quod, and 
in accordance with which 0eoii K.T.A. is then taken as genitive 
absolute (" whilst God, who quickeneth the dead, calleth also 
to that which is not, as though it were present," Mehring), is 
wrong just because KaTEvavTt has not the sense supposed. - Tov 
two1r. T. veKpovs-, ,cat K. T.A.] Distinguishing quality of God as the 
Almighty, selected with practical reference to the circumstances 
of .Abraham (vv. 18-21): " Who quickeneth the dead and calleth 
the non-existent as th<ntgh it were," and certainly, therefore, can 
quicken the decayed powers of procreation, and dispose of 
generations not yet in existence. A reference to the o.ff'ering 
of Isaac, whom God could make alive again (Erasmus, Grot.ius, 
lfaumgarten-Crusius and Mangold), is so foreign to the con­
nection that it would have required definite indication. The 
two1ro1ei11 Tovs- ve,cpous- is a formal attribute of the almighty God. 
1 Sam. ii 6; Wisd. xvi 13; Tob. xiii 2; comp. Deut. xxxii. 9. 
See also John v. 21 ; 2 Cor. i 9; 1 Tim. vi. 13. Origen, 
Ambrosiaster, .Anselm, erroneously hold that the ve,cpol nre 
spiritiially dead, a view which the context must have rellllered 
necessary ; comp. Olshansen, who holds that two1r. anu ,ea°)\. in­
dicate typically the spiritual awakening and the new birth; nlso 
Ewald, who will have the application made to the revivifying 
of the dead Gentiles into true Christians. - ,caAoiivTOS' T~ µ~ 
u11Ta ws- oVTa] i.e. "who utters His disposing decree oi·ei· that 
wliich does not eJ.ist, equally as over the existing." What o. lofty 
expression of all-commanding power ! And how thoroughly in 
hnrmony with the then position of Abraham! For as he stood 
before God and believed (Gen. xv. G), God hadjnstshowed to him 
the stars of heaven, with the promise oiiTWS' {(j'Ta& TO (T1r{pµa 
(TOU ! So that God hereby issued his potent summons (so shall 
it be.') to something that was not (the (T7rEpµa of Abraham) as 
though it had been. This explanation (followed also by Hiickert 
and Philippi) is perfectly faithful to the sense of the words, and 
DS much in harmony with the vividly realised situatiou of 
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Abraham as it is appropriate to the parallelism ; for the latter 
is climactic, leading from the veKpo'i,; to the Ta µ~ ov'Ta. KaAe'iv, 
like ~,i', does not here mean to name (Hofmann, comp. Loesner 
and Benecke), which would refer to the name of father pronounced 
by God and have in view the divine knowledge, but on the con­
trary, correlative with the mighty {wo1rote'iv 'T. veKp. (comp. 
ouva-ro,; ver. 21), it denotes the call of the Ruler, which He 
issues to that which is subject to His power. Comp. Ps. 1 1; 
Is. xl. 26 ; 1 w,; is the simple as of comparison. Parallels in point 
are found in Philo, de Jos. p. 544 C, wht>re it is said of the force 
of imagination, that it pictures 'Ta µ~ ov-ra w,; 0VTci; and 
Artemidor. i 53, p. 4o, ed. Rigalt. where it is said of the 
painter, that he represents Ta µ~ ov-ra w,; ov-ra. Paul could 
also have, like Clement, Cor. II. 1, used 'Ta ovK ov-ra (the non­
existent, Xen. l,fem. ii. 2, ~), as the contradictory antithesis 
of Ta ov-ra (comp. also Plat. Rep. p. 476 E); but the negation is 
conceived subjectively, from the standpoint of the subject who 
calls: he calls the things, which he knows as non-existent, as 
if they were. Comp. Xen. Anab. iv. 4, 15, and Killmer i1. 
Zoe.; Baeumlein, Partilc. p. 278. Still what Delitzsch, Psychol. 
p. 37 f., deduces from Ta µ~ ov-ra-that that which enters into 
historical existence was not previously an absolute nothing, 
but an object of divine knowledge-is based on the common 
conception of KaAe'iv in the sense of creative activity, which is 
erroneous. No doubt KaAeiv, as is well known, often denotes 
the creating call of God (Jsa. xxii. 12, xli. 4, xlviii. 13; 2 Kings 
viii 1; Wisd. xi. 25; Philo, de creat. princ. p. 728 B, where 
'Ta µ~ ov-ra €KCIA€C1'€V is further defined by ei,; 'TO e1vat ; comp. de 
Opif. p. 13 E). In this case we should have to think by no 
means of the historical act of creation out of notliing (Piscator, 
Estius and others), but rather, on account of the p1·esent parti-

1 Qnite contrary to the context Ernsmus, Ch. Schmit!, Koppe nnd Dohme tnke 
KO.Xeiv in the do[Tfllalic sense. .And yet even Fritzsche and Mungold have gone 
over to this explanation : "homiues nondum in lucem cditos ad vi/am aeternam 
invitat." Van Hengel takes Ka.Xeiv as arcesscre, and Ta. µt, ~vra. that which is 
of no account (see on 1 Cor. i. 28), so tl111t the sense would be : "quoecunque 
nullius nuweri sunt 11rcessivit (to the childship of .Abraham), quasi siut in pretio." 
But this peculiar interpretation of µt, ~v-ra. nnd ~v-ra. must have been specifically 
enggeste<l by the context, especially ns it strips off the whole poetical beauty of 
th~ ex pres~ion. 
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ciple, either of the continuous creative activity (Kollner), or 
(better still on account of the parallel of two1r.) of an a'lnding 
characteristic of God generally, from which no time is excluded. 
But this whole interpretation of KaAeiv is set aside here by w~ 
ovra. For ws- cannot be taken for els- (Luther, Wolf, and others), 
because an use so utterly isolated in the N. T. is in itself very 
improbable, and because, where ws- stands in classic authors in 
the sense of els-, it is only so used in reference to persons (Her­
mann, ad Viger. p. 853; Poppo, ad Thuc. III. 1, p. 318 ff.), or, 
at the most, where what is personal is represented by neuter 
objects; see Doderlei.n, philolog. Beitr. p. ~03 ff. Some desire 
ws- ovra to be taken for ws- ea-oµeva ( de W ette ), or as a summary 
expression for els- To e'lvat ws- ovTa (Reiche, Kollner, Tholuck, 
de W ette, Bisping), but these expedients are arbitrary in them 
selves, and, in the case of the latter especially-seeing that 
<1vra would have to be taken in the sense of the result, as only 
ndjectives are elsewhere used (see on Matth. xii. 43, and Breiten­
bach, ad Xen. Oec. 4, 7)-ws- would only be superfluous and 
confusing. 

Vv. 18-21. More particular setting forth of this faith of 
Abraham, according to its lofty power and strength. Eloes-

~ '0 ' ' :\' ' ' '•1• :\' ~ .r ' ' ?l"WS' 'TI ,,a-, ,ea, 'TU KW vµaTa Ka, 'T1JII Vy1J 1/11 'TOV u11Ca1011 "/IIWµI/P 
wa11Ta v1rep/3aivova-a11, Chrysostom. 

Ver. 18. "Os-] Parallel to the ;;S' eirT, K.'T.~. vcr. 16; therefore 
only a comma or a. colon need be put after ws- ovra. - e1r' 
e':\1rio,] on hope, is the basis of the e1ria-T. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 
10; frequent in Greek authors. See also Tit. i. 2. Abraham's 
faith was <>pposed to hope (wap' e:\1rioa, frequent in classical 
writers) in its o'ltj"ective reference, and yet not aveA7rltr'TOS', but 
rather based on hope in its B'lt"b,jective reference,-a significant oxy­
moron. - £LS' TO 'Y£v;a-0a, K.T.A.] Rightly Luther: in order that 
lie might be. Comp. Rtickert, Tholuck, Philippi It contains 
the end, ordained by God, of the e1rltrT., thus exhibiting Abra­
ham's faith in its teleological connection with the divine decree, 
and that in reference to the word of God, ver. 17 ; hence, it 
is less in harmony with the context to take e,'s- To 'Y£~eir0at K.T.A. 

as the purpose of .A.l:traham. Ver. 11, £LS' TO elva, auTov K.T.A. 

is quite analogous. Following Beza, many writers (including 
even Reiche, Kemner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, Mehring, Hof-
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mann) take els To yev. as the object of hluT. ; quite contrary to 
the usage of the N. T.; see on ver. 11. Here, as in every cast1 
previously, the object of faith (the divine promise) is quite self. 
evident. The view which explains it of the consequence (BohmP, 
Flatt, Fritzsche, following older writers) for Kai oiiTws eyJveTo, fo 
linguistically erroneous (see on i 20), and quite at variance with 
the tenor of the discourse; for in vv. 19-21 the delineation of the 
faith itself is still continued, so that at this stage the result (it is 
introduced in ver. 22) would be quite out of place. - KaTa To 

elp']µ,] belonging to ')'fllf.<Teat K.T,A., not to e1rlrrTfV(1'f (Hofmann, 
in accordance with his incorrect view of eLs To K.T.'X.). - ovTws] 
What is meant by this, Paul assumes to be familiar to his readers; 
and therefore the corresponding part is by no means wanting. 
F G and several Fathers (also Vnlg. ms.) have after rrov the 
addition: ws oi U(TTEpes TOU oupavou Kai ~ aµµos Tijs 0aAarrrr'}s. 
The first half only is a proper gloss ; the Kai ~ aµ. T. 0aA. does not 
lie in the ovTws, Gen. xv. 5, but is imported from Gen. xii 16. 

Vv. 19-21 are still dependent on os, completing the description 
of the believing Abraham: and (who), because he was not weak in 
faith, regarded not his own dead body.1 Tbeophylact has pro­
perly expressed the meiosis in µ~ arre. : µ~ arr0ev~rras Tii 1rlrrTEI, 

a)\)\' lrrx_vpa.v auT~V lxwv. Byµ~ the arr0ev. is negatived from the 
point of view of the subject. Comp. on ver. 17. - ou KaTevo'}rre] 

he did not fix his attention thereon. Comp. Heb. iii. 1, x. 24 ; 
Luke xii 24; Judith x. 14. This remark is no historical 
blunder inconsistent with Gen. xvii. 17 (de Wette; comp. 
Rlickert), but is quite in harmony with the account given in 
Gen. xv. 5, 6, where, immediately after the divine promise 

" ' ' ·t • 'd ' ' ' 'AB OVTWS f(1'Tat TO (1'7rEpµa <TOV, l lS sa1 : Kat £7rl(1'Tfl/(1'fl/ p. 
TW 0ew. This (and not what is related in Gen. xvii. 17) is the 
fa'ct wi1ich Paul here exhibits in greater detail, inasmuch as he 
depicts the Kai e1rlrrT1:vrr1: of Gen. l.c., in its strength at first 
neaatively (in the non-consideration of bodily obstacles) and 
th;n positively. The imrnediately decided faith of Abraham in 
Gen. xv., to which Paul here refers, is not inconsistent with the 
subsequent hesitation, Gen. xvii. (the account of which, moreover, 

1 i.e. his own body : which was one already dead. Therefore PEPEKp. without the 
Article. Comp. Kiihner, ad. Xen. Anab. iv. II, 1 ; St11llb11um, ad Plat. Rep. P· 
673 A. 
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belongs to another author); the latter is a wavering which may 
easily be understood from a psychological point of view. ComJ>. 
the doubt of the Baptist as to the Messiahship of Jesus, Mattl1. 
xi. 2 ff. - vevrKpwµivov and viKpwrns- conveying the idea of de­
crepitude with reference to the powers of procreation and of con­
ception respectively. Comp. Heb. xi 12; Kypke, II. p.164. -
EKaTovraET1JS' K.T.A.] although so advanced in years that he might 
naturally have regarded etc., yet he did not do so. The 1rou is 
the circiter in approximate statements of number ; Herod. i 119 ; 
vii. 5; Diog. L. viii 86. Comp. Xen. Oec. 17, 3. Not used by Paul 
elsewhere. Abraham was then ninety-nine years old. See Gen. 
xvii 1, 17, xxi. 5. "Post Semum nemo centum anno;rum gene­
rasse Gen. xi legitur," Bengel.1 - Observe, as to Kat T- .,;,.., that 
the negation ou KaTEV01J<rE extends to both the objects of the 
sentence. Hofmann's objection to our reading,2 and his declara­
tion that instead of Kal we should expect ouoe, are erroneous; see 
Winer, p. 460 [E. T. 610] ; BuLtmann, neut. Gr. p. 315.3 The 
veKp(J)(J"IS' is the deadness of the womb attested as having already 
set in at Gen. xviii. 11. Was Sarah still to become a mother 
EiC '71'0AlaS' ya<rTpos- (Pind. Pyth. iv. 98) 1- EtS' 8~ T;II E1rayyeXia11 
,c.T.A.] The negative proposition in ver. 19 is, in the first place, 
litill more specially elucidated, likewise negatively, by EtS' •••• 

?i.1r1a-Tia (oi, the epexegetical autem), and then the positive oppo­
site relation is subjoined to it by «AA eveow. K,T.A. In the for­
mer negative illustrative clause the chief element giving the 
informati<m is tir T. E'71'ai''Y· T. 8rou, which is therefore placed first 
with great emphasis: "but with regard to the p1·omise of 
God he wavered not incredulously, but waxed sfrong in faith," etc. 

1 With regnrd to the children subsequently begotten with Keturah, Oen. uv. 
1 ff., the traditional eiplanation, already lying at the foundation or Augustine, d, 
Civ. D. xvi. 28, is sufficient, viz. that the power or begetting, received from God, 
continued after the death of Sarah.-On l,caToll'T11frrir comp. Pind. Pyth. iv. 603. 
According to the uncertain canon or the old grammarians (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 406 f.) it ought to have been written here as an oxytone (eo Lachmann) because 
it is the predicate of a person. Comp. Kuhner, I. p. 420. 

1 With the reading withuut ol, (see the crit. remarks) the thought conveyed is : 
and with(1Ut hafling been taeak in faith he ru;aTdtd, etc., but did not becmne duubt­
f ul in rt.8J>tcl to the 1womiM of God, etc. Comp. Hofmann. Butµ.:;, d118. T. ,rl11T, 
would thus be euperlluous, and even logically unsuitable in relation to ver. 20. 
Simply and clearly Paul would only have written : KAI ,c11uv67111t µ.lv Tb i11uToO 
fTWJJ,ll lC.T.A. dr a, rli• i-r11yy. IC.T.A. 

1 Comri. alao Jacobs, cul Del. epigr. vi. 10, not. cri4, 
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Since in this way the discourse rnns on very simply and snitably 
to the sense, it is unnecessary to resort to the more awkward 
suggestion, that Paul already begins the antithetic statement 
with oe (however, see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 171), to which 
nevertheless he has again given the emphasis of contrast through 
the negative and positive forms (Philippi, who, however, ad­
mits our view also; comp. Tholuck and others). [n no case, 
however, can it be said, with Riickert, that Paul wished to 
write ,dr 0€ T'. e1rayy. 'T', 0wu e1rltrT. WJOEV OLaKp1voµevor, but 
that his love for antitheses induced him to divide the idea of 
i?rltrT. into its negative and positive elements, and that there­
fore eZr should be referrec. to the e?rltrT. at first thought of. De 
Wette (comp. Kreh!) conjectures that, according to the analogy 
of ?rttrTeue1v eZr, eZr is the object of 01eKp. It is the quite 
usual in regard to, as respects; see Winer, p. 371 [ E. T. 496]. -
omKplveu0m] To waver, the idea being that of a mental struggle 
into which one enters, xiv. 23; Matth. xxi 21; Acts x. 20; see 
Ruther on James i 6. This usage is so certain in the N. T., that 
there is no need to translate, with van Hengel: non contradi:cit, 
referring to Gen. xvii. 17 ff., in which case -rii a?rttrTlq. is supposed 
to mean: "quanquam in animo volvebat, quae diffidentiam inspi­
rarent." Such a thought is foreign to the connection, in which 
everything gives prominence to faith only, and not to a mere 
resignation. - 'T'll a?rttrTl'!- is instrumental, in the sense of the 
producing cause, but Tll 1rltrTE1, on account of the correlation 
with au0ev. Tll 1rltrT£I in ver. 19, is to be taken as the dative of 
more precise definition, consequently: he wavered not by mean.~ 
of the unbelief (which in such a case he would have had), but be­
came strong as respects the faith (which he had). Hofmann's 
explanation is erroneous, because not in keeping with the au0ev. 
'T'. 1rltrT. above He takes Tll 1rltrT£1 as causal : by faith Abraham 
was strengthened " to an action in lia1·mony with tlie promise and 
requisite for its realisation." This addition, which can hardly fail 
to convey a very indelicate idea, is a purely gratuitous importa­
tion. - eveouvaµw011] became strong, heroic in faith ; passive. 
Comp. Aq. Gen. vii. 20: £V£Ouvaµw011 'T'O iiowp. Heb. xi. 34; 
Act.s ix. 32; Eph. vi. 10; LXX. Ps. Iii 7: eveouvaµw011 e'11't -rii 
1aTa10TtJT1 avTov. In Greek authors the word does not occur. -
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to~~ oo(av Tep 0Eip] while he gave God glory, and 1 was fully per­
suaded (xiv. 5; Col iv. l '2) that, etc. The aorist participles put 
the 0,8611a, o&(av K.T.X. not as precooing the £1/EOwaµw011, 01' 

as presuppose,d in it, but as completed simnltaneously with it. 
(comp. on Eph. i 5). - 8,86vat 86{a11 (ii.:l? ti:i?) Ttp 0Etp denotes 
generally every act (thinking, speaking or doing) that tends to 
the glory of God (Josh. vii 19; Jer. xiii. 16; Esr. x. 11; Luke 
xvii 18 ; John ix. 24; Acts xii. 23) ; and the context supplies 
the special reference of its meaning. Here: by recognition of the 
divine omnipotence (not circumcisione subeunda, as van Hengel 
thinks), as is shown by what follows, which is added epexegeti­
cally. " Insigne praeconium fidei est, gloriam Deo. tribuere," 
Melanctbon. The opposite: 1 John v. 10. -imjyyEXTat] in a 
middle sense. Winer, p. 246 [E. T. 328]. 

Ver. 2~. Result of the whole disquisition, emphatically point­
ing back to ver. 3 (£XoylCT0'1 avT,p Ei~ 811ca10CTu111111). - 810 Ka11 on 
which acctnint also (i 24), namely because Abraham believed so 
strongly as is described in vv. 18-21. -The subject of £Xoyl<1'011 
(it was reckoned) is self-evident, viz. the belie?,-ing. Comp. 
Niigelsbach, zitr llias, p. 60, ed. 3. 

Vv. 23-25. Relation of the Scripture testimony as to Abra118m's 
justification to the justification of Christians by faith; with 
which the proof for the 116µ011 lrrrwµEII Ota Tq~ 1rlrrrEW~ (iii. 31) is 
completed. - U avr6v] on hi,s account, in order to set forth the 
mode of his justification. Then, corresponding thereto : 81' ~µa~. 
Comp. Beresch R 40, 8: "Quicquid scriptum est <le Abrahamo, 
scriptum est de filiis ejus." On the idea generally comp. xiv. 
4; 1 Cor. ix. 10, x. 6, 11 ; Gal. iii. 8. - µeXXEt Xoyi{EG'0at] 
namely the 1r1rrrEue111, which, in accordance with the divine ordi­
nation, is to be reckoned to us Christians (µe°'AXE1),-to 1ts, as 
those who believe on Him that raised up Jesus. µe"'A."'A.1:1 (comp. on 
viii. 13) is therefore not to be taken for {µE°'A°'Ae (Bohme, comp. 
Olshansen), but contains what God has willed, which shall 
accomplish itself continuously a11 to each concrete case (not for 
the first time at the judgment, as Fritzsche thinks) where Christ 

1 The evidence against iced is too weak. Without it ,,,.-,..,po1'. would be subordin• 
aled to the 3o~r 3df. T. 0. Oecumenius has optly rernnrkeu on ,,,.-,..,po1', : ov1C ,r.,,., 
,,,.,o-nuo-cu, d.,_.,_, IJJ,tf,GTIK,J,,rtpo~. Jt corresponds with the/uZZ ~torv of the trial 
of the patriarch's faith at the clote of its delineation. 
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~ince in this way the discourse runs on very simply and snitably 
to the sense, it is unnecessary to resort to the more awkward 
suggestion, that Paul already begins the antithetic statement 
with oe (however, see Hartung, Pa1·tikell. I. p. 171), to which 
nevertheless he has again given the emphasis of contrast through 
the negative and positive forms (Philippi, who, however, ad­
mits our view also; comp. Tholuck and others). [n no case, 
however, can it be said, with Riickert, that Paul wished to 
write Etr OE T. e,rayy. T, 0eov e1ria-T. µr;8Ev OtaKp1voµevor, but 
that his love for antitheses induced him to divide the idea of 
i1ria-T. into its negative and positive elements, and that there­
fore eir should be referrec. to the e1ria-T. at first thought of. De 
Wette (comp. Krehl) conjectures that, according to the analogy 
of r.ta-Teuetv Etr, eir is the object of oteKp. It is the quite 
usual in regard to, as respects; see Winer, p. 371 [ E. T. 496]. -
oiaKpivea-0at] To waver, the idea being that of a mental struggle 
into which one enters, xiv. 23; Matth. xxi. 21; Acts x. 20; see 
Huth er on James i 6. This usage is so certain in the N. T., that 
there is no need to translate, with van Hengel: non contradi:rit, 
referring to Gen. xvii. 17 ff., in which case TV a.1rta-Tiq. is supposed 
to mean: "quanquam in animo volvebat, quae diffidentiam inspi­
rarent." Such a thought is foreign to the connection, in which 
everything gives prominence to faith only, and not to a mere 
resignation. - Tii a.1r1a-Tlq. is instrumental, in the sense of the 
producing cause, but Ti, 1ria-Tet, on account of the correlation 
with aa-0m Tii 1rla-TEt in ver. 19, is to be taken as the dative of 
more precise definition, consequently: he wavered not by means 
of the unbelief (which in such a case he would have had), but be­
came strong as respects the faith (which he had). Hofmann's 
explanation is erroneous, because not in keeping with the aa-0ev. 
T. ,r[a-T. above He takes Tll 1ria-Tet as causal : by faith Abraham 
was strengthened " to an action in harmony with the promise and 
requisite for its realisation." This addition, which can hardly fail 
to convey a very indelicate idea, is a purely gratuitous importa­
tion. - eveouvaµw011] became strong, heroic in faith; passive. 
Comp. Aq. Gen. vii. 20: €VEOuvaµw0r; TO vowp. Heb. xi. 34; 
Acts ix. 32 ; Eph. vi. 10; LXX. Ps. lii 7 : EVEOUVaµw0r; £7rl Ti, 
laTaLOTIJTL aurov. In Greek authors the word does not occur. -
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lo~~ 8o{a11 Tep 0ecp] while he gave God glory, and 1 was fully per­
suaded (xiv. 5; Col iv. 1~) that, etc. The aorist participles put 
the 818011ai oof a11 K. T.A. not as preceding the £11e8waµw011, or 
as presupposed in it, but as completed simultaneously with it. 
(comp. on Eph. i 5). - 810011a1 oofa11 ('li.J? 11'.l?) T<p 0e(p denotes 
generally every act (thinking, speaking or doing) that tends to 
the glory of God (Josh. vii 19; Jer. xiii. 16; Esr. x. 11; Luke 
xvii 18; John ix. 2-!; .Acts xii. 23); and the context supplies 
the special reference of its meaning. Here: by recognition of the 
divine omnipotence (not circumcisione subeunda, as van Hengel 
thinks), as is shown by what follows, which is added epexegeti­
cally. "Insigne praeconium fidei est, gloriam Deo. tribuere," 
Melancthon. The opposite: 1 John v. 10,-£7rfryeXTa1] in a 
middle sense. Winer, p. 246 [E. T. 328]. 

Ver. 2~. Result of the whole disquisition, empl1atically point­
ing back to ver. 3 (EXoy{a-011 avTq, ei~ 81Kaioa-v11,i11). - 810 Kai] on 
tDhich accmmt also (i 24), namely because Abraham believed so 
strongly as is described in vv. 18-21. - The subject of EAoy{a-011 
(it was reckoned) is self-evident, viz. the bclie1,-ing. Comp. 
Ntigelsbach, zur llias, p. 60, ed. 3. 

Vv. 23-25. Relation of the Scripture testimony as to Ahral1Bm's 
justification to the justification of Christians by faith; with 
which the proof for the 110µ011 ia-Twµe11 81a Tij~ 'Tr'la-Tew~ (iii. 31) is 
completed. - 8i' a1JT011] on his account, in order to set forth the 
mode of his justificntion. Then, corresponding thereto: 81' ~µa~. 
Comp. Beresch R 40, 8: "Quicquid scriptum est de Abrahnmo, 
scriptum est de filiis ejus." On the idea generally comp. xiv. 
4; 1 Cor. ix. 10, x. 6, 11 ; Gal. iii. 8. -µeXXe1 Xoy{tea-0a1] 
namely the '1r'1a-Teve111, which, in accordance with the divine ordi­
nation, is to be reckoned to us Christians (µeXXe1),-to 1ts, as 
those who believe on Him that raised up Jesus. µeX"'Ae1 (comp. on 
viii. 13) is therefore not to be taken for fµe"'A"'Ae (Bohme, comp. 
Olshausen), but contains what God has willed, which shall 
accomplish itself continuously a11 to each concrete case (not for 
the first time at the judgment, as Fritzsche tl1inks) where Christ 

1 The evidence against HI is too weak. Without it 1r'A11po~. would be subordin­
aled to the 3o~r 3of. -r. 0. Oecumeniue hoe optly remnrkeJ on 1r'A11po~. : ouK ,1,re 
tr10-T<uo-ar, ci'AX' lµ.tf,a-ruc.J,.,..poP, It corresponcle with the/ull vutorv of the trial 
of the patriarch's faith at the close of its delineatioD. 
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is believed on. The ~µri,;, i.e. the community of believers (not 
however conceived as becoming such, as Hofmann supposes), 
are the constant recipients of the fulfilment of that which was 
once written not merely for Abraham's sake but also for theirs. 
- To'i,; 71'lCTT1:uouCTw] not: who from time to time become believing 
(Hofmann), which is not consistent with ~µa,;, but: quippe qui cre­
dunt. The e7ri To11 ey1:lpa11Ta K.T."'A. that is added then points out 
the speciji,c contents, which is implied in the µe"'A"'AE1 "'Aoyl{eU'0ai, for 
the 71'lCTTEuE111 that has not yet been more precisely defined. In and 
with this faith we have constantly the blessing of the "'Aoyl{EU'0a 1 

divinely annexed to it. Comp. viii. 1. And the €71't Tov eyElpavTa 

K.T."'A. (comp. x. 9) is purposely chosen to express the character 
of the faith, partly on account of the necessary analogy with ver. 
17,1 and partly because the divine omnipotence, which raised 
up Jesus, was at the same time the strongest proof of divine grace 
(ver. 25). Regarding e7r{, comp. on ver. 5 - 7rapeo6011] standing 
designation for the divine surrender of Christ., surrender unto 
death (viii. 32), perhaps after Is. liii. 12. It is at the same 
time self-surrender (Gal. ii. 20; Eph. v. 2), since Christ was 
0 bedient to his }~ather. - Ola Ta 7rapa71'T. ~µwv] on account 
of ou1· sins, namely, that they might be atoned for by the 
tA.aCTT~pwv of Jesus, iii. 24: f., v. 8 f . .:........ 01a T~J/ OlKaLWCTlJI 

~µwv] on account of our fustiji,cation, in order to accomplish on 
us the judicial act of transference into the relation of 01Ka1-

0U'u1111. Comp. v. 18. For this object God raised Jesus 
from the dead; 2 for the resurrection of the sacrificed One was 
required to produce in men the faith, through which alone the 
objective fact of the atoning offering of Jesus could have the 

1 But in point of fact to "believe on Ohrist" and to "believe on God who 
raised Christ," are identical, because in both cases Christ is the apecific object. 

'Compare Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 329. For the view which the older Reformed 
theologians (comp. also Gerhard in Calovins) took of the stnte of the case as an 
acquittal from our sins, which was accorded to Christ and to us with Him through 
His resurrection, eee Ritschl, Recht/ertigung 11n1d Ver.•lilmung, I. p. 283 f. Ac• 
cording to Beza, Christ could not have furnished the atonement of our sins, if He 
had not, as the riYen victor, vnnquished death. But the case is rather conceived as 
the converse : Christ could not have risen, if His denth had not expiated our sins. 
In this way Christ has not merely died inrlp -1,µ.wv, but has also been raised 11gnin 
(2 Cor. v. 16) ; without His saving power, however, having been in itself con• 
ditioned only by the resurrection (to which, in the main, the views of Ottinger and 
Menken ultimately come). 
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effect of 811calw1T1s subjccti-1:ely, because Christ is the 1/\atT• 

-niptov Ota T~S 1rl1TT€WS, iii 25. Without His resurrection there­
fore the atoning work of His death would have remained witbont 
subjective appropriation; His surrender o,a. TC& 1rapa1rT. ~µwv 

would not have attained its end, our justification. C1)mp. 
especially 1 Cor. xv. 17; 2 Cor. v. 20 f., xv.; 1 Pet. i 21. 
Moreover the two definitions by ouz are not two different things, 
but only the two aspects of the same exhibition of grace, the 
negative and the positive; of which, however, the former by 
means of the parallelism, in which both are put in juxtaposition, 
is aptly attributed to the death as the objecti-1:e iXa1TT11p1ov, and 
the latter to the resurrection, as the divine act that is tl1e 
means of its a'P'J>Topriation.1 Melancthon has well said : " Quan­
quam enim praecessit meritum, tamen it.a ordinatum fuit ab 
initio, ut tune singulis applicaretm·, cum fide acciperent." Tbe 
latter was to be effected by the resu1Tection of Jesus ; the meri­
t um lay in His death, but the raising Him. up took place for the 
01Kalw1T1s, in which His merit1tm ,vas to be realised in the faithful. 
Comp. viii 34. Against, the Catholic theologians, wlrn referred 
01K. to sanctification (as Maier, Bisping, Dollinger and Reithmayr 
still do), see Calovius. Nor is intercession even (viii. 34) to be 
introduced into o,a T~V OLKalwtTIV ~µwv (Calvin and others; also 
Tholuck and Philippi), since that does not take place to produce 
the 81Ka101TuV1J, but bas reference to those who are already justified, 
with a view to preserve them in the state of salvation; conse­
quently the 01Kalw1TtS of the subjects concerned precedes it. 

1 The rererence to the fellowship with the clenth or Christ, whereby believers 
ha.ve died to their former life, and with His resunection os o.n entro.nce into o. 
new stnte or life no longer conditioned by the flesh (see Rich. Schmitlt, Paulin. 
Christal. p. 74), is inndmissible; because it does not correspond to the prototype 
or Abrnh11n1, which determines the entire representation of justification in lliis 
rlrnpter. 
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CHAPTER V. 

Ver. 1. lxoµEv] Lnchm. (in the margin), Scholz, Fritzsche, and 
Tisch. (8) read exwµEv, following A B~ C D K L N*, min., several 
vss. (including Syr. Vulg. It.) and Fathers. But this read­
ing, though very strongly attested, yields a sense (let us maintain 
peace with God) that is here utterly unsuitable; because the 
writer now enters on a new and important doctrinal topic, and 
au exhortation at the very outset, especially regarding a subject 
not yet expressly spoken of, would at this stage be out of place.1 

Hence the exoµEv, sufficiently attested by B** N"* F G, most 
min., Syr. p. and some Fathers, is to be retained; and the sub­
junctive must be regarded as having arisen from misunderstand­
ing, or from the hortatory iise of the passage. - Ver. 2. TY ,r[o-T€1] 

wanting in B D E F G, Aeth. It.; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
(7), as also by Ewald. Following ver. 1, it is altogether superflu­
ous; but this very reason accounts for its omission, which secured 
the direct reference of €1'r T- xap. TaJT. to ,rpoo-ay. The genu­
ineness of TY 7rtO-Tft is also attested by the reading ev TY ,r[o-T€t 

(so Fritzsche) in AN"** 93, and several Fathers, which points to 
a repetition of the final letters of eo-x~KaµEN. - Ver. 6. After 
ao-0Evwv preponderating witnesses have fTt, which Griesb. 
Lachm. and Tisch. (8) have adopted. A misplacement of the fr1 
before yap, because it was construed with ao-0Evwv, along with 
which it came to be written. Thus fTt came in twice, and the 
first was either mechanically allowed to remain (A C D* N), or 
there was substituted for it E1ye (B), or Eir Tf (F G), or ei yap. 
The misplacement of the fTt came to predominate, because a 
Church-lesson began with Xpto-T<fr. - Ver. 8. o 0Eor, which a 
considerable number of witnesses have before eir ~µa.r (so Tisch. 
7), is wanting in B. But as the love of Christ, not that of God, 
appeared from ver. 7 to be the subject of the discourse, o 0Eo~ 
was omitted. - Ver. 11. KauxwµEvot] F G read KauxwµEv; L, min., 
and several Fathers KauxwµE0a. Also Vulg. It. Arm. Slav. ex-

1 This even, in opposition to the opinion of Tisch. (8), thnt on nccount of tl1e 
weighty testimony in its favour txwµev cnnnot be rejected, "nisi prorS'lls ineptmn 
sit; intptum vero non videtur." Hofmann also hns not been nble suitnbly to 
ex11lain the txwµev which he defends. See the exegetical remnrks. 
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press gloi·iamitr. An erroneous interpretation. See the exegetical 
remarks. - Ver. 12. The second o 0avaTof is wanting in D E F 
G 62, It. Syr. p. Aeth. and most Fathers, also Aug. In Syr. 
with an asterisk ; Arm. Chrys. Theodoret place it after oiif>..0ev. 
Tisch. (7) bad omitted it. But as the word has preponderant 
testimony in its favour, and as in order to the definiteness of the 
otherwise very definitely expressed sentence it cannot be dis­
pensed with, if in both halves of ver. 12 the relation of sin and 
death is, as is manifestly the design, to be expressly put forward, 
o 0avaTor omitted by Tisch., must be defended. Its omission 
may have arisen from its apparent superfluousness, or from the 
similarity between the final syllables of av0pwllOY}; and 0ava­
TO};. - Ver. 14. µ~] is wanting in 62, 63, 67°, Or. _and others, 
codtl. in Ruf. and Aug., and is declared by Ambrosiaster to be 
an interpolation. But it is certified partly by decisive testimony 
in its favour ; partly by the undoubted genuineness of the Kai; 
and partly because the µri afparently contradicts the erroneously 
understood iq,' ip (in quo) 7raVTef 11µapT011 in ver. 12. See Reiche, 
Commentar. crit. I. p. :19 ff. - Ver. 16. aµap~trnVTor] DE F G, 
26, 80, and several vss. and Fathers read aµapT1iµaTof, which 
Gries\,. recommended. A gloss occasioned by the antithesis EK 
71'"0AA. 7rapC'.7rTWµa.TWI/. - Ver. 17. Tep TOU e110r 7rapa1rTwµaT1] 
So also Lachm. and Tisch. (8) following B C K L P ~. vss., and 
l<'athers. But A F G read iv e111 7rapa1rT., D E iv Tep e111 7rapa7rT, 

47, Or. iv e1•or 7rapa1rT, The original reading was most probably 
the simplest, iv iv, 7rapa1rT,, which, though not most strongly, is 
nevertheless sufficiently attested (also recommended by Griesh 
and adopted by Tisch. (7), because from it the rise of the other 
variations can be very naturally explained. By way of more 
specific indication in some cases, the article was added (D E), in 
others evl was changed into evof ( 4 7, Or.). But, seeing that in any 
case the sense was quite the same as in the T<p Tou evor 7rapa7rT. 

read in ver. 15, this was at first written alongside as a l'arnllel, 
and then taken into the text. 

CoNTENTS.-Paul has hitherto described the OtKawo-Jvr, i1t 

7rio-Tewr in respect of its necessity (i. 18-iii. 21); of its nature 
(iii. 21-30); and of its relation to the law (iii. 31-iv. 25). He now 
discusses the blessed assurance of salvation r;ecured for the present 
and the future to the OtKatw0tVTe,; EK 7rio-TEWf (ver. 1-11); and then 
-in order clearly to exhibit the greatness and certainty of salva­
tion in Ch1·ist, more especially in its divine world-wide signifi 
cance as the blissful epoch-forming counterpart of the Adamite 
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ruin-he presents us with a detailed pa1·allel between this srtlva­
tion and the mwery which once came through Adam (vv. 12-19), 
and was necessarily augniented through the law (vv. 20, 21). 

Ver. 1.1 Ouv draws an inference from the whole of the preced­
ing section, iii. 21-iv. 25, and developes the argument in such a 
form that OtKauJJ0enEr, following at once on Ota T1]V OtKalwa-tv ~µ., 
heads the sentence with triumphant emphaeis. What a blessed 
assurance of salvation is enjoyed by believers in virtue of their 
justification which has taken place through faith, is now to be 
more particularly set forth; not however in the form of an e:xhorta­
tion (Hofmann, in accordance with the reading 1xwµEv) "to let 
our relation to God be oLe of peace" (through a life ot faith), iu 
which case the emphasis, that obviously rests in the first instance 
on OtKatw0. and then on Eip11vriv, is taken to lie on Ota TOU Kuplou 
~µ. '1 X. - Eip11vriv fx. 7r. -r. 0Eov] He who is justified is no longer 
in the position of one to whom God must be and is hostile 
(Jx0por 0Eou, ver. 9 f.), but on the contrary he has peace (not in a 
general sense contentment, satisfaction, as Th. Schott thinks) in his 
relation to God. This is the peace which consists in the known 
objective state of reconciliation, the opposite of the state in which 
one is subject to the divine wrath and the scnsus irae. With justi­
fication this peace ensues as its immediate and abiding result.2 

Hence otKatw0evTE~ ... . fxoµEv ( comp. Acts ix. 31 ; John xvi. 33). 
And through Ghrist (ota TOU Kupfou K.T.X.) as the Et'p,]VO'TrOtOr is 
this pacem obtinere (Bremi, ad Isocr. Archid. p. 111) procured; a 
truth obvious indeed in itself, but which, in consonance with the 
strength and fulness of the Apostle's own believing experience, is 
very naturally again brought into special prominence here, in order 
to connect, as it were, triumphantly with this objective cause of 
the state of peace what we owe to it respecting the point in ques­
tion, vcr. 2. There is thus the less necessity for joining otu Toti 
Kuplou K. T.X. with Eip11vriv (Stolting); it belongs, like 7rpor T. 0EOV, 
in accordance with the position of lxoµEv, to the latter word. -
7rpor (of the ethical relation, Bernhardy, p. 265), as in Acts ii. 47, 
xxiv. 16. Comp. Herodian, viii. 7, 8: avTt 7rOXeµou µ£V €t'prJV1]V 
t'xovTE~ 7rp0~ 0Eovr. Plat. Pol. v. p. 465 B: Ei'p1)vriv 1rpu~ aAAIJAOU~ 

1 On vv. 1-8 see Winzer, Commentat. Lips. 1832. On the entire chapter Stol• 
ting, Beitrage z. E;r.egese d. Paul. Briefe, Guttingeu, 1869, p. 3 if. 

a Cowp. Dorner, die llecld/ert. durch den Glauben, p. 12 f. 
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ol u.vopE~ f1(ovu111; Legg. xii. p. 955 B; Ale. I. p. 107 D; Xenoph. 
and others. It is not to be confounded with the divinely wrought 
inward state of mental peace, which is denoted by Eipq1111 Tov 
0rnu in Phil. iv. 7; comp. Col. iii. 15. The latter is the subjec­
tive correlate of the objective relation of the Eipq1111, which we have 
-rrpof: Tov 0€011, although inseparably combined with the latter. 

Ver. 2. di' ov Kat K.T.>..] Confirmation and more precise defi­
nition of the preceding o,a .... 'l11a-ov X. The Kal does not 
merely append (Stolting), but is rather the" also" of correspond­
ing relation, giving prominence precisely to what had here 
an important practical bearing i.e. as proving the previous 01a 
Kuplou K.T.>.. Comp. ix. 24; 1 Cor. iv. 5; Phil. iv .. 10. The 
climactic interpretation here (Ki:Hlner: "a heightened form of 
stating the merit of Christ;" comp. Rtickert) is open to the 
objection that the -rrpoa-aywy~ Eif: T. xcip. is not something added 
to or higher than the Eipq1111, but., on the contrary, the founda­
tion of it. If we were to take Kai . ... Kal in the sense "as well 
.... as" (Th. Schott, Hofmaun), the two sentences, which are 
not to be placed in special relation to iii. 23, would be made 
co-ordinate, although the second is the consequence of that which 
ia affirmed in the first. - T~v ,rpoa-aywy1j11] the introcluction,1 

Xen. Cyrop. vii. 5, 45; Thuc. i 82, 2 ; Plut. Mor. p. 1097 E , 
Lucian, Zeux. 6; and see also on Eph. ii. 18. Through Chri.st 
we have had our introduction to the grace, etc., inasmuch as He 
Himself (comp. 1 Pet. iii. 18) in virtue of His atoning sacrifice 
which removes the wrath of <Jod, has become our 1rpoa-aywyEvf:, 

or, as Chrysostom aptly expresses it, µaKpav <J11Taf: -rrpoa-iiyayE. 
In this case the preposition o,ci, which corresponds with the 
oiil in ver. 1, is fully wananted, because Christ has brought us to 

1 IIpo<1a;,w,/4 ought not to be explained ns access (Vulg. accessuni, nnd so most 
interpreters), but 11B leading towards, the meaning which the word always has 
(even in Eph. ii. 18, iii 12). See Xen. l. c. : Tour lµour <f,1'11.our lfroµlvovs 
1rpo~a;,c.ryijr. Polybius uses it to express the bringing up of engines ogninst o. 

besieged town, ix. 41, 1, xiv. 10, 9; comp. i. 48, 2; the bringing up of ships to 
the shore, x. i. 6; the bringing of cattle into the stall, xii. 4, 10. In Herod. ii. 
58 also the literal meaning is : 11 leading up, caTT'IJing up in solemn procession. 
Tholuck nnrl vnn Hengel h11ve rightly n<loptcd the active meaning in this verse 
(comp. Weber, vom ZorM Oottes, p. 316); v.·hilst Philippi, Umbrcit, Ewnl,l, 
Hvfm,rnn (comp. Mel1ring) abide by the rendering "access." Chrysostom nptly 
observes on Eph. ii. 18: ov -rap a.<f,' faVTWP ,rpo,r~MoµfP, ci.>.>.' u,r' avroii ,rpo<1~x­
f 1µ0. 
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grace in His capacity as the divinely appointed and divinely given 
Mcdiato1·. Comp. Winer, p. 354 f. [E. T. 473]. -To T- 7rporray. 
'' 11 ' ' ' d ~' b £rrx11K. 1e ongs £IS' T- xap111 TaVTIJII; an TU 7rtrTT£t, y means o.f 

faith, denotes the subjective medium of T. 7rporray. £rTXrJKaµe11. 
On the other hand, Oecumenius, Bos, W etstein, Michaelis, Reiche, 
Baurngarten-Crusius take T. 7rporraywy. absolutely, in the sense 
of access to God (according to Reiche as a figurative mode of 
expressing the beginning of grace), and £is- Thi/ xap. TaVT. as 
belonging to TD 7rirrr£t, In that case we rnust supply after 
7rporray. the words 7rpos- T. 0£011 from ver. 1 (Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12); 
and we may with Bos and Michaelis explain 7rporraywyl, by the 
usage of courts, in acc0rdance with which access to the king 
was obtained through a 7rporraywyevs-, sequester (Lamprid. in 
Alex. Sev. 4). But the whole of this reading is liable to the 
objection that r.irrTIS' 1:is- Thv xaptv would be an expression 
without analogy in the N. T. - errxl,Kaµev] Not: liabemus (Lut-her 
and many others), nor nacti sumus et habemus (most modern 
interpreters, including Tholuck, Rtickert, Winzer, Ewald), but 
kabuirnus, namely, when we became Christians. So also de W ette, 
Philippi, Maier, van Hengel, Hofmann. Comp. 2 Cor. i 9, ii. 
13, vii. 5. The perfect realises as present the possession formerly 
obtained, as in Plat. Apol. p. 20 D, and see Bernhardy, p. 379. 
- 1:is- Thv xap. TavT.] The divine grace of which the justified 
are partakers 1 is conceived as a field of space, into which they 
have had (errxriKaµev) introduction through Christ by means of 
faith, and in which they now have (lxoµ1:11) peace with God. -
ev v irrrriKaµev] does not refer to TD 7rirrT£t (Grotius), but to the 
nearest antecedent, Thv xap111, which is also accompanied by the 
demonstrative: in which we stand. The joyful consciousness of 
the present, that the possession of grace once entered upon is 
perrnanent, suggested the word to the Apostle. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 1 ; 1 Pet. v. 12. - Kat Kavxwµe0a] may be regarded as a 

1 For to notbir,g else than the grace experienced in justification can ds .,._ -x_dp . 
.,._ be referred in accordance with the context (61Ka1w8lvres)-not to the blessii.gs 
of Christianity generally (Chrysostom and otl1ers, including Flatt and Winzer; 
comp. Rtickert and Kemner); not to the Gospel (Fritzsche); and not to the ilp~•1/ 
(Mehring, Sti:ilting), which would yield a tame teutology.-The demonstr~t1ve 
Tavr1111 implies something of triumph. Compare Photius. The joyful consc1~us· 
ness of the Apostle is still full of the high blessing of grace, which he has JU~t 
upressed in the tel'ms 61Kalwcm and 61Ka.u11ei11n,. 
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continuation eitl1er of the last relative sentence (i11 ii £1TT~K.,so van 
Hengel, Ewald, Mehring, Stolting), or of the previous one (o,' ov 
Kat K.T.X.), or of the principal sentence (Eip~11. exoµ£11). The la,st 
alone is suggested by the context, because, as ver. 3 shows, a 
new and independent element in the description of the blessed 
condition is introduced with Kat Kall)(wµ£0a. - Kall)(a1T0ai ex­
presses not merely the idea of refoicing, not merely "the inward 
elevating consciousness, to which outward expression is not for­
bidden" (Reiche), but rather the actual glorying, by which we 
praise ourselves as privileged (" what the heart is full of, the 
mouth will utter"). Such is its meaning in all cases. - On eTii, 
on the ground of, i.e. over, joined with Kall)(. comp. Ps.. xh'iii. 6 ; 
Pruv. xxv. 14; Wisd. xvii. 7; Ecclus. xxx. 2. No further 
example of this use is found in the N. T.; but see Lycurgus in 
Beck. Anecd. 275, 4; Diod. S. :xvi. 70; and Kuhner, II. 1, p. 
436. It is therefore unnecessary to isolate Kall)(wµ£0a, so as to 
make i1r' £X1rio, independent of it (iv. 18; so van Hengel). 
Comp. on the contrary, the 1T£µ11u11£1T0a, i1rl Tt111 frequent in Greek 
authors. The variation of the prepositions, i1r[ and in ver. ~ 

£11, is not to be imputed to any set purpose; comp. on iii. 20; 
iii. 25 f. al. -The oofa T. 0£oii is the glory of God, in which the 
members of the Messiah's kingu.om shall hereafter participate. 
Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 12; John xvii. 22, also viii. 17; Hev. xxi. 11; 
1 John iii. 2; and see Weiss, bibl. Theol. p: 376. The reo.ding of 
the Vulg.: glariae filiorum Dei, is o. gloss that hits tbe right 
sense. Ileiche and Maier, following Luther and Grotius, take 
the genitive as o. genit. auctoris. But that God is the giver of 
the oo(a, is self-evident and cloes not distinctively charac­
terize it. Rilckert urges here also his exposition of iii. 23; 
comp. Ewald. But see on that passage. :Flatt takes it as the 
approval of God (iii. 23), but the £11.1rlo1, pointing solely to the 
glorious future, is decisive against this view. It is aptly ex­
plained by Melancthon: "quod Deus sit nos glorio. sun aeterna 
ornaturus, i. e. vita aeterna et communicatione sui ipsius." 

Vv. 3, 4.1 Ou µ011011 oi] scil. Kavxwµ£0a €7r1 fA7rl01 Tq~ oof'I~ 
1 See 11 dimnx of description, similar in point of form in the Trnctat. n~,c 

9, 15 (see Surenh. ]II. 309): "Providentia pnrit nlncritntem, nlacritns innocen­
tinm, innocentia puritatem, puritas abstinentiam, abstinentin sauctitatem, snnctitas 
n1odestinm, motlestia tiruortm, timor scelcris pictatcw, pietns spiritum snuctum, 

L p 
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,-. 0rnii. Examples of the usage (ver. 11, viii. 23, ix. 10; 2 Col', 
viii. 19) may be seen in Kypke, II. p. 165; Vigerus, ed. Herm. 
p. 543 ; Heind. and Stallb. ad Phaed. p. 107 B. Comp. Legg. vi. 
p. 752 A; Men. p. 71 B. - £V ,-ais- 0Jo..{y,.] of the fribulations 
(affecting us), as commonly in the N. T. iv is connected with 
Kavxa(J'0ac (ver. 11 ; 2 Cor. x. 15 ; Gal. vi. 13). Comp. Senec. de 
pi·ov. iv. 4: "gaudent magni viri rebus adversis non aliter quam 
fortt:s milites bellis triumphant." As to the ground of this 
Christian Kaux11(J'tf, see the sequel. On the thing itself, in which 
the believer's victory over the world makes itself apparent (viii. 
35 ff.), comp. 2 Cor. xi. 30, xii. 9; Matth. v. 10, 12 ; Acts v. 
41 ; 1 Pet. iv. 12 f. Obsrrve further, how with the joyful assur­
ance of ample experience the triumphant discourse proceeds 
from the iA71'tf -rijf 86[% as subject-matter of the Kavxa(J'0ac, to 
the direct opposite (iv -rais- 0;\[y,e(J'tv), which may be likewise 
matter of glorying. Others (Gloclder, Baumgarten-Crusius, Stol­
ting) erroneously render iv as in, which the contrast, requiring the 
object, does not permit, since iv -r. 0;\. is not opposed to the iv 1i 
in ver. 2. - u,roµov11v] endurance (" in ratione bene considerata 
stabilis et perpetua permansio," Cic. de inv. ii. 54), namely, in 
the Christian faith and life. Comp. ii. 7; Matth. x. 22, xxiv. 13. 
Paul lays down the ~ 0;\ly,cs- u,roµ. Ka,-epya.{ unconditionally, 
because he is speaking of those who have been justified iK 
,rl(J'-rews-, in whose case the reverse cannot take place without 
sacrifice of their faith. - 00K1µ17v] triedness, 2 Cor. ii. 9, viii. 2, 
ix. 13; Phil. ii. 22, "qnae ostendit fidem non eRse simulatam, 
sed veram, vivam et ardentern," Melancthon. Triedness is p1·0-

duced through endurance (not made known, as Reiche thinks); 
for whosoever does not endure thereby Lecomes u.OOKtµos-. There is 
here no inconsistency with James i. :3. See Ruther. - i;\,rloa] 
namely, -rijs- oof11f -r. 0rnii, as is self-evident after ver. 2. The 
hope, it is true, already exists before the 001c1µ11 ; nevertheless, 
the more the Christian has become tried, the more also will hope 
(which the aooK1µos- loses) consciously possess him. Comp. 
,James i. 12. Hope is therefore present, and yet withal is p1·0-

duced by the emergence of the 00K1µ11, just as faith may be 

et spiritus sanctus resurrectionem mortuorum." In contrast with thiA, how fervent, 
succinct, and full of life is the climax in our pnssnge ! For other chains of climactic 
succcssi,m, see viii. 29 If., x. 14 ff. ; 2 Pet. i. 5 ft 
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present, and yet be still further produced throngh somet11ing 
emerging (John ii. 11). Comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 207 f. 
- Observe further, how widely removed from all fanatical pride 
in suffering is the reason assigned with conscious clearness 
for the Christian Kauxau-0at ev Taif. m .... i"\y€U-I in our passage. In 
it the €1\:rrlr is uniformly meant and designated as the highest 
subjective blessing of the justified person, who is assured of the 
glorious consummation (not in ver. 3 f. a.~ conduct and only in 
ver. 2 as blessing, as Hofmann thinks). Comp. the qoEia 
e'A1rir, which Cl€! 1rap€U-Tt, in contrast to the tqv µETa KaKijr 
e'A.1rl8or in Plato, Rep. p. 3:31 A. 

Ver. 5. 'H OE e'A1rfr] not, "the hope thus established" (Oecu­
menius, Olshausen, Stolting), but, in accordance with the analogy 
of the preceding elements, and without any excluding limitation, 
the hope (of glory), as such, consequently the Christian hope. 
This deceives no one who has it. It is self-evident, and the 
proof that follows gives information as to the fact, that this is 
uttered in the consciousness and out of the inward assurance of 
real living justification by faitb. 1 - ou KaTal(rxu11€1] makcth not 
ashamed, i.e. " ha bet certissimum salutis ( of the thing hoped for) 
exitum," Calvin, as will be shown at the judgment. "Spcs erit 
res," Bengel. Comp. ix. 33; Ecclus. ii. 10; Bar. vi. 39; Ps. xxii. 
6. Comp. also Plat. Conv. p. 183 E, 'Aoyovr Kai v1rou-xlu-w; 
KaTatu-xuvar. Polit. p. 268 D; Dern. :n4, 9. The expression of 
triumphant ce1tainty in the present is not to be removed by 
changing it into the fitture (Hofmann, who would read KaTatu-­
xvv€i). - ZTt q aya.1r11 T. 0rnu K.T.A.] Ground of q 0€ e'A1rfr OU 
KaTa1u-x. The divine love,2 effectually present in the heart 
through the Holy Spirit, is to the Christian consciousness of 
faith the sme pledge that we do not hope in vain and so as to 
be put to shame at last, but that God will on the contrary folfil 
our hope. 0€ou is the genitive of the subject; tlie love of God to 
us (so most expositors following Origen, Chrysostom and Luther), 
not of the object: love to God (Theodoret, Augustine, Anselm and 
others; including Klee, Glockler, Umbreit, Hofmann, Stolting), 

1 Comp. Dilsterdieck in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1870, p. 668 IT. 
1 As is well said by Calovius : "quae chnritas elfusn in nobis non qua in­

haesione-in subjectivam, sed qua manifestati011em et qua effectum vel se116wn rjusdcm 
in cordibus nostris efTusum." Comp. Melancthon (against Osiander). 
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wl1ich e.rpee.rs from Yer. 8 as incorrcct.1 Comp. ,·iii. 39 ; 2 Cor. 
xiii. 13. As respecte the juetified, the wrath of God he.a given 
place to His love, which has its pre1;1ence in them through the Spirit, 
its dwelling and spl1ere of action in believing hearts; and thu!I 
it is to them, like the Spirit Himself, appa/30"' of the hoped-for 
o,:[,1., 2 Cur. i. 22, "· 5. -£KK£XUTai] Figure for abuuJ.e.nt, living 
efteetive communication (Acts ii 17, x. 45). The idea of abun­
dance ifl already implied in the sensuous image of outpouring, 
but may also, as in Tit. iii. 6, be specially expressed. Comp. 
generally Suicer, Thes. I. p. 1075. - £V Tair «apola1r] denotes, in 
accordance with the expression of t.he completed fact, the bting 
spread abroad in the kcrrt (motus in looo). Comp. LXX. Ps. 
xh-. 2. - o,a ?rV£uµaTor K.T.~-] Through the agency of the Spirit 
bestowed on us, who is the principle of the real self-communica­
tion of God, the divine love is also poured out in our hearts; see 
viii. 15, 16 ; Gal. i\•. 6. 

Ver. 6. Objective actual proof of this ciya,r,, T. 8eoii, which 
through the Spirit fills our heart. Comp. as to the argument 
viii. a9. "For C/iri.st, when u·e were yet weal~, at the right time 
died for tlu u:ngodly." - h,] can in no case belong to a,ri0ave 
(Stolting), but neither does it give occo.sion for any conjecture 
(Fritzsche: ; TI). Paul should perhaps have written: l-r, yap 
avro,v ~µ.. arr8evuw Xpta-ror K,T,A., or: Xp1a-ror yap OVTO,V ~µ.w• 
citr6evwv h, a:.T.X. (hence the second h, in Li.chmann); but 
amidst the collision of emphasis between h, and the subject 
both present to his mind, he has expressed himself inexactly, so 
that now h, seems to belong to Xp1a-ror, and yet in sense neces­
sarily bdongs, e.s in ver. 8, to ovn,,v ir.T.X.. 2 Comp. Plat. Re']J. p. 

1 Among Catholics this explanation of a.ctir,e love WIIS favoured by the doctrine 
of the j u.stitia iflfusa. 

• Van Hengel decides in favour of the rending with the double lT, (Griesbach, 
Lachmann, see the criticnl remarks); he thinks that Paul had merely wished to say : 
tT, -yap X. ,ra.-li "IU/J· vr. d.11EfJ. a.rill., but hnd in dictation for the sake of clear­
ness inserted after XpUTTls the words &,,-11111 .;,,,;;,11 d.trlJ. ln. Mehring also follows 
Lachmann's rellding. He thinks that P11.ul intended to write, with emphatic 
repetition of the ln : ln -ya.p Xpttrros, In vrip d.nfJw11 tiri8a.11e, but interrupted 
the sentence by the insertion of 6VTw• iJµ.. 6.rrlJ. Ewnld, holding d "(dp or eC")'E to 
be the original (see critical remarks), and then reading tn after 6.111Je11w11, fiud!i in 
ver. 9 the epodosiB of ver. 6, and takes vv. 7, 8 as a parenthesis. Comp. also 
Usteri, Lu,,rbegr. p. 119. Th. Schott also follows the reading d ")'d.p (and after 
iuTIJ: t-r,), but finds the apodosis so early as ver. 6, by supplying after d.rrlJ. ln: 
11,,.JOa,,i ; whereu Hufwann (in his Sc/;riftbew. 11. p. 347), followi.Ds the sawe 
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603 E: fTt a; r, T6TE 1rap!iµtv I/VII ">,,JyoµEv; p. 363 D : ol 8' £TI 

, ' • ' 0 ' ( h ' ht t TOVTCIJII µatepOTEpou; a1roTEtl/OU(J'I µur OUS' W ere ET! ong 0 

stand before µa,rp.). Ac hill. Tat. V. 18: tyw 8e lTt (7'0l Tav-ra 

ypdrflro 1rap0tvos-, and see Winer, p. 515 [E. T. 692]. Ruttmann, 
ncut. Gr. p. 333 f.; and }'ritzsche in loc. To get rid of this in-egn­
lnrity, Seb. Schmid, Oeder, Koppe, and Flatt have taken ;T1 as in­
super, nnd that either in the sense of adco (Koppe, also Schrader), 
which however it never means, not even in Luke xiv. 26; or so 
that a "for further, for moreover" (8ee Baeumlein, Partilc. p. 
119) introduces n. second nrgume11t for ~ 8e EA'TT'IS' OU KaTata'X, 

(Flatt, also Baumgnrten-Crusius). Against this latter constrnc­
tion ver. 8 is decisive, from which it is clear that yv. 6-8 are 
meant to be nothing else than the proof of the aya1r11 T, 0eoii 
On fr1 itself, with the impe1fect participle in the sense of tune 
adlmc, comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 693. It indicates the con­
tinued existence, which the earlier condition still had; Baeumlein, 
p. 118; Schneider, acl Plat. Rep. p. 449 C. - 011Tro11 ~µ. a.<r0evwv] 

when we were still ({Ti) without strength, still had not the forces 
of the true spiritual life, which we could only receive through 
the Holy Ghost. The sinfulness is purposely described as u·ecd.:-
1iess (need of help), in order to characterise it as the motive 
for the love of God interfering to save. The idea of disease (Theo­
doret: -rijs- Cl(j(!fJ,das- 1rep1KE1µe11ro11 T;II )l()(jQ)I; comp. Theophylact, 
Umbreit and others), or that of minority (van Hengel), is not 
suggested by anything in the context. - KaTli. Katpov] may either 
(l) be rendered according to the time, according to the nature 
of the time, so that with Erasmus, Luther, Flacins, Castalio, 
Pareus, Seb. Schmid, also Schrader and Th. Schott, it would 

reading, like Ewaltl, made ver. 9 fill the place of the apoclosis, but now prefers 
to read ln nt the beginning as well as also after tiu8evwv, and to punctuate thus: 
ln 'Y· XptO'TOS anwv 71µ.wv riu8evwv, ln l(CITCJ. 1<a1pov inr. fi.ue{J. ri1ri8. With this 
reading Hofmann thinks that the second ln begins the sentence anew, so that 
with Xp,uTos a.1ri8avev Bn ln stands twice, the first referriag to avTwv 71µ.wv ciull<vwv, 
and the second to inrlp tiue{Jwv. But it is self-evident that thus the t!ilticnlty 
is only doubled, because lT, would both times be erroneously place<l, whbh would 
yield, especially in the case of the second lT,, a strange and in foct intolerable 
confosion, since there would stan,1 just beside it a definition of tim.e (KaTa. Ka<pdv), 
to which nevertheless the word elsewhere, so frequently used with definitions of 
time, is not intended to apply-a fact which is not to be disguised by subtleties. 
lllarcker also would read lT, twice, but render the first l-n "'llloreauer," which, 
however, would be without reference in th11 k1.t. 
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have to be connected with ao-0. ; 1 or (2) it may belong to t.,.i,p 
ao-€/3. a.7ri0av€, and mean, in accordance with the context, either 
at the appointed time (Gal. iv. 4), as it is here taken usually, also by 
de Wette, Tholuck, Philippi, Maier, Baumgarten-Crusius; or (3) 
at the proper tim.e (see Kypke; comp. Pind. Isthm. ii. 32; Herod. 
i. ~O; Lucian, Philops. 21; LXX. Is. lx. 22; Job v. 16; xxxix. 
18; Jer. V. 24), the same as EV Katp0, Ef Katpov, £71"1 Katpou; 
Pl • ' ' ,, , , d iavormus: KaTa Tov €UKatpov K. 1rpoO-YJKOVTa Katpov; an so 
the bare Katpov (Bernhardy, p. 117), equivalent to Katplw~, the 
opposite of 0.71"0 Katpou and 1rapa Katpov. In the first case, how­
ever, K. K. would either assign to the ao-0. an inappropriate excuse, 
which would not even be true, since the arr0iv€ta has always 
obtained since the fall (ver. 13) ; or, if it was meant directly to 
disparage the pre-christian age (:Flacius, " ante omnem nostram 
pietatem," comp. Stolting and Hofmann), it would characterise 
it much too weakly. In the second case an element not directly 
occasioned by the connection (proof of God's love) would present 
itself. Therefore the third interpretation alone: at the right time 
(so Ewald and van Hengel) is to be retained. The death of 
Jesus for the ungodly took place at the proper season, because, 
had it not taken place then, they would, instead of the divine 
grace, have experienced the final righteous outbreak of divine 
wrath, seeing that the time of the 1rap€0-1~, iii. 25, and of the avox~ 

of God had come to an end. Comp. the idea of the 1r">..~pwµa 

Twv Katpwv, Eph. i. 10 ; Gal. iv. 4. Now or never was the time 
for saving the ao-€/3€1~; now or never was the Katpo~ 0€KTOf, 

2 Cor. vi. 2; and God's love did not suffer the right time for 
their salvation to elapse, but sent Christ to die for them the 
sacrificial death of atonement.2 - u1rip] for, for the benefit of 

1 Comp. Stolting: "co'l'formably to the time," i.e. as it wns suitable for the 
time, namely, the time of ungodliness. Similarly Hofmann, "in consideration 
of the time," which was a time of godlessness, "without the fear of God on the 
part of individuals making any change thereon." 

2 According to my former explanation of the pnssage the meaning would be, 
that, if Christ had appeared and died later, they would have perished unredeemed 
in their d.u/iivm,, and would have had no share in the act of atonement. But 
this view is untenable; because Paul cannot have looked on the divine proof of 
love, given in the rfdeeming death of Christ, othP.rwise than in e. quite general 
li,;ht, i.e. as given to a.II mankind, ns it appears everywhere in the N. T. since 
John iii. 16. Comp. Philippi, with whose view I now in substance concur, 
although in Karel. Ka1p6v, by explaining it as "seasonably," I find more directly 
nu element of the love, which the context propoees to exhibit. 
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Comp. Eur. Ale. 701: µ~ 0vij,n' V7rEp Tou8' a.vopo~ ov8' ryw 1rpo 
CTou, Iph. A. 1389 ; Soph. Track. 705; Aj. 1290; Plat. Conv. 
p. 179 B: €0E°MCTaCTa µov11 V7rEp TOU aUTij~ a.vopo~ a1ro0aveiv ; 
Dem. 690, 18; Xen. Cyr. vii. 4, 9 f.; Isocr. iv. 77; Dio. Cass !xiv. 
1., E 1 • 1- "~ ' ' •1• ' ' ~ ' ' -i> j cc us. XXIX. 0 : EOWKE yap T1JV y UX'IV aUTOV V7rEp CTOV ; 
2 Mace. vi. 28, vii 9. viii. 21; comp. also Ignatius, ad Rom,. 4: 
v1rep 0eou a1ro0v17CTKw.1 So in all passages where there is men­
tion of the object of Christ's death. Luke xxii. 19, 20; Rom. 
viii. 32, xiv. 15; 1 Cor. i. 13; 2 Cor. v. 14; Gal. iii. 13; Eph. 
v. 1; 1 Thess. v. 9, 10; l Tim. ii. 6; Tit. ii. 14. See also Ritschl 
in the Jahrb. fur Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 242. That Paul did 
not intend by v1rep to convey the meaning instead ot is shown 
partly by the fact, that while he indeed sometimes exchanges it 
for the synonymous (Bremi, ad De1n. Ol. iii. 5, p. 188, Goth.) 
1repl (Gal. i. 4, like Matth. xxvi. 20; Mark xiv. 25), he does not 
once use instead of it the unambiguous aVTl (Matth. xx. 28), 
which must nevertheless have suggested itself to him most natur­
ally; and partly by the fact, that with v1rep as well as with 1rt:p{ 
he puts not invariably the genitive of the person, but sometimes 
that of the thing (aµapTtwv), in which case it would be impossible 
to explain the preposition. by instead of (viii. :3; 1 Cor. xv. 3). It 
is true that he bas certainly regarded the death of Jesus as an 
act furnishing the satisfactio vicaria, as is clear from the faet that 
this bloody rleath was accounted by him as an expiatory sacrifice 
(iii. 25 ; Eph. v. 2 ; Steiger on 1 Pet. p. 342 f.), comp. avTtXVTpov 
in 1 Tim. ii 6; but in no passage has he expressed the substi­
tutionary relation through the preposition. On the contrary his 
constant concept-ion is this: the sacrificial death of Jesus, tak­
ing the place of the punishment of men, and satisfying divine 
justice, took place as such in commodum (v1rep, 1repl) of men, or 
-which is the same thing-on account of their sins (ingratiam), 
in order to expiate them (1rt:pl or v1rep a.µapTtwv). This we hold 
against Flatt, Olshausen, Winzer, Reithmayr, Risping, who take 
v1rep as loco. That v1rl p must at least be understood as loco in 
Gal. iii. 13; 2 Cor. v. 14 (notwithstanding ver. 15); 1 Pet. iii. 18 
(Rtickert, Fritzsche, Philippi), is not correct. See on Gal. l.c. 
and 2 Cor. l.c.; Philem. 13 is not here a case in point. - aCTt:,Bwv] 

1 Comp. the compound u1repfJv~~Ke,• wtth genit., so frequent especially in 
Euripitles. 
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Paul did not write ,jµc~v, in order that after the need of l1elp 
(acr0e:vwv) the unworthiness might also be made apparent; aru/3wv 
is the category, to which the ,jµe:'i,, have belonged, and the strong 
expression (comp. iv. 5) is selected, in order now, through the 
contrast, to set forth the more prominently the divine love in 
its very st?-ength. 

Vv. 7, 8. Illustrative description (yap) of this dying 111rEp 
a.cre:/3wv as the practical demoustration of the divine love (ver. 8). 
Observe the syllogistic relation of ver. 8 to ver. 7; which is ap­
parent through the emphatic eaUTou.-Scarce, nmnely, for a 
righteous 1nan (not to mention for acre:/3e:if) will any one die. This 
very contrast to the acre:/3e:'i,; completely shuts out the neuter iu­
terpretation of a1rnlou (" pro re justa," Melancthon, comp. Ols­
hausen, Jerome, Erasmus, Annot. Luther). On account of the 
same contrast, consequently because of the parallel between 111rEp 
'TOU aya0ou and l/7r€p /)LKalou, and because the context gener­
ally has to do only with the dying for persons, Tou aya0ou also 
is to be taken not as neuter,1 but as masculine; and the article 
denotes the definite aya06,, who is in question in the case concerned. 
Since, moreover, an essential distinction between aiKaiof and aya-
0of (comp. on the contrary Matth. V. 45; further, a.v~p aya0of K. 
oiKaLOf in Luke xxiii. 50; ~ EVTOA~ a.yla K. /)LKaia K. ayae~ in 
Rom. viL 12 ; o airntO', ~µ'iv ava1recpavTat WV a.ya0of Te Kat 
crocJ>of, Aesch. Sept. 576; Eur. Hipp. 427; Thes. fr. viii. 2) is 
neither implied in the context, where on the contrary the con­
trast to both is a.cre/3wv and a.µapTwAwv, nor is in the least hinted 
at by Paul, no explanation is admissihle that is based on an 
essential difference of idea in the two words; such as that Tou 
aya0ou should be held to express something different froin or 
higher than oiKalou. Therefore the following is the only explana­
tion that presents itself as conformable to tl1e words and context: 
Aft.er Paul has said that one will hardly die for a righteous man, 
he wishes to add, by way of confirmation (yap), that cases of the 
undertaking such a death might possibly occur, and expresses this in 
the form : / or perhaps for the good man one even tal.:es it upon hini 
to die. Thus the previously asserted V7rEp 01Kalou Ttf a.7ro0a-

1 Koster also in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 312, has taken both words as 
ueutPr: "hardly does one <lie for others for the sake of their (mere) right; sooner 
at all events/or the sake of the manifestly good, which they h11ve." 
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11eiTa1, althcugh one assents to it vix et aegre, is yet said with 
reason,-it may perhaps occur. Paul has not however written 
Tou 01Kalou in the second clause of. the verse, as he might have 
done, but introduces -rou aya0ou, and prefixes it, in order now to 
make still more apparent, in the interest of the contrast, the 
category of the quality of the person for whom one may perhaps 
venture this self-sacrifice. This is substantially the view arrived 
at by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, in the 
Paraphr., Beza, Calvin (" rarissimum sane inter homines ex­
emplnm exstat, ut pro justo mori quis sustineat, quamquam 
illud nonnunquam accidcre possit"), Castalio, Calovius, and 
others; recently again by Fritzsche (also Oltramare 3:nd Reith­
mayr); formerly also by Hofmann (in his Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 348). 
It has been wrongly alleged that it makes the second half of the 
verse superfluous (de Wette) and weakening (Kcillner and Riick­
ert); on the contrary, in granting what may certainly now 
and again occur, it the more emphatically paves the way for the 
contrast which is to follow, that God has caused Christ to die 
for quite other persons than the OtKalou~ and aya0ou;--for llS 

sinners. Groundless also is the objection (of van Hengel), that 
in Paul's writings the repeated Tl~ always denotes dijj'erent sub­
jects; the indefinite Tl~. one, any one, may indeed even here re­
present in the concrete application different subjects or the same. 
Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 20. And, even if 01Kalou and Tou aya0ou be 
regarded as two distinct conceptions, may not the second Tl~ be 
the same with the first ? But the perfect accordance with the 
words and context, which is only found in the exposition offered, 
shuts out every other. Among the explanations thus excludeu 
are: (1) Those which take Tou aya0ou as neuter, like the 
rendering of Jerome, Erasmus, Annot. (" bonitatem"), Luther, 
Melo.ncthon (" pro bona et suavi re, i. e. incitati cupiclitate aut 
opinione magnae utilitatis"), and more recently Wickert (" for 
the good, i.e. for what he calls his highest ,qood"), Mehring ("for 
for his own advantage some one perhaps risks even life"); now also 
Hofmann (" what is in itself and really good .... a moral value, 
for which, when it is endangered, one sacrifices life, in order 
not to let it perish"). - (2) Those explanations which indeed 
take Tou aya0ou properly as masculine, but yet give self-invented 
distinctions of idea in reference to 01Kalo1J; namely (a;, the 
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exposition, that o a:ya06s- means the benefactor : liardly does any 
one die for a righteous man (who stands in no closer relation to 
him); for for his benefactor one dares perchance (out of gratitude) 
to die. So Flacius,1 Knatcbhull, Estius, Hammond, Clericus, 
Heumann, Wolf, and others; including Koppe, Tholuck, Winer, 
Benecke, Reiche, Glockler, Krehl, Maier, Umbreit, Bisping, 
Lechler and Jatho. They take the article with aya0ou as: the 
benefactor whom he has, against which nothing can be objected 
(Bernhardy, p. 315). But we may object that we cannot at all 
see why Paul should not have expressed benefactor by the very 
current and definite term fV£pyeT1JS'; and that aya06s- must have 
obtained the specific senRe of beneficence (as in Matth. xx. 15; 
Xen. Cyr. iii. 3, 4, al. ap. Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 722; and Tho­
luck in loc.) from the context-a want, which the mere article 
cannot supply (in opposition to Reiche). Hence, in order to gain 
for aya06s- the sense beneficent in keeping with the context, 
of Katos-would have to be taken in the narrower sense as just (with 
W etstein and Olshausen), so as to yield a climax from the just 
man to the benevolent (who renders more than the mere obliga­
tion of right binds him to do). An apt illustration of this would 
be Cicero, de off. iii. 15 : " Si vir bonus is est, qui prodest quibus 
potest, nocet nemini, recte justum virum, bonum non facile re­
periemns." But in ver. 8 there is no reference to aya06s- in 
the sense assumed ; and the narrower sense of 01Ka1 os- is at 
variance with the contrasting aµapTw°'Awv in ver. 8, which 
demands for oEK. precisely the wider meaning (righteous). 
Besides the prominence which Paul intends to give to the luve 
of God, which caused Christ to die for sinners, while a man hardly 
dies for a o!Katos-, is weakened just in proportion as the sense of 
oEKaws- is narrowed. The whole interpretation is a forced one, 
inconsistent with the undefined Tou aya0oii itself aR well as with 
the entire context. - (b) No better are the explanations which 
find in 'TOU aya0oii a greate1· deg1·ee of morality than in OtKafov, 
consequently a man more worthy of having life sacrificed for 
him. So, but with what varied distinctions ! especially Ambro­
siaster (the oEKaios- is such exercitio, the aya06s- natura), Bengel 
(a[K. homo innoxius, o aya06s-, omnibus pictatis nume1·is absolutus 

1 Olav. I. p. 693. "Vix accidit, ut quis sunrn vitarn profun,lnt projustissimis; 
pro eo tamen, qui alicui mlde est utiliG, furHitun mori non recusct." 
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, ... v. g. pater patriae), Michaelis, Ohhausen, Kollner (olK.: legally 
just, aya0.: perfectly good and upright), de Wette (oiK.: irre­
proachable, aya0. : the noble), Philippi and Th. Schott (both 
substantially agreeing with de Wette), also van Hengel (oiK.: 
probus coram Deo, i. e. venerabilis, aya0.: bonus in hominum 
oculis, i. e. amabilis), and Ewald, according to whom oiK. is he 
"who, in a definite case accused unto death, is nevertheless 
innocent in that particular case," while the aya0o~ is "he, who 
not only in one such individual suit, but predominantly in his 
whole life, is purely useful to others and guiltless in hirr.self;" 1 

comp. Stoltiug, who finds in olK. the honest upright man, and in 
aya0o~ him whom we personally esteern and love. But all these 
distinctions of idea are artificially created and brought in with­
out any hint from the context. 2 - On -raxa, fortasse, perhaps 
indeed, expressing possibility not without doubt, comp. Xeu. 
Anab. v. 2, 17; Philem. 15 ; Wisd. xiii. 6, xiv. 19. In classic 
authors most frequently -rax' 0.11. - Kat -roi\µ~] etiam sustinet, 
he has even the courage,3 can prevail upon himself, mtdct. The 
Kai is the also of the corresponding relation. In presence of 
the good man, he ventures also to die for him. - We may add, 
that the words from inrEp yap TOU aya0ou down to cnro0a11fi11 
are not to be put (with Lachmann) in a parenthesis, since, though 
they form only a subordinate confirmatory clause, they cause 110 

interruption in the construction. - Ver. 8. oi] Not antithetical 
(" such are men, but such is God," Mehring), as if the sentence be­
gan with o OE 0Eo~, but rather carrying it onward, namely, to the 
middle term of the syllogism (the minor proposition), from which 
then the conclusion, ver. 9, is designed to result. - o-v11io-T110-1] 

proves, as in iii. 5. The accomplished fact of the atoning death is 

1 Ewnld supposes an allusion to cnses like these in 1 Snrn. xiv. 45, xx. 17 ; 
but that it is also possiblP, that Pnul might have in view Geutile exnmplcs 
thnt were known to himself nnd the readers. 

• Kunze, in the Stud u. Krit. 1850, p. 407 ff., also rightly recogniRes this ; 
but expln.ins the second hnlf, contrnry to the words, as if the proposition were 
expressed conditionally (d Kai), "for if even some one lightly ventures to die for 
the good man, still however God proves his love," etc. Comp. Ern.sm. Paraphr. 
- Miircker explains it in the sense of one friend dying for another,· and sug­
gests that Paul wn.s thinking of the exnrnple of DRrnon and Pythins. 

8 Respecting ToXµ.8.v see Wetstein, who properly defines it: "quidpiRrn grave 
in animurn inducere et sibi impemre." Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 360 B; 
Monk, ad Eur. Ale. 284; Jacobs in Addit. ad All.en. p. 309 C. 
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conceived according to its abiding effect of setting forth clearly tl10 
divine love; hence the present. The emphasis indeed lies in the 
first instance on cruvicrT1Jcrt (for from this proof as such a further 
inference is then to be drawn), but passes on strengthened to Thv 

iaVTou, because it must be God's own love, authenticating itself 
in the death of Christ, that gives us the assurance to be expressed 
in ver. 9. God Hinisclf, out of His love for men, has given Christ 
to a death of atonement ; iii. 24:, viii 32 ; Eph. ii. 4; 2 Thess. ii. 
16; Johniii.16; 1 John iv. 10 et al. To find in T. iaVTou aya,r. 
the contrast to our love towards God (Hofmann; comp. on ver. 5) is 
quite opposed to the context, which exhibits the divine demonstra­
tion of love in Christ's de~d of love. That is the clear relation of 
ver. 8 to ver. 6 f., from which then the blessed inference is drawn 
in ver. 9. Hence we are not to begin a new connection with cruvi­

crT17crt oi K.T.A. (Hofmann, " God lets us know, and gives us to 
experience that He loves us; and this He does, because Christ, 
etc.). The c5Tt cannot be the motive of God for His cruvlcrT>Jcrt 

K,T,A., since He has already given Christ out of love ; it is meant 
011 the contrary to specify the actual ground of the knowledge of 
the divine proof of love ( = 1:i~ eK1:ivo, lJTt, comp. on 2 Cor. i 18; 
J h .. 18) ' ' ~ ] b 1 t ' " ' " ' ] 0 n ll. . - €!~ l]µa~ e ongs O CTUVlCTT, - €TL aµapT. OVT, I]µ, 

For only through the atoning death of Christ have we become 
OtKatweEVT€~. See ver. 9. 

Ver. 9. To prove that, hope maketh not ashamed (ver. 5), Paul 
liad laid stress on the possession of the divine love in the heart 
(ver. 5); then he had proved and characterised this divine love 
itself from the death of Christ (vv. 6-8); and he now again infers, 
from this divine display of love, from the death of Christ, that 
the hoped-for eternal salvation is all the more assured to us. -
,roAA(p orJv µa\\011] The conclusion does not proceed a minori 
ad majus (Estius and many, including Mehring), but, since the 
point now turns on the carrying out of the divine act of atone­
ment, a majori (vv. 6-8) ad 1ninus (ver. 9). - 7rOAA'fJ µ&\\ov] 

ex presses the enhancement of certainty, as in vv. 15-17: much 
less therefore can it be doubted that, etc. ; vuv stands in reference 

" • "- " • - • s e ' e • ' to €TL aµapTWI\WV Ol"TWV l]µwv lll ver. . - (T/J) 11croµ1: a a7rO 7', 

opyij~] we shall be rescued from the divine wmth (1 Thess. i. 10; 
comp. Matth. iii. 7), so that the latter, which issues fort.h at the 
last judgment (ii. 5, iii. 5), does not affect us. Comp. Winer, 
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p. 577 [E. T. 743]; Acts ii. 40. This negative expression for the 
attainment of the hoped-for oo[a renders the inference more 
obvious and convincing. For the positive expression see 2 Tim. 
iv. 18. - oi' avTou] i.e. through the operation of the exalted Christ, 
iv Tl/ twii avTou, ver. 10. - Faith, as the ATJ7rT1Ko11 of justifica­
tion, is understood as a matter of course (ver. 1), but is not men­
tioned here, because only what has been accomplished by God 
through Christ is taken into consideration. If faith were in the 
judgment of God the anticipation of moral perfection (but see 
note on i. 17), least of all could it have been left unmentioned. 
Observe also bow Paul has justification in view as a unity, 
without different degrees or stages. 

Ver. 10. More special development ( yap, namely) of ver. 9. -
ix0pot1 namely, of God, as is clear from KaTTJAA. T<p 01:p. But it 
is not to be taken in an active sense (hostile to God, as by Riickert, 
Baur, Reithmayr, van Hengel, Mehring, ]{itschl in the Jahrb. 
f Deutsche Theol. 186~, p. 515 f. ; Weber, vom Zorne Gottes, p. 293, 
and others); for Christ's death did not remove the enmity of men 
against God, but, as that which procured their pardon on the 
part of God, it did away with the enrnity of God against men, and 
thereupon the cessation of the enmity of men towards God ensueJ 
as the moral consequence brought about by faith. And, with 
that active conception, how could Paul properly have inferred his 
1roXXp µa'A.Xov K.T.A., since in point of fact the certainty of the 
crw011croµe0a is based on our standing in friendship (grace) with 
God, and not on our being friendly towards God? Hence the 
passive explanation alone is correct (Calvin and others, including 
Reiche, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, Daumgarten-Crusius, de ·wette, 
Philippi, Hofmann): enemies of Goel, i.e. those against whom the 
holy 0eocrex0pla, the opy~ of God on account of sin, is directed; 
01:ocrTvyeir, i. 30 ; T£Kva opyijs-, Eph. ii. 3. Comp. xi. 28 ; and see 
on Col. i. 21; comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgeufeld's Zeitschr. 1873, 
p. 182. This does not contradict the aya1r11 01:ou praised in 
ver. 8 (as Riickert objects), since the very arrangement, which 
God made by the death of Jesus for abandoning His enmity 
against sinful men without detriment to His holiness, was the 
highest proof of His love for us (not for our sins).-Consequently 
KUTTJAAay11µ1:v and KaTaXXayivT€S' must also be taken not 
actively, but passively: reconciled with Goel, so that He is no longer 
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hostile towards us, but has on the contrary, on account of tl1e 
death of His (beloved) Son, abandoned His wrath against us, and 
we, on the other hand, have become partakers in His grace and 
favour; for the positive assertion (comp. ver. 1 f.), which is 
applicable to all believing individuals (ver. 8), must not be weak­
ened into the negative and general conception "that Christians 
have not God against thern" (Hofmann). See on Col. i. 21 and 
on 2 Cor. v. 18. Tittmann's distinction between 8iaAAaTT€t11 and 
KaTaAAaTT€111 (see on Matth. v. 2-!) is as arbitrary as that of Meh­
ring, who makes the former denote the outward and the latter 
the inward reconciliation. Against this view, comp. also Phi­
lippi's Glaubenslehre, II. :l, p. 270 ff. - €11 Ti, twii auTou] by Hi,s 
life; more precise specilication of the import of 8t' auTou in 
ver. 9; therefore not " cum vitae ejus simus participes" (van 
Hengel, comp. Ewald). The death of Jesus effected our recon­
ciliation; all the less can His exalted life leave our deliverance 
unfinished. The living Christ cannot leave what His death 
effected without final success. This however is accomplished 
not merely through His intercession, viii. 34 (Fritzsche, Baum­
garten-Crusius), but also through His whole working in His 
kingly office for His believers up to the completion of His work 
and kingdom, 1 Cor. xv. 22 ff. 

Ver. 11. Ou µ011011 OE] Since Kavxwµ€110L cannot stand for the 
finite tense (as, following Luther, Beza and others, Tholuck and 
Philippi still would have it) ou µ011011 OE cannot be supplemented 
by CTw01JCToµd)a (Fritzscbe, Krehl, Reithrnayr, Winer, p. 329, 543 
[E. T. 441, 729], following Chrysostom), so as to make Paul say: 
we shall be not only saved (actually in itself), but also saved 
in such a way that we glory, etc. Moreover, the present Kav­

xaCT0at could not supply any modal definition at all of the future 
CTw017CT0µ€0a. No, the participle Kavxwµ. compels us to conceive 
as supplied to the elliptical ou µ011011 OE (comp. on ver. 3) the 
previous participle KaTaAAayEIIT€~ (Kemner, Baumgarten-Crnsins, 
Hofmann; formerly also Fritzsche); every other expedient is arbi­
trary. 1 This supplement however, according to which the two 

1 Most arbitrary of all is the view of Mehring, that ou µdvov 6t refers bnck to 
iv T'9 1wfi 11uToO; and that Paul would say : not merely on the life of Christ do 
we place our hope, but also on the fact that we now glory in our unity with 
Go,! (1). Th. Schott refers it to uw/J71uoµe/J11, but seeks to make Kavx.wµevo, suit11l1le 
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pa1·ticiples answer to each other, is confirmed by the concluding 
refrain: 01' ov I/VII T. KaTaAA. €Aa/3., which is an echo of the KaTaA­

AayellTI:~ understood with OU µ011011 oe. Accordingly we must ren­
der: not merely hou·ever as reconciled, but also as those who glory, 
etc. Thus the meaning is brought out, that the certainty of the 
uw0.;,,ucr0at e11 T. twq auTou (ver. 10) is not only based on the 
objective ground of the accomplished reconciliation, but has 
also subjectively its corresponding vital expression in the Kau­

xacr0at e11 Ttp 01:cp K.T.A-, in which the lofty feeling of the Chris­
tian's salvation reveals itself. - e11 Tep 01:cp] Luther's gloss is apt: 
" that God is ours, and we are His, and that we have in all con­
fidence all blessings in common from Him and with Him." 
That is the bold and joyful triumph of those sure of salvation. 
- Ota T, Kuplou K-T-A-] This glorying is brought about through 
Christ, because He is the author of our new relation to God; 
hence : ot' ov I/VII T, KaTaAA. eAa./3. The latter is that KaT1]AAa­

y11µ1:11 of ver. 10 in its subjective reception which has taken 
place by faith. - 11ii11 is to be taken here ( differently from ver. 
9) in contrast, not to pre-Christian times (Stolting), but to the 
future glory, in reference to which the reconciliation received in 
the present time ( continuing from the conversion of the subjects 
of it to Christ) is conceived as its actual ground of certainty. 

Vv. 12-19. Parallel drawn between the salvation i-n Christ and 
the ?'ztin that has come through Adam. - Ei,rw11, CITl €OtKalwcr1:11 

~µu.~ 0 XptCTTO~, 0.1/aT pexn €71"1 T~II pl ta11 TOV KaKOV, TI/II 

a.µapTla11 Kat TOIi 0a11aTOII, Kat 01:lKIIUITIII CITI TavTa TCJ. ovo o,' 

£110~ a.110pw,rou, TOV Aou.µ, 1:icr"q).01:111:i'~ TOIi Kocrµo11 . .... Kat aJ ot' 

£110~ a.11ype011ua11 a.110pw,rou, TOV XptCTTOV, Theophylo.ct; comp. 
Chrysostom, who compares the Apostle here with the physician 
who penetrates to the source of the evil Thus the perfect 
objectivity of tlie salvation, wliich man has simply to receive, 
but in no way to earn, and of v,hich the Apostle has been 
treating since chap. i 17, is, by way of a grand c,mclusion for 
the section, set forth afresh in fullest light, and represented in 
its deepest and most comprehensive connection with the history 
of the world. The whole µuuT11pto11 of the divine plan of salvation 
and its history is still to be unfolded before the eyes of the reader 
l,y referring it to th~ entire time, in whieh the salvation is still future, ns if there­
fore Pou! bod written : oti µ./Jvov Iii crw071croµ.dJa, ciXM Kal viiv, or lv T~ vii• 
ca,p~ Kavx.wµ.,Oa.. 
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ere the moral results that are associated with it are developed 
in chap. vi. 

Ver. 12.1 
~1a Toii,o] Therefore, because, namely, we have 

received through Christ the KaTaA\ay,7 and the assurance of 
eternal salvation, ver. 11. The assumption that it refers back to 
the whole discussion from chap. i. 17 (held by many, including 
Tholuck, Ruckert, Reiche, Kollner, Holsten, Picard) is the more 
unnecessary, the more naturally the idea of the KaTa:\Xay~ itself, 
just treated of, served tu suggest the parallel between Adam 
and Christ, and the ot' orS Thv KaTaX:\ayhv e:\a./30µ1:v in point of 
fact contains the summary of the whole doctrine of righteous­
ness and salvation from i. 17 onward; consequently there is no 
ground whatever for departing, as to 01a Toii,o, from the connec. 
tion with what immediately precedes. 2 This remark also applie~ 
in opposition to Hofmann (comp. Stolting and Dietzsch), who 
refers it back to the entire train of ideas em braced in vv. 2-11 
A recapitulation of this is indeed given in the grand concluding 
thought of ver. 11, that it is Christ to whom we owe the recon­
ciliation. But Hofmann quite arbitrarily supposes Paul in 01a 
-.:pv-.o to have had in view an exhortation to think of Christ cou­
formably to the comparison with Adam, but to have got no further 
than this comparison. - wrnrep] There is here an avaVTa,ro-
007'011 as in l\Iatth. xxv. 14; and 1 Tim. i. 3. The comparison 
alone is expressed, but not the thing compared, which was to 

1 See Schott (on vv. 12·14) in his Opusc. I. p. 313 ff.; Ilorg, Diss. 1830; Finkh 
in the Tiib. Zeitschr. 1830, 1, p. l 26 ff.; Schmid in the same, 4, p. 161 ff.; Rothe, 
neuer Verszich e. Auslegung d. paul. Stelle Rom. v. 12·21, Wittcmb. 1836; J. 
ll1iiller, v. d. Sunde, II. p. 481, ed. 5; Aberle in the theol. Quartalscltr. 1854, p. 
455 ff. ; Ewald, Adam u. Chris/us Rom. v. 12·21, in the Jahrb. f. bibl. 
Wissensch. II. p. 166 ff.; Picard, Essai exegtt. sur Rom. v. 12 ff. Strnssb. 1861 ; 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 526 ff.; Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sunde, II. p. 184 ff.; 
Holsten, z. Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 412 ff.; Stolting, l.c. p. 19 IT.; Klopper in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1869, !J. 496 ff.; Dictzsch, A darn ii. Chris/us Rom. v. 12 ff., 
Bonn 1871. Compare also Lechler's apost. Zeil. p. 102 ff. 

2 The close junction with ver. 11 is maintained nlso by Klopper, who 
unsuitably however defines the aim of the section, vv. 12-21, to be, to gunrd the 
readers against a timid littleness of faith, as though, notwithstanding justification, 
they were still with reference to the future of judgment not sure nnd certnin of 
escaping the divine wrath ; a timid ruind might see in the tribulations nnticipn• 
tions of that wrath, etc. Ilut how far does the entire confession of vv. 1-11 stand 
ele,•ated above all such littleness of faith I In the whole connection this finds no 
place whatever, and recei,·es therefore in vv. 12-21 not the slightest mention or 
i·eforenco. 
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have followed in an apoclosis corresponding to the wfr7rep. The 
illustration, namely, introduced in vv. 13, 14 of the iq,' ~ ,raVTes­

r,µapT011 now rendered it impossible to add the second half of 
the comparison syntactically belonging to the Wfr"1T'ep, and there­
fore the Apostle, driven on by the rushing flow of ideas to this 
point, from which he can no longer revert to the construction 
with which he started, has no hesitation in dropping the latter 
(comp. generally Buttmann's neut. Gr. p. 331; Kuhner, II. 2, p. 
1097), and in subsequently bringing in merely the main tenor 
of what is wanting by the relative clause attached to 'Aoaµ: 5s­
efrTt TU7i0S' TOV µeAAOVTOS' in ver. 14. This (JS' .... µeXX. is 
consequently the substitute for the omitted apodosis, which, hall 
it not been supplanted by vv. 13, 14, would have run somewhat 
thus : so al,so through one man has come 1·ighteoi1,Sness, and through 
righteousness life, and so life has come to all. Calvin, l.<'lacius, 
Tholuck, Kollner, Baur, Philippi, Stolting, Mangold, Rothe (who 
however without due ground regards the breaking off as intended 
from the outset, in order to avoid sanctioning the Apokatastasis) 
find in (JS' EfrTL TU"1T', T. µeXX., in v. 14, the resumption and clos­
ing of the comparisou,1 not of course in form, but in substance; 
compare also Melancthon. According to Riickert, Fritzsche (in 
his commentary), anu. de ,vette, Paul has come, after vv. 13, 14, 
to reflect that the comparison begun involved not merely agree­
ment but also discrepancy, and has accordingly turned aside from 
the apodosis, which must necessarily have exprP-ssed the equi­
valence, and inserted instead of it the opposition in ver. 15. 
This view is at variance with the entire character of the section, 
which indeed bears quite especially the stamp of most careful 
and acute premeditation, but shows no signs of Paul's having 
been led in the progress of his thought to the opposite of what 
he had started with. According to Mehring, nr. 15, following 
vv. 13, 14 (which he parenthesises) is meant to complete the 
comparison introduced in ver. 12, ver. 15 being thus taken 
interrogatively. Against this view, even apart from the inappro­
priateness of taking it as a question, the a.XX' in ver. 15 is decisive. 

1 The objection of Dietzsch, p. 43, that .-u,ros nsserts nothing reel regarding the 
second member of the comparison, is unsatisfactory, since Paul is just intending 
to bring forward a very definite specinl statement regnruiDg the typical relatiou 
\\' h ich he now merely ex pre:sses in general terms. 

L Q 
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Winer, p. 503 [E. T. 712] (comp. Fritzsche's Conject. p. 49) finds 
the epanorthosis in ,ro\\rp µa.\\011, ver. 15, which is inad­
missible, because with a\\' otix in ver. 15 there is introduced 
the antithetical element, consequently something else than the 
affirmative parallel begun in ver. 12. Others have thought that 
vv. 13-17 form a parenthesis, so that in ver. 18 the first half of 
the comparison is resumed, and the second now at length added 
(Cajetanus, Erasmus Schmid, Grotius, Bengel, Wetstein, Heu­
mann, Oh. Schmid, Flatt, and Reiche). Against this view may 
be urged not only the unprecedented length, but still more the 
contents of the supposed parenthesis, which in fact already com­
prehends in itself the paIJ.llel under every aspect. In ver. 18 f. we 
have recapitulation, but not resumption. This much applies also 
against Olshausen and Ewald. Others again have held that ver. 
12 contains the protasis and the apodosis completely, taking the 
latter to begin either with Kat oiJTw~ (Clericus, Wolf, Glockler), 
or even with Kat 81a (Erasmus, Beza, Benecke), both of which 
views however are at variance with the parallel between Adam 
and Christ which rules the whole of what follows, and are thus 
in the light of the connection erroneous, although the former by 
no means required a trajection (Kat oiJTw~ for oiJTw Ka[). While 
all the expositors hitherto quoted have taken w(j,rep as the be­
ginning of the first member of the parallel, others again have 
thought that it introduces the second half of the comparison. So, 
following Elsner and others, Kappe, who after 81u. TouTo con­
ceives e\a(3oµev KaTaAAa-y~v 81' aUTOU supplied from ver. 11; so 
also Umbreit and Th. Schott (for this reason, because we (jw0YJ­
(j<Jµe0a ev Tll (wii auTou, Christ comes by way of contrast to 
stand just as did Adam). Similarly Marek.er, who attaches 81u. 
TOUTO to ver. 11. These expositions are incorrect, because the 
universality of the Adamite ruin, brought out by w(j,rep K.T.A-, 
has no point of comparison in the supplied protasis (the explana­
tion is illogica[); in Gal. iii. 6 the case is different. N otwith­
sianding van Hengel ( comp. Jatho) thinks that he removes all 
difficulty by supplying f/jT; after 81~ TOUTo ; while Dietzsch, 
anticipating what follows, suggests the supplying after 81a TouTo: 
through one man life has come into the world. - 81' evor av-
0 pw,rou] through one man, that is, 8,' €I/Or aµapT~{jal/TOr, ver. 16. 
A single man brought upon all sin and death; a single man also 
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righteousness and life. The causal relation is based on the fact 
that sin, which previously had no existence whatever in the 
world, only began to exist in the world (on earth) by means of 
the first fall.1 Eve, so far as the matter itself is concerned (Ecclus. 
xxv. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 3; 1 Tim. ii. 14; Barnab. Ep. 12), might as 
well as Adam be regarded as the e1~ av0p.; the latter, because he 
sinned as the first man, the former, of whom Pelagius explained 
it, because she committed the first transgression. Here however, 
because Paul's object is to compare the One man, who as the 
bringer of salvation has become the beginner of the new humanity, 
with the One man who as beginner of the old hmnanily became 
so destructive, in which collective reference ( comp. Hofmann' s 
Schrijtbew. I. p. 474) the woman recedes into the backg1·ound, he 
has to derive the entrance of sin into the world from Adam, 
whom he has in view in ot' €110~ a.110pw7rOV. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 21 
f., 45 f. This is also the common form of Rabbinical teaching. 
See Eisenmenger's entdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 81 f. - ~ aµapT1a] 
not: sinfulness, habitus peccandi (Koppe, Schott, Flatt, Usteri, 
Olshausen), which the ,vord never means; not original sin 
(Calvin, Flacius, and others following Augustine); but also not 
merely actual sin in abstracto (Fritzsche: "nam ante prim um 
facinus patratum nullum erat facinus"), but rather what sin is 
according to its idea and essence ( comp. Hofmann and Stolting), 
consequently the detenninat,ion of the condiict in antagonisrn 
to God, conceived however as a force, as a real power working 
and manifesting itself-exercising its dominion-in all cases 
of concrete sin (comp. ver. 21, vi. 12, 14, vii. 8, 9, 17 al.). This 
mornl mode of being in antagonism to God became existent in 
the human world through the fall of Adam, produced death, and 
spread death over all. Thus our verse itself describes the aµapT1a 

as a real objective power, and in so doing admits only of this ex­
planation. Compare the not substantially different explanation 
of Philippi, according to which the actual sin of the world is 
meant as having come into the world potentialiter through Adam; 
also Rothe, who conceives it to refer to sin as a principle, but as 
active; and Dietzsch. - On eh T. Korrµov, which applies to the 
earth as the dwelling-place of mankind (for in the iiniverse gene-

1 Not merely camll to light as known sin (Schleiermacher, Usteri). See Lechl~r, 
p. 10•. 
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rally sin, the d,evil, was already in existence), comp. Wisd. ii. 24, 
xiv. 14; 2 John 7; Clem. Cor. L 3; Heb. x. 5. Undoubtedly 
sin by its entrance into the world came into human nature 
(Rothe), but this is not asse1·ted here, however decisively our 
passage stands opposed to the error of Flacius, that man is in any 
way as respects his essential nature aµap-rla.1 - The mode in 
which the fall took place (through the devil, John viii. 44; 2 
Cor. :xi 3) did not here concern the Apostle, who has only to do 
with the mischievous effect of it, namely, that it brought aµap-rla 

into the world, etc. - Kat Ota 7'. aµap-r. o 0ava-ro~] scil. fi~ 7', 

KOo-µov fl'o-~"'/\01;. The 0ava-ro~ is physical death (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Augustine, Calovius, Reiche, }'ritzsche, Maier, van 
Hengel, Klapper, Weiss, and many othera), viewed as the separ­
ation of the soul from the. body and its transference to Hades 
(not as "citation before God's judgment.," Mehring), with which 
however the conception of the q,0opa and µa-raio-r11~ of the 
K-rlo-t~ in eh. viii., very different from the 0ava-ro~ of men, 
must not be mixed up (as by Dietzsch), which would involve a 
blending of dissimilar ideas. The interpretation of bodily death 
is rendered certain by ver. 14 as well as by the considerations, 
that the text gives no hint of departure from the primary sense 
of the word; that the reference to Gen. ii. 17, iii. 19 could not 
be mistaken by any reader; and that on the basis of Genesis it 
was a universal and undoubted assumption both in the Jewish 
and Christian consciousnesa, that mortality was caused by Adam's 
sin. See Wisd. ii. 24; John viii. 44; 1 Cor. xv. 21; Wetstein 
and Schoettgen, in Zoe. ; and Eiaenmenger's entdeclct. Judenthurn, 
II. p. 81 f. Compare, respecting Eve, Ecclus. xxv. 24. Had Paul 
taken 0ava-ro~ in another sense therefore, he must of necessity 
have definitely indicated it, in order to be understood.2 This is 
decisive not only against the Pelagian interpretation of spiritiial 

1 Compare Holsten, zum Ev. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 418 : who thinks that the 
unholiness lying dormant in human nature first entered actually into the visible 
world as a reality in the transgression of Adam; also Baur, neut. Tlteol. p. 191, 
according to whom the principle of sin, that from the beginning hnd been im­
manent in man, only came forth actually in the rapd.{Ja,m of the first parent. In 
this way sin would not have come into tlte world, but must ltave been in tlie worlcl 
already before the fall, only not having yet attained to objective nrnnifestution. 

2 This remark holds also against Mau in Pelt's tlieol. Mitarb. 1838, 2, who un· 
d~n,tands the form of life after the dissolulion of lhc earthly lif11. 
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death, which Picard has repeated, but also against every combina­
tion whatever-whether complete (see especially Philippi and 
Stolting), or partial-of bodily, moral (comp. 11eKpos-, Matth. viii. 
22), and eternal death (Schmid, Tholuck, Kollner, Baumgarten­
Crusius, de Wette, Olshausen, Reithmayr; Riickert undecidedly); 
or the whole collective evil, which is the consequence of sin, as 
Umbreit and Ewald explain it; compare Hofmann: "all that 
runs counter to the life that proceeds from God, whether as an 
occurrence, which puts an end to the life wrought by God, or as a 
mode of ex·i-stence setting in with such occurrence." As regards 
especially the inclusion of the idea of moral death (the opposite 
of the spiritual (w11), the words 0a11aTOS' and 1bro011?70"K€LII are 
never used by Paul in this sense; not even in vii. 10 (see in Zoe.), 
or io 2 Cor. ii. 16, vii. 10, where he is speaking of etemal death.1 

The reference to spiritual death is by no means rendered neces­
sary by the contrast of ouca1ocr. twijs- in ver. 18, comp. ver. 21 ; 
since in fact the death brought into the world by Adam, although 
physical, might be contrasted not merely in a Rabbinical fashion, 
but also generally in itself, with the tw,7 that has come through 
Christ; for to this tw,1 belongs also the life of the glorified body, 
and it is a life not again subject to death. - Kat ovTws-] and in such 
manner, i.e. in symmetrical correspondence with this connection 
between the sin that entered by one man and the death occasioned 
by it. Fuller explanation is then given, by the J<j,' ip 7ra11Tes-

11µapT011, respecting the emphatically prefixed eis- 11"a11Tas-, to whom 
death, as the effect of that first sin of the One, had penetrated. 
Since ouTWS' sums up the state of the case previously expressed 
(comp. e.g. 1 Cor. xiv. _25; 1 Thess. iv. 17) any further generaliza­
tion of its reference can only be arbitrary (SLolting: "through 
sin"). Even the explanation : " in virtue of the causo.l connec­
tion between sin and death" (Philippi and many others) is too 
general The ovTWS', in fact, recapitulates the historical state of 
the case just presented, so far as it specifies the mode in wliich 
death has come to all, namely, in this way, that the One sinned 
and thereby brought into the world the death, which conse-

1 In 2 Tim. i. 10 8dvaTor is used in the sense of eternal denth, which Christ 
•,by His work of ntonement) has ,lone away; the opposite of it is l"''l Kai 
ar/J8apirla, which He bas brought to light by His gospel. Not less is Epb. i1. 1 
to be explained as meaning eternal death. 
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quent.ly became the lot of all. - v1ijX0€11] came throughout (Luke 
V. 15). This is the progress of the fis TOIi Koa-µov €1'a-ijX0€ in its 
extension to all individuals,€;~ ,rana~ av0pw,r., which in contrast 
to the Ji' Jvo~ av0p. is put forward with emphasis as the main 
element of the further description, wherein moreover J1ijX0€v, 
correlative to the fia-ijX0€, has likewise emphasis. On Jdpx€a-0at 
€7~ TLVa comp. Plut. Alcib. 2. Compare also J,r[ Ttva in Ez. v. 17 
and Ps. lxxxvii 17. More frequent in classic authors with the 
simple accusative, as in Luke xix. 1. - Jrp' ,; ,ran€~ ~µapTov] 1 

on the ground of the fact that, i.e. because, all sinned, namely (and 
for this the momentary sense of the aorist is appropriate 2) when 
through the One sin entered into the world. Because, when 
Adam sinned, all men sinned in and with him, the representative 
of entire humanity (not: "e:r.,emplo Adami," Pelagius; comp. 
Erasmus, Paraphr.), death, which came into the world through 
the sin that had come into it, has been extended to all in virtue 
of this causal connection between the sin that had come into 
existence through Adam and death. All became mortal through 
Adam's fall, because this having sinned un the part of Adam 
was a having sinned on the part of all; consequently T'f' Tov 
€110~ ,rapa,r-rwµaTt OL 7rOAAOt Cl.7rE0avov, ver. 15. Tims it is 
certainly on the ground of Adam that all die (Jv TlfJ 'AJaµ 
,ran€~ a.,ro0v17a-Koua-1v, 1 Cor. xv. 22), because, namely, when 
Adam sinned, all sinned, all as aµap-rwXot KaTea-Ta011a-av (ver. 
1!:I), and consequently the death that came in through his sin 
can spare none. But it is in a linguistic point of view erroneous, 
according to the traditional Catholic interpretation after the ex­
ample of Origen, the Vulgate, and Augustine (Estius, Cornelius 

1 The most couiplete critical compnrison of the various expositions of these 
words may be seen in Dietzsch, p. 50 If. 

• Hofmann erroneously hol<ls (Schriftbew. l.c.) that the imperfect must hnve 
been used. What is meant is in fact the same art, which in Adam's sin is done by 
all, not another contemporamous act. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 15. It is mere empty 
arbitrariness in Thomasius l.c. p. 316, to say thnt our explnnntion is grammati­
cally unjustifiable. Why so 1 Stolting (comp. Dictzsch) objects to it thnt then o 
1/cl.varos M)Mev must also be taken in the momentary sense. But this by no 
means follows since lq,'.; 1rc/.vr. -/jµ.. is a special relative clause. Nevertheless 
even that o 1/c/.;ar. M;M. is not something gradually <leveloping itself, but a thing 
done in and with the sin of the One man. This One has sinned nnd hns become 
liable to death, and t.hereby all have I.Jecome mortal, because A<lam's sin was the 
~in of all. 
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a Lapide, Klee; not Stengel, Reithmayr, Bisping, and Maier; 
but revived by Aberle), to take £</> qi as equivalent to £11 ([,, in quo 
scil Adamo, as also Beza, Erasmus Schmid, and others do; com­
pare Jrenaeus, Haer. v. 16, 3. The thought which this exposition 
yields (" omnes ille unus homo fuerunt," Augustine) is essenti­
ally correct, but it was an error to derive it from £</>' qi, since it 
is rather to be derived from 71"<lll'TE~ ~µapTov, and hence also it 
is but arbitrarily explained by the sensuous notion of all men 
having been in the loins (Heb. vii. 9, 10) of Adam (Origen, 
Ambrosiaster, Augustine). Chrysostom gives in general the 
proper sense, though without definitely indicating how he took 
the €</>' 'P: " 'TL Oe f.lT'TLII £</>' <p 71"<lll'TE~ ~µap'TOII ; f.KEL I/OU . 71"€/TOll'TO~ 

' ' ' ' ' ' """C''- ' 'C ' ' ' Kat 01 µ11 <payov'TE~ a7J"O 'TOU ~VA.OU yEyova<Ttll E~ €KEIi/OU 7J"al/'Tf~ 

01111Toi." So also substantially Theophylact, though explaining, 
with Photius, ;,</>' cp as equivalent to £71"i T<p 'Aoaµ. The right 
view is taken by Bengel (" quia omnes peccarunt .... Adamo 
peccante"); Koppe ('' ipso actu, quo peccavit Adamus"), Olshau• 
sen, Philippi, Delitzsch, Psycho[. p. 126, 369, and Kahnis, IJogm, 
I. p. 590, III. p. :ms f.; comp. also Klopper.1 The objection 
that in this way the essential definition is arbitrarily supplied 
(Tholuck, Hofmann, Stolting, Dietzsch, and others) is incorrect; 
for what is maintained is simply that more precise definition of 
~µapTov, for which the immediate connection has necessarily 
prepared the way, and therefore no person, from an unpre­
judiced point of view, can speak of "an abortive product of 
perplexity impelling to arbitrariness" (Hofmann). Nor is our 
view at variance with the meaning of ovTw~ (as Ernesti objects), 
since from the point of view of death having been occasioned by 
Adam's sin (oiiTw~) the universality of death finds its explanation 
in the very fact, that Adam's sin was the sin of all. Aptly 
(as against Dietzsch) Bengel compares 2 Cor. v. 14: Et E1~ v,rEp 

' ' '0 " ' ' ' '0 ( 1 ,,..,, • t ,ra11Tw11 a,r1: avE, apa 01 71"Ull'TE~ a,re a11011 name y, v,iris o 
moriente); see on that passage. Others, and indeed most mo­
dern expositors (including Reiche, Rtickert, Tholuck, Fritzsche, 

1 Who, al though avoiding the direct expression of our interpretation, never­
theless in substance arrives at the same meaning, p. 605: "All however sinned, 
because Adam's sin penetrated to them, inasmuch us God punished the fault of 
Adam so thoroughly that his sin became shared by all hi~ descendants." For 
Klopper properly explains the ir/>' ,;, defining the relation ua imputation of ..1.dall.l's 
sin to all. 
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de Wette, Maier, Baur, Ewald, Umbreit, van Hengel, :Meh­
ring, Hofmann, Stolting, Thomasius, Mangold, and others,) l1ave 
interpreted ,jµapTov of individual sins, following Theodoret: 
OV -yap Ota T~II TOV 7rp07rO.Topo,; aµapTiav, aAAa Ota T~II oiKeiav 
'lKaCJ'TO<; olxeTat TOU 0avaTOU TOIi 8pov. Compare \Veiss, bibl. 
Tlwol. p. 263; Marcker l.c. p. 19. But the taking the words thus 
of the universal having actually sinned as cause of the universal 
death (see other variations further on) must be rejected for the 
simple reason, that the proposition would not even be true ;1 and 
because the view, that the death of individuals is the conse­
quence of their own actual sins, would be inappropriate to the 
entire parallel between Adam and Christ, nay even contradictory 
to it. For as the sin of Adam brought death to all (consequently 
not their own self-committed sin), so did the obedience of Ch1·ist 
(not their own virtue) bring life to all. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22. 
This objective relation corresponding to the comparison remains 
undisturbed in the case of our exposition alone, inasmuch as 
Jrp' (p waVT. ,jµapT. shows how the sin of Adam necessarily 
brought death to all. To explain ijµapTov again, as is done 
by many, ancl still by Picard and Aberle: they were sinful, by 
which is meant 01·iginal sin (Calvin, Flacius, Melancthon in the 
Enar1·.: "omnes habent peccatum, scilicet pravitatem propagatam 
et reatum"), or to import even the idea poenam luere (Grotius), 
is to disregard linguistic usage ; for iJµapTov means they have 

1 Namely, in respect to the many millions of children who have not yet sinned. 
The reply made to this, that Paul has had in view only those capable of sin (Castolio, 
Wetstei.n, Fritzsche and oth~rs) is least of all applicable in the very case of this 
Apostle and of the present acutely and thoroughly considered disquisition, and jnst 
as little is an appeal to the disposition to sin (Tholuck) which children luwe (Paul 
says plainly fJµ,a.pTov). This way out of the difficulty issues in an exegetical self· 
de<.:eption.-He who seeks to get rid of the question regnrding children must 
declare that it is not here raised, since the passage treats of the human race as a 
whole (comp. Ewald, Jahrb. VI. p. 132, also Mangold, p. 118 f.). This wonld 
suffice, were the question merely of universal sinfulness; for in such II case Paul 
could jUBt as properly have said .,,-t!vT,s -,,µ,a.pTov here, with self-evident reference to 
all capable of sin, as in iii 23. But the question here is the connection between 
the sin of all and the dying of all, in ,vhich case there emerges no self-evident 
limitation, because all, even those still incapable of peccatum nctunle, must die. 
Thus the question as to children still remains, and is only disposed of by nol 
taking -,,µ,a.PTov in the sense of having individually sinned ; comp. Dietzsch, p. 
57 f. This also applies against Stolting, according to whom Paul wishes to show 
that sin works death in the case OJ all sinners without exception. 
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sinned, and nothing more. This is aclmowledged by Julius 
Miiller (v. d. Sunde, II. p. 416 ff. ed. !5), who however professes to 
find in e<J,' p 1r. ijµ. only an accessory reason for the preceding, and 
that in the sense : " as then'.' all 'would besides have well desen:ed 
this severe fate for themselves by thei?- actual sins. Incorrectly, 
because eq, rp does not mean "as then" or" as then also" (i.e. wr 
KW); because the statement of the reason is by no means made 
apparent as in any way merely secondary and subfective, as N eander 
and Messner have rationalised it, but on the contrary is set down 
as the single, complete and objective ground; because its alleged 
purport would exercise an alien and disturbing effect on the 
whole development of doctrine in the passage; and because the 
sense assigned to the simple ijµapTov (thi,s severe· fate they 
would have all moreo'i;er u•ell meritea) is purely fanciful. Ernesti 
takes eq,' cp not of the objective ground, but as specifying the 
ground of thinking so, i.e. the subjective ground of cognition: 
"aboitt which there can be no doiibt, in so far as all have in point 
of fact sinned;" this he holds to be the logical ground for the 
ovTwr K.T.'X. But, as there is no precedent of usage for this 
interpretation of eq,' cp (Phil. iii. 12 is unjustifiably adduced), 
Ernesti is compelled to nnite with eq,' cp vv. 13 and 14 in an un­
tenable way. See on ver. 13 f., remark 1, and Philippi, Glaubensl. 
III. p. 222 ff. ed. 2. - Respecting eq,' (p, which is quite identical 
with eq,' o1r, we have next to observe as follows: It is equivalent 
to i1rl TOUT'f' C:Tt, and means on the g1·ound of the fact that, con­
sequently in real sense propterea quod,1 becanse (dicwcil, Luther), 
of the causa antegressa (not finalis), as also Thomas Magister and 
:Favorinus have explained it as equivalent to 010T1. So in the 
N. T. at 2 Cor. v. 4 and Phil. iii. 12. Comp. Theophilus, ad Aittol. 
ii. 40, ed. Wolf: e<J,' cp OVK 1a-xu(Tt: 0avaTWITat QVTOUr (because 
he was unable to put them to death), Diod. Sic. xix. 98 : iq, ,T, 
.... TO µev µ1:itov KaAOVCTI Tavpov, TO 0€ n..aCTCTOV µocrxov (becaitse 
they call the greater a bull, etc.); just so e<J,' oir, Plut. de Pyth. 
orac. 29. Favorinus quotes the examples: i<J,' <p T1i11 K">..01r~v 

1 Baur o.lso, II. p. 202 (comp. his neutest. T!ieol. p. 188), npprovee the render­
ing because, but foists on this because the sense : "which hM as its pre1111pposition." 
Thus it should be understood, be thinks, nlso in 2 Cor. v. 4 nnd Phil. iii. 12 ; nnd 
thus Paul proves from the universality of death the universality of sin. See, in 
uppo:;ition to this logical inversion, Ernesti, p. 212 ff. 
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Ei'pya.<rw, and £</>' oT,- TOV voµov OV TY/pEif, KOA.a<r01i<r11. Thomas 
Magister cites the example from Synesius ep. 73 : J<p' (p rEvvao,ov 

lypay,Ev (propterea quod Gennadium accusasset, comp. Herm. 
ad Viger. p. 710). Another example from Synesius (in Devarius, 
ed. Klotz, p. 88) is: £</>' oT,- yap ~EKOVVOOV EiY €7r0LY/<Yar: (on tM 
ground of thi,s, that, i.e. because thou hast done well to Secundus) 
~µas £Ttµ'7<rar:, Kat £<p

1 

oTr: o{;Tw ypa<f,wv Ttµfj.r:, i[YJPT~<YW <ratrrov 
K. £7r0L'l'J<rar: Elvat a-our:. See further Josephus, Antt. i. 1, 4: 0 
" ~ ' ~ 'A~' ' ~ ' 0 ~ ~ o<ptf a-vvo,atTwµEvor: Ttp TE oaµrp Kat T{l yuvatKl <P OVEpwr: ElXEV, 

' ' ~ ( t d) ' ' •~ ' '' , E<p ol,- prop erea qua avTOU,' EVoatµovria-EIV Cf!ETW 7r€7rEltTµ€VOU,' 

Tois- TOV 0EOv 7rapayyeXµaa-,. Antt. xvi. 8, 2: Kat TO OtKatW,' 
• , e - ',1..' "' .,, ,, ·~· "' Q, , avTOl 7ra €IV, €'I' 01,' a"-"-»1'.0V~ 'l'/OLK'l'JtTav, 7rp01'.aµ(-JaVOVT€f: µovov. 

Rothe (followed by Schmid, bibl. Thal. p. 260) has taken it as: 
"under the more definite condition, that" (£7rt TOUTCf! wa-Te), so 
that individual sins are the consequence of the diffusion of 
death through Adam's sin over mankind. But this view is 
wholly without precedent in the usus loquendi, for the very 
frequent use of£</>' (p, under the condition, that (usually with the 
infinitive or future indicative), is both in idea and in practice 
something quite different; see Kiihner, II. 2, p. 1006. Of a 
similar nature are rather such passages as Dern. 518, 26: ;,, 
yap µ'70EV £1TTIII, £<p

1 'P TWV 7r€7rpayµevwv OV OtKatOf: /;,v a1r0Xw­
A.€Vat <pav~<rf:Tat ( upon the ground of u:.7zich he will not seem 
worthy, etc.); de cor. 114 (twice); as well as the very current 
use of £Tit TOUTCf!, propterea (Xen. Mem. i. 2, 61), of e7r' avTcp 

TOUT'f', for this very reason (Dern. 578, 26; Xen. Cyr. ii. 3, 10), 
etc. ; and further, such expressions as £7rt µ1fj. o~ 1r0Te OtK{l 

7rA'l'Jyar: lXa{3ov (Xen. Cyr. i. 3, 16), where e7rf with the dative 
specifies the ground (Kuhner, II. 1, p. 436). Ewald formerly 
(Jahrb. II. p. 171), rejecting the second o 0avaTor:, explained: 
" and thus there penetrated to all men that, whereunto all sinned," 
namely death, which, according to Gen. ii. 17, was imposed as 
punishment on sin, so that whosoever sinned, sinned so that he 
had to die, a fate which he might know beforehand. In this way 
the i<P' cp would (with Schmid and Glockler, also Umbreit) be taken 
of the causa .finali,s (Xen. Cyr. viii. 8, 24: ovoe ye Op€7rav'l'/<popo1~ 

£TI XPWVTat, £</>' 'P Kvpor: avTa £7r011/<YaTO, iii. 3, 36, U7rOµtµv~a-­

K€lV, e<f,' o1r: T€ ETpe<f>oµe0a, Thuc. i. 134, 1, al.; and see especially 
Wisd. ii. 23), and the subject of o,ijX0o (TovTo) would be implied 
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in it. Dut, apart from the genuineness of o 0ava-ror, which must 
be defended, there still remains, even with the explanation of 
J,p' (p as final, so long as fiµap-rov is explained of individual 
actual sins, the question behind as to the truth of the proposi­
tion, since not all, who die, have actually sinned; and indeed the 
view of the death of all having been caused by the actual sins of 
all is incompatible with what follows.1 See also Ernesti, p. 192 
ff.; comp. his Ethik. d. Ap. P. p. 16 f. • Moreover the telic form 
of expression itself would have to be taken only in an improper 
sense, instead of that of the necessary, but on the part of the 
subjects not intended, result, somewhat after the idea of fate, 
as in Herod. i. 68: €7rl KaKcp a.110pw1rov (jlOYJpOr a.11€uprrrat. Sub­
sequently (in his Sendschr. d. Ap. P.) Ewald, retaining the second 
o 0ava-ror, has assumed for £<p1 (p the signification, so jar as (so 
also Tholuck and van Hengel) ; holding that by the limiting 
phrase "so far as they all sinned," death is thus set forth the 
more definitely as the result of sin, so that e<p' (p corresponds to 
the previous oin-wr. But even granting the not proved limiting 
signification of ;<p' (p (which £<p1 

Q(jOJI elsewhere has, xi 13), 
there still re::nain with this interpretation also the insurmount­
able difficulties as to the sense, which present themselves against 
the reference of ~µap-ro11 to the individual sins. Hofmann 
(comp. also his Schrijtbew. I. p. 529 f.) refers €</J' ; to o 0ava-ro~, 

so that it is equivalent to ov 1rapo11-ror: amidst the presence of 
death; making the emphasis to lie on the preposition, and the 
sense to be : " death was present at the sinning of all those to 
whom it has penetrated ; and it has not been invariably brought 
aboitt and introduced only through their sinning, nor always only 
for each individual who sinned." Thus €1r1 might be justified, 
not indeed in a temporal sense (which it has among poets and 
later prose writers only in proper statements of time, as in 
Homer, Il. viii. 529, £1ri 11vK-rl), but perhaps in the sense of the 
prevailing circumstance, like the German "bci" [ with, amidst] 2 

1 Along with which it may be observed that there is the less warrant for men­
tally supplyiug, in the contrasted propositions on the side of salvation, o. condi• 
tion corresponding to the i<f,' ,J 1r. ijµa.pT. (Mangold ; U1.v 1rciVTes 1r10'T<60'wa-.v, 
which is implicitly involved in }..a.µfjd.voVT,s, ver. 17), the mQTe essential this 
nntitypical element would be. 

1 So also Dietzsch has taken it, in substantiul harmony with Hofmann, less 
artificiully, but not more tenably : amidst the pre.sence of death. He thinks that 
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(see Kuhner, II. 1, p. 434). But apart from the special tenor of 
the thought, which we are expected to extract from the bare 
ltp' (p, and which Paul might so easily have conveyed more pre­
cisely (possibly by Jq,' !; ;&., 7rapoll'T1, or o.5 ;8., 7rapoll'Tor), this 
artificial exposition has decidedly against it the fact that the 
words itp' ip 7ravns- ;µapTov must necessarily contain the argu­
mentative rnodal infoi·mation concerning the preceding proposi­
tion K. O~TC"S' £i's- ?raJ/'TaS' av0pw1rous- 0 0civ. 01ijX0£v, which they in 
fact contain only when our view is taken.1 They must solve the 
enigma which is involved in the momentous oiTws- of that clause; 
and this enigma is solved only by the statement of the reason: 
because all sinned, so that the 0ava<Ttµos- aµapTla of Adam was 
the sin of all. Against Hofmann, compare Philippi's Glaubensl. 
III. p. 221 f. ed. 2. 

HEMARK 1. The Rabbinical writers also derived universal mor­
tality from the fall of Adam, who represented the entire race in 
such a way that, when Adam sinned, all sinned. See the pas­
sages in Ammon, Opusc. nov. p. 72 ff. Even perfectly righteous 
persons are "comprehensi sub poena mortis" (R. Bechai in Cad 
hackemack f. 5, 4). It may reasonaLly be assumed therefore that 
the doe;trine of the Apostle had, in the first instance, its histori­
cal roots in his Jewish (comp. Ecclus. xxv. 23; Wisd. ii. 23 f.; 
xiv. 14) and especially his Rabbinical training, and was held by 
him even prior to his conversion; and that in his Christian 
enlightenment he saw no reason for abandoning the proposition, 
which on the contrary he adopted into the system of bis Chris-
the Apostle de.sires to emphasise the ;iew that death, originating from the One, 
is and prevails in the world, quite apart from the sinning of individuals; that 
independently of this, and prior to it, the universal dominion of death springing 
from Adam is already in existence. But with what strange obscurity would Paul 
in that case have expressed this simple and clear idea! How unwarranted it is 
to attach to his positive expression the negative signification (apart from, inde­
pendently of)! With just as little wnrrant we should have to attach to the 
1rci.vns, since in no case could it include the children who have not yet sinned, a. 
limitation of meaning, which yet it is utterly incapable of bearing arter the ,Is 
1rci.PTa.s a.v9pw1rovs just said. The exposition of Dietzsch, no less than thnt of 
Hofmann, is a laboriously far-fetched and mistaken evasion of the proposition 
clearly laid down by Paul: "because they all sinned," namely,,when through one 
man sin came into the world and death through sin. 

1 This applies equally against the similar exposition of Thomasina ( C!hr. Pers. 
u. Werk. I. p. 316 f.), amulst the presence of whi.ch relation (,j1 as neuter). As if 
previously a " relation" had been expressed, 11111d not a concrete historical fact I 
Weisse took i,p' ,j1 even as altliough,-a linguistic impossibility, which Finckl1 
also present,. 
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tian views, and justified by continuing to assert for it in the 
development of the divine plan of redemption the place which 
is here assigned to it, as even Christ Himself traces death back 
to the fall (John viii 44). Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22: iv Tep 'Aou.µ. 
7raVTE~ a,ro0v~tTKOVl1'1V, on which our passage affords the authentic 
commentary. We may add that, when Maimonides is combating 
(More Nevoch. iii. 24) the illusion that God arbitrarily decrees 
punishments, there has been wrongly found in the dogmatic pro­
position adduced by him, "non est mors sine peccato, neque casti­
gatio sine iniquitate," the reverse of the above doctrine (see 
especially Fritzscbe, p. 294). The latter is on the contrary 
presupposed by it. 

REMARK 2. That Adam was e1·eated immortal, our passage does 
not affirm, and 1 Cor. xv. 4 7 contains the opposite. But not as 
if .Paul had conceived the first man as by his nature sinful, and 
had represented to himself sin as a necessary natural quality of 
the tTapf (so anew Hausrath, neut. Zeitgesch. II. p. 470), but 
thus: if Adam had not sinned in consequence of his self­
determination of antagonism to God, he would have become 
immortal through eating of the tree of life in Paradise (Gen. 
iii 22). As he has sinned, however, the consequence thereof 
necessarily was death, not only for himself, seeing that he had 
to leave Paradise, but for all his posterity likewise.1 From this 
consequence, v.hich the sin of Adam had for all, it results, in 
virtue of the necessary causal connection primevally ordained by 
God between sin and death, by reasoning back ab effectu ad 
causam, that the fall of Adam was the collective fall of the 
entire race, in so far as in fact all forfeited Paradise and therewith 
iucurred death. - If e<f>' IP 7raVTE~ ijµapTOV be explained in the 
sense of individual actual sins, and at the same time the un­
tenableness of the explanation of Hofmann and Dietzsch be 
recognised, it becomes impossible by any expedients, such as 
that of Rothe, I. p. 314, ed. Schenkel, to harmonize the view in 
onr passage with that expressed in 1 Cor. xv. 47; but, if it be 
referred to the fall of .Adam, every semblance of contradiction 
vanishes. 

Ver. 13 f. Demonstration, that the death of all has its ground 
in the sin of Adam and the causal connection of that sin with 
death. This argument, conducted with great conciseness, sets 
out from the undoubted historical certainty (it is already 
sufficiently attested in Gen. iv.-vi.) that during the entire period 

1 Comp. Jul. Millier, dogmat. Abhandl. 1870, p. 89 f. Schultz, alttest. T/u;ul. 
I. 11. 39-i. 
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prior to the law (a.XP, voµov = niTO 'Aoaµ µeXPI Mwiio-ews, ver. 
14) there was sin in humanity; then further argues that the 
death of individuals, which yet has affected those also who have 
not like Adam sinned against a positive command, cannot be 
derived from that sin prior to the law, because in the non-exist­
ence of law there is no imputation ; and allows it to be thence 
inferred that consequently the death of all has been caused (e<J,' 
(p 7ravTes ;µapTov) by the sin of Adam (not by their individual 
sins). Paul however leaves this inference to the reader himself; 
he does not expressly declare it, but instead of doing so he says, 
returning to the comparison begun in ver. 12: os eo-T1 TViTOS' Tov 
µh,Ao11Tos-, for in that dtath-working operation of Adam's sin for 
all lay, in fact, the very ground of the typical relation to Christ. 
Chrysostom aptly says: e, -yap e{ aµapTlas- o eavaTOS' T;II pl{av 
€CT)(€, 110µ.ov 0€ OUK 01/TOS' ~ aµapTta OUK €AAOo/€LTal, iTWS' 0 eavaTOS' 
€KpC1.T€1 j 50ev oij\011 OTI OUK avT; ~ aµapTta ~ TqS' TOV voµov 
7rapa/3ao-ews, a\\' f.Kef 11>7 Tq~ TOV 'Aoaµ 7rapaKoqs-, aliT>] ~II ~ 

, '\ , K ' , • , , ,~ C ' ' ' iTal/Ta I\Vµa111oµE11>7. at TIS' >] TOIITOV a"/l'00€1~1S' j TO Kai 7rpo 
~' ' '0' '/3 '' ' "C. Tou 110µ.ov 7ravTas- a7ro ll"f/O-Keiv· e ao-11\evo-e -yap K.T.I\. ompare 

Oecurnenius. - a.XP, 110µ.ov] i.e. in the period previous to the 
giving of the law, comp. ver. 14; consequently not during the 
period of the law, Efws- 0 110µ.os- €KpaT€1,1 Theodoret; comp. 
Origen, Chrysostom, and Theodore of Mopsuestia. - e\\o-yei-rai] 
preserved nowhere else except in Boeckh, Inscript. I. p. 850 A, 
35, and Philem. 18 (text rec.), but undoubtedly meaning: is 
put to account (consequently equivalent to \o-y{teTai, iv. 4), 
namely, here, according to the context, for punishment, and that 
on the part of God; for in the whole connection the subject spoken 
of is the divine dealings in consequence of the fall. Hence we 
are neither to understand ab judice (Fritzsche), nor: by the pers01~ 
sinning; so Augustine, Arubrosiaster, Luther (" then one does 
not regard the sin") Melancthon (" non accusatur in nobis 
ipsis") Calvin, Beza and others, including Usteri, Riickert, J. 
Muller, Lipsius, Mangold, and Stolting (" there the sinner recog­
nises not his sin as guilt"), whereby a thought quite irrevelant to 
the argument is introduced. - µ; <>VTOS' 110µ011] without the 

1 As is well known, Peyrerius (Pratadamitae s. exercitat. exeg. in Rom. v. 12-14, 
l,rn~t. 1655) referred the POµou here to the la.w given to Ada.m in Paradise; anu 
found thus a proof for his Preadamitu, 
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existence of the law; 11&µ0~, as previously aXPt 11&µou, meaning the 
Mosaic law, and not any law generally (Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
and many others, including Hofmann), as aµarrria already points 
to the divine law. Comp. iv. 15. The proposition itself: "Sin 
is not imputed, if the law is absent," is set down as something 
universally conceded, as an axiom; therefore with repetition of 
the subject (in opposition to Hofmann, who on account of this 
repetition separates aµap-ria oe K.-r."J\. from the first half of the 
verse and attaches it to what follows), and with the verb in the 
present. The proposition itself, inserted as an intervening link 
in the argument with the metabatic oe, without requiring a 
preceding µe11, which Hofmann is wrong in missing (see 
Dietzsch and Ki.ihner, II. 2, p. 814), has its truth as well as its 
more precise application in the fact, that in the absence of law 
the action, which in and by itself is unlawful, is no trans­
gression of the law (iv. 15), and cannot therefore be brought into 
account as such. That Paul regarded the matter in this light, 
and had not, as Hofmann thinks, sinning generally, " as it was 
one and the same thing in the case of all," in view apart from the 
sins of individuals, is plain also from Kai J,r1 -rov~ µ~ a.µapT. J,r1 
Tip oµotwµaTL -rij~ ,rapa/3a<T. 'Aoaµ, in ver. 14. His thought is: 
If the death of men after Adam had been caused by their own 
sin, then in the case of all those, who have died during the period 
from Adam till the law, the sin which they have committed 
must have been already reckoned to them as transgression of the 
law, just as Adam's sin was the transgression of the positive 
divine command, and as such brought upon him death; but this 
is inconceivable, because the law was not in existence. In this 
Paul leaves out of consideration the Noachian commands (Gen. 
ix.), as well as oiher declarations of God as to His will given 
before the law, and likewise individual punitive judgments, such 
as in the case of Sodom, just because he has only ihe strict 
idea of real and formal legislation before his mind, and this 
suggests to him simply the great epochs of the Paradisaic and 
Sinaitic legislations. A view, which does not subvert the truth 
of his demonstration, because mankind in general were without 
law from Adam until Moses, the natural law, because not given 
positively, remaining out of the account; it makes the act at 
variance with it appear as sin (aµap-ria), but not as 1rapa.{:Ja<T" 
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voµov, which as such eXXoyei..-ai. - Ver. 14. aXX'] at, yet, although 
sin is not put to account in the absence of the law. It intro­
ducE:s au apparently contradictory phenomenon, confronting 
the aµapTla OVK eXXoyerrat K.T.X.; one, however, which just 
proves that men have died, not through their own special sin, 
but through the sin of Adam, which was put to their account. 
e,Bm,-[Xeva-ev] prefixed with emphasis: death has not perchance 
been powerless, no, it has reigned, i. e. has exercised its power 
which deprives of life (comp. vv. 17-21). Hofmann (comp. also 
Holsten, Aberle, and Dietzsch) finds in the emphatic e,Baa-. the 
absolute and abiding dominion, which death bas exercised inde­
pendently of the imputr.tion of sins (aXXa being taken as the 
simple but), "just as a king, one by virtue of his personal 
position once and for all entitled to do so, exercises dominion 
over those who, in virtue of their belonging to his domain, are 
from the outset subject to him." But no reader could educe this 
qualitative definite sense of the ,8aa-1Xeue1v, with the highly 
essential characteristic elements ascribed to it, from the mere 
verb itself; nor could it be gathered from the position of the 
word at the head of the sentence ; on the contrary, it must 
unquestionably have been expressed (by ETvpaweva-ev possibly, 
or TvpawtKw~ i,8a<TlXeva-ev) seeing that the subsequent Kal (even 
over those, etc.) does not indicate a mode of the power of the 
(personified) death, but ouly appends the fact of its dominion 
being without exception. - µexpi Mwila-.] equivalent to axpi 
voµov in ver. 13. A distinction of sense between µexpi and 
a:xpi is (contrary to the opinion of Tittmann, Synon. p. 33 f.) 
purely fanciful See Fritzsche, p. 308 ff. and van Hengel in loc. 
- Ka£ €71'£ TOl/~ µh aµapT~<TavTa~ K.T.A,] even over those l who 
have not sinned like Adam, that is, have not like him trans­
gressed a positive divine command. Even these it did not 
spare. It is erroneous with Chrysostom (but not Theodoret 
and Theophylact) to connect €71'£ Tip oµotwµaTt K,T,A, with 
i,Baa-l>... So Finckh again does, following Castalio and Bengel : 
"quia illorum eadem atque Adami transgredientis ratio fuit .... 
i. e. propter reatum ab Adamo contractum." Erroneous for this 
reason, that Paul, apart from the little children or those other-

1 {3a.u,Xev<1v v;ith brl is a Hebraism (~lo')· Compare Luke i. 33, x.ix. 14 ; 1 
l3a.m. viii 9, 11 ; 1 Mace. L 16. 
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wise incapable of having sin imputed, whom however he must 
have indicated more precisely, could not conceive at all (iii. 23) 
of persons who ha<l not sinned (µ~ aµaprl,a-avre, without any 
modal addition more precisely defining it), and a limitation 
mentally siipplied (sine lege peccarunt, Bengel) is purely fanciful. 
The Ka{, even, refers to the fact that in the period extenrling 
from Adam till Moses, excluding the latter, positively given 
divine commands were certainly transgressed by individuals to 
whom they were given, but it was not these menly who died (as 
must have been the case, had death been brought on by their 
own particular sins); it was also those,1 who etc. Their sin was 
not €71"£ T'f' oµoiwµ. Tij,; 1rapa/3. 'Aoa.µ (e1rt used of th!;l form, in 
which anything occurs, see Bernhardy, p. 250); they did not sin 
in such a way, that their action was of like shape icith the trans­
gression of Adam, "quia non habebant ut ille revclatam certo 
oraculo Dei voluntatem," Calvin. For other definitions of the 
sense see Fritzsche, p. 316, and Reiche, Commentar. ci·it. I. p. 
45 ff. Reiche himself explains it of those who have trans­
gressed no command e:i.,'Pressly threatening death. So also Tho­
luck. But this peculiar limitation is not suggested by t.he 
context, in which, on the contrary, it is merely the previous 
µ~ tvTo, voµou which supplies a standard for determining the 
sense of the similarity. .According to Hofmann Kat e;r, Tou, 

down to 'Aoaµ is meant to be one and the same with the pre­
vious a1ro Aoa.µ µlxpi Mwiia-lw,, inasmuch as a transgression 
similar to that of Adam could only then have occurred, "when 
God placed a people in the sam.e position in which Adain found 
himself, when he received a divine command on the observance or 
transgression of which his life or death depended. This miscon­
ception, springing from the erroneous interpretation of eq/ cp 
1ra11T1:, ;1µapTov, is already excluded by Kal,2 as well as, pursuant 
to the tenor of thought, by the fact that in the pre-legal perio<l 
in question all those, who transgressed a command divinely given 

1 Consequently the two classes, formed by Pnul, ore not to be so distingnishe,l 
that the one shall embrace men before Noah, nnd the other the Noachian race 
(,·an Hengel). Both classes are included in the v,hole period from Adam till Moses. 

• Which necessarily assumes 11 clnss of sinners in the pre-lrgal period, whose 
sin was homogeneous with that of Adam. 'l'his also, in opposition to l\[anf:;old, 
p. 121, 1md Dietzsch, p. 98; according to whose and Hofmann's definition of the 
sense, Pnnl ought either to hn'l"e omitted the Ka.I alto~ether, or to have inserted it 
Lefore C:.ir~ '.Aoci.µ.. 

L n 
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to them by way of revelation, sinned like Adam. Their sin hnd 
thereby the same moral form as the act of Adam; but not only 
had they to die, but also (Kai) those who had not been in that 
condition of sinning. Death reigned over the latter also.-The 
genitive with 0µ01wµ. is not that of the subject (Hofmann), but of 
the object, as in i. 23, vi. 5, viii. 3 ; the sins meant are not so 
conceived of, that the 7rapa/3arT1i; of Adam is homogeneously 
repeated in them, but so that they are, as to their specific nature, 
of similar fashion with it, and consequently belong to the same 
ethical category. They have morally just the same character. .As 
to oµotwµa see 011 i. 23. -;Ji; ErTTL TU7r0', TOV µEAAOVTO~] who­
to educe now from vv. 13 14 the result introduced in ver. 12, and 
so to return to the comparison there begun-is type of the futnre 
(Adam). Theophylact correctly paraphrases: ws- 'Y~P o 7raAmos-

'A~' ' ' J:O' ' ' ~ ' ' ' (b b • oaµ r.aVTaS' U7T'OOLKOUS' £7r0L'lrTE Tip OLKEllp 7rTatrTµaTt y rmg-
• tl dth)' ' ' '' 'X ' mg upon 1em ea , KatTOL µ,, '1T'TatrTaVTaS', OUTWS' 0 ptrTTOS' 
·~ , , , ' J:' , "c , C EOLKatWrTE 7rQIITaS', KatTOl µ,, OLKatWrTEWS' a~ta 7T'OlrJrTaVTa',. om-
pare 1 Cor. xv. 45. Koppe, following Bengel, takes µ€AA. as 
neuter (of that, which should one day take place), and ;J~ for ;J, 
This agreement of the relative with the following substantive 
would perhaps be grammatically tenable (Hermann, ad Viger. 
p. 708; Heind. ad Phaedr. p. 279), but seeing that 'Aoaµ imme­
diately precedes it, and that the idea of Christ being o lrTxa-ros­
'Aoaµ is a Pauline idea (1 Uor. l:c.), it is quite unjustifiable to 
depart from the reference of the ;Ji; to Adam; and equally so to 
deny to the µJAAwv its supplement from the immediately pre­
ceding 'Aoaµ, and to take it as " the man of the future" (Hof­
mann), which would nevertheless yield in substance the same 
rneaning.-Tu7ros-] type, so that the µEAAwv is the anti-type (1 Pet. 
iii. 21). The type is always something historical (a person, thing, 
saying), which is destined, in accordance with the divine plan, 
to prefigure something corresponding to it in the future,-in 
the connected scheme of sacred historical teleology, which is 
to be discerned from the standpoint of the antitype. Typical 
historical parallels between Adam and the Messiah (so that the 
latter is even expressly termed the last Adam) are found also 
in R.a.bbinical authors (e.g. Neve Schalom f. 160, 2: "Quemad­
modum homo primus fnit primus in peccato, sic Messias erit 
ultimus ad auferendnm peccatum penitus ;" Nei•e Sclialom 9, 9: 
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Adam us postremus est 1\fessias "), and are based in tliem on the 
doctrine of the a7roKaTacrTacr1s- 71"a11Tw11. Compare the passages 
in Eisenmenger, entdeclct. Judenth. II. p. 819, 823 ff. Paul based 
this typology of his on the atoning work of Christ and its results, 
as the whole discussion shows; hence in his present view Christ 
as the µD,Xw11 'Aoaµ is not still to come, but is already historical. 
Comp. Chrysostom; also Theodore of l\fopsuestia: wcrr.ep o,' 
'' (Ad) - ' ' ' ~ '' " ~, ' fKfLIIOV am TWJ/ XELPOIIWII 1'J 7rapooos- f'}'EJ/fTO, OVTW Ota TOVTOV 

T~S' TWII KpEtTTOIIWII Cl71"0AaU<TfWS' T~I/ a<popµ;v Joefaµe0a. For 
this reason however o µeXXwv may not, with Fritzsche and de 
W ette, be referred to the last coming of Christ; but must b~ 
dated from the time of Adam, in so far, namely, as in looking 
back to the historical appearance of Adam, Christ, as· its anti­
type, is the future Adam ( comp. o Jpxoµevos-). 

REMARK 1. Those who refer J<p' cp 71"ctllT€S' ;µapT011 to the pro­
per sins of individuals, or even to the principle of the aµapTta 
dwelling in them, ought not to find, as Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Umhreit, and Baur still do, the proof for the 71"ctllTfS' ;µapT011 in 
ver. 13 f.; for how in the connection of the passage could a1?,y 
proof for the universality of sin be still required 1 Certainly jnst 
as little as iu particular for the fact, that, with death already 
existing in the world (Dietzsch), all individuals have sinned. 
Consistently with that reference of the J<t>' (p 71". ;µapT011 there 
must rather have been read from ver. 13 f. the proof for this, 
that the death of all results from the proper sins of all. But 
how variously has this demonstration been evolved! Either: 
although sin has not until Moses been imputable according to posi­
tive law, yet each one has brought death 11pon hirnself by his sin 
(ver. 14), which proves the relative irnpatation thereof So de 
\Vette. Or: althoiigh sin, which even from Adam till Moses was 
not lacl.:ing, be not imputed liy a human judge in the absence of 
positive law, yet the reign of death (ver. 14) shows that God has 
imputed the pre-lfosaic sins. So Fritzsche. Or· in order to show 
" in Adamo causmn quaerendam esse, cu1· hominum peccata mors 
secuta sit," Paul declares that death has reigned over all from 
Adam till Moses, whether they sinned like Adam or differently. 
So van Hengel; comp. also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 264. Or: not 
even in the period from Adam till lifoses was sin absent; but the 
clear proof to the contrary is the dominion of death in this period. 
So Baur, and with a substantially similar view of the mode of 
inference ab effectu ad causam,1 Rothe also. But however it may 

1 According to the correlation of the ideas sin anJ death, comp. Baur, nt ut. 
Tlteol. p. 138. 
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be turned, the probative element has first of all to be read into 
the passage; an<l even then the alleged proof (ver. 14) would 
only be a reasoning backwards from the historical phenomenon m 
ver. 14 to the cause asserted by eq,' (p 71". ;µapT., and consequently a 
mere clumsy argument in a circle, which again assumes the 
assertion to be proved-id quod erat demonstran<lnm-in the 
phenomenon brought forward in ver. 14; and moreoYer utterly 
breaks down through the proposition that sin is not imputed in 
the absence of law. Ewald, in his former view (Jahrb. II.) 
i-ightly deduces from ver. 14: conseq_itently it only appears the 
mo1·e certain, that death propagated itself to the11i only by means of 
Ada1n's," but attributes to this inference, consistently with his 
view of e<f:,' (p 71". 17µ., the sense: " that they all sinned unto death 
just in the sa1ne way as, und because, Adam had sinned unto it." 
In his later view (Sendschr. d. Ap. P.) he supposes that in connec­
tion with erp' (p 1ra11Te~ ;µapTov the possible doubt may have arisen, 
u·hether it was so certain that death had come upon those oldest men 
fromAdam till ~Moses in consequence of their sins? which doubt Paul 
properly answers in ver. 13 f., thereby all the more corroborating 
the truth. But the emergence of a doubt is indicated by nothing­
in the text; and that doubt indeed would have been dissipated 
by the very fact that those men were dead, which does not prove 
however that they died on account of thefr sins. Thus also the 
matter would amount to a reasoning in a circle. According to 
Tholuck the argument is: that death has passecl ipon all through 
the disposition to death (?) introduced in Adam, ancl not through 
their own sins, is plain from the fact, that pre-Afosaic sin, though 
not positi1:ely threatened W'ith death, as in the case of Adam ancl 
in the law, was nevertheless placed imder its dominion." Only thus, 
he l10lds, is the logi(;al relation between the clauses apparent. In 
general this is right; but by this very circumstance Tholuck just 
attests the correctness of our explanation of if µapTov, namely, 
tliat it is not meant of individual sin. The caution which he 
inserts against this inference, namely, that Paul regards the 
actual sins " only as the relatively free manifestations of the 
hereditary sinful substance," is of no avail, seeing tl1at they re­
main always acts of individual freeclom, even though the latter 
be only relative, while the argument in our passage is such tha~ 
the individual's own sins, as cau:,e of death, are r.xcluded. Ernest1 
joins a.µapTta &e K.T.A. with €<p' 0 K.-t.\.: "sinee indeed all have 
sinned, bnt sin is not placed to account," etc. The a:xpi .. • • 
KoG"µcp, standing in the way, he encloses in a parenthesis. D_1_1_t 
why this parenthesis? The 7ra11TE~ ~µapTov, in the sense of 1~1. 

2?., needed no proof; and it could not occur to any one to clate_srn 
only from the epoch of the law. The a.XPt ... . KDG"µcp acqmres 
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its pertinent significance when, as an essential element in the 
syllogistic deduction, it is closely united with the axiom aµapT1a 
Of ovK iXXoy. K,T.A. attached to it, and is not set aside in a 
parenthesis as if it might equally well have been omitted. Ac­
cording to Holsten the argument turns on the fact that objective 
sin entered the world through Adam, and death along with it; 
thus death has passed upon all because all were sinners (in the 
objective sense)-a diffusion by means of one over the whole, 
which is illustrated by the thought that, while sin was in the 
world until the law, this sin could not, in the absence of law, be 
imputed as sub:jective guilt; but death became ruler, in accordance 
with the objective divine lA.w of the universe, with a tyrannical 
power not conditioned by the subjects of its rule, even over those 
who were indeed (objectively) sinners, but not (sub:jectively) tra.ns­
gressors like Adam. Holsten has certainly in this way avoided 
the error of making universal death conditioned by the subjec­
tive sin of the individuals ; but he has done so by means of a 
distinction between objective and subjective sins, which is so far 
from being suggested by the text, that it was just through Adam 
that the 81.tbjective sin, joined with the consciousness of guilt, 
entered the world, and therefore the divine action, in decreeing 
death upon sin, could not be conceived as indifferent to the sub­
jectivity. Hofmann-who sees in a:xpi .... Kocrµcp a [very un­
necessary] ground assigned for the i<J:,' (p ,r, ~µapTov, upon which 
there follows in aµapT1a Of K.T.A, a declaration regarding death in 
the pre-legal period, according to which this could not have been 
caused by the sinning of that period, seeing that on the contrary 
the latter took place when death was already present-confuses 
the entire exposition of the pA.ssage, and by his artificial reuder­
ing of i<t,' (p ,raJ1T€S' ~µapTov makes the understanding of it irn­
possible. In general the entire history of the interpretation of 
our passage shows that when once the old ecclesiastical explana­
tion of i<t,' (p (this however taken as propterea quod) ,ra11T€S' 

~µapTov is regarded as the Charybdis to be shunned at all hazards, 
the falling into the Scylla becomes unavoidable. Even Klopper, 
in attributing to ,ra11T€S' ~µapTov the underlying thought that 
Adam's sin penetrated to all, and Dietzsch, by his simplifying 
and modification of Hofmann's exposition, have not escaped this 
danger. 

REMARK 2. Since Paul shows from the absence of imputation 
(iXXoy€iTat) in the absence of law, that the death of men after 
Adam cannot have been occasioned by their own individual sins, 
but only by Adam's, in which all were partakers in virtue of 
their connection with him as their progenitor, he must have con­
ceived that Adam's sin brought death not merely to himself but 
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also at tlie same time to all by way of iniputation; and therefore 
the imputatio peccati Ada1nitici in reference to the death, to which 
all are subjected, certainly results from our passage as a Pauline 
doctrine. But as to 01'iginal sin (not however as to its condem­
nableness in itself), the testimony of our passage is only indirect, 
in so far, namely, as the eq,' (p 1ra11TE~ ~µ.apTov, according to its 
proper explanation and confirmation in ver. 13 f., necessarily 
presupposes in respect to Adam's posterity the habitual want 
of justitia originalis a11d the possession of concupiscence. 

REMARK 3. The view of Julius Mi.iller as to an original estate 
and original fall of man in an extra-temporal sphere ( comp. the 
monstrous opinion of Benecke, p. 109 ff., and in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1832, p. 616 ff.) cannot be reconciled with our passage and 
its reference to Gen. iii.1 See Ernesti, p. 247 ff., and among 
dogmatic theologians, especially Philippi, III. p. 92 ff.; and 
(against Schelling and Steffens) Martensen, § 93, p. 202 ff. ed. 2. 

Ver. 15. But not as is the trespass, so also is the gift of grace. 
Although Adam and Christ as the heads of the old and new 
humanity are typical parallels, how different nevertheless are 
the two facts, by which the former and the latter stand to one 
another in the relation of type and ant.itype ( on the one side the 
r.apa.7iTWµ.a, on the other the xap10-µ.a)-different, namely (El 
-yap K. T.X. ), by the opposite effects 2 issuing from those two facts, 
on which that typical character is based. The question is not 
as to the different measure of efficacious power, for this extends 
alike in both cases from one to all; but as to tlie different 
specific kind of effect; there death, here the rich grace of God 
-the latter the more undoubted and certain ( 1ro"71."71.ip µ.a."71."71.ov), as 
corning after that deadly effect, which the 1rapa.1rTwµ.a had. "For 
if (El' purely hypothetical) th1·ough the trespass of one the many 
died, much more has the grace of God and the g?jt by grace oj 
the one man Jesus Christ become abundant to the many." On 
TO 1rapu.1rTwµa comp. ,visd. x. 1. The contrast is TO xapta-µa, 

the work of grace, i.e. the atoning and justifying act of the 
divine grace in Christ, 3 comp. ver. 17 ff: - oi 1ro"71."71.ol] the riiany, 

1 Nor with the N. T. generally, which teaches an extra-temporal mode of exist­
ence only in the case of Christ. The extrn-temporal condition o.nd fall supposed 
by Miillcr are not only outside of Scripture, hut at variance with it. 

2 This contrast forbius the taking tiXX' ovK ..•• -x_dp,~µ.a. interrogatively 
(Mehring and earlier expositors), and so getting rid of the negation. 

a The unhappy and happy consequences respectively of the 1rapd:1rrwµ.a. nnd the 
-x_&.p,~µ.a. are not inclucled in these conceptions themselves (in opposition to 
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namely, according to ver. 12 (comp. ver. 18), the collective pos­
terity of Adam. It is in substance certainly identical with 
7ra11Tes-, to which Mehring reverts; but the contrast to the eis­
becomes more palpable and stronger by the designation of the 
collective mass as ol. -rro'A'AoL Grotius erroneously says: "/ere 
omnes, excepto Enocho," which is against vv. 12, 18. Such a 
unique, miraculous exception is not taken into consideration 
at all in this mode of looking at humanity as such on a 
great scale. Erroneous also is the view of Dietzsch, following 
Beck, that oi -rro'A'Aol and then Tovs- -rro'A'Aovs- cli vide mankind 
into two classes, of which the one continues in Adamite cor­
ruption (?) while the other is in Christ raised abov~ sin and 
death. This theory breaks down even on the historical aorist 
a-rre0a11011 and its, according to ver. 12, necessary reference to 
the physical death which was given with Adam's death-bringing 
fall for all, so that they collectively (including also the subsequent 
believers) became liable to death through this -rrapa-rrTwµa. See 
on ver. 12. It is moreover clear from our passage that for the 
explanation of the death of men Paul did not regard their 
individual sin as the causa efficiens, or even as merely medians; 
and it is a meaning gratuitously introduced, when it is explained: 
'' the many sinned ancl found death, like the one Adam," (Ewald, 
Jah?-b. II., van Hengel and others). - -rro'A'Ari, µa'A'A.011] as in ver. 
9, of the logical plus, i.e. of the degree of the evidence as 
enhanced through the contents of the protasis, mitlto potius. 
"If Adam's fall has had so bacl an universal consequence, much 
less can it be doubted that," etc. For God far rather allows His 
goodness to prevail than His severity; this is the presupposi­
tion on which the conclusion rests. Chrysostom has correctly 
interpreted 71". µa'A'A. in the logical sense ( -rro'A'Aip '}'ap TouTo 
eu'AoywTepo11), as does also Theodoret, and recently Fritzsche, 
Philippi, Tholuck (who however takes in the quantitative plus 
as well), van Hengel, Mangold, and Kli:ipper. The q_itantitative 
view (Theophylact: ou ToCTouTov µovov, <p'f/CT111, w<f>e'A.,,CTev o 
Dietzsch). Nor is 'll'apd:trTwµ.a. to be so distinguished from 'll'apd{Jauu, that the 
former connotes the unhappy ccmseguences (Grotius, Dietzsch). On the contrary, 
the expressions are popular synonyms, only according to different fiaures, like 
fall (not falling au:ay) nnd trespass. Comp. on 'll'apd'll'T, Ez. xiv, 13, xv. 8, 
xviii. 24, 26, iii. 20; Rom. iv. 25, xi. 11; 2 Cor. v. 19; Gal. vi. 1; Eph. ii. 
l et al, 
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Xpt<T'TO~, i<Tov :(3>..a,f,Ev o 'Aoaµ; also Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, 
Calovius and others ; and in mouern times Rlickert, Reiche, 
Ki:illner, Rothe, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, Hofmann, 
and Dietzsch) is opposed to the analogy of vv. 1 7, 18 ; and has 
also against it the consideration, that the measure of pimishment 
of the 1rapa1r-rwµa (viz. the death of all) was already quantitatively 
the greatest possible, was absolute, and therefore the measure of 
the gi-acc, while just as absolute (Efr -rou~ 1roXXou~), is not greater 
still than that measure of punishment, but only stands out 
against the dark background of the latter all the more evi­
dently in its rich fulness. 1 - ~ xapt~ 'T. 0Eou K. ~ owpEa] the 
former, the gi-ace of God, richly turned towards the many, is the 
principle of the latter(~ owpEa = 'TO xapt<Tµa in ver. 15, the gift 
of justification). The owpEa is to be understood Ka-r' efoxi1v, 

without supplying -roii 0Eou; but the discourse keeps apart with 
solemn emphasis what is cause and what is effect. - ev xapt-rt 

.... Xpt<T-rou is not with many expositors (including Rothe, 
Tholuck, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, Mehring, Hofmann, and 
Dietzsch) to be joined with ~ owpEa (the gift, which is procured 
through the grace of Christ), but with Fritzsche, Rlickert, Ewald, 
van Hengel, and others, to be connected with e1rEpi<T<TEU<TE (has 
become abundant through the grace of Christ)-a construction 
which is decisively supported, not indeed by the absence of the 
article, since ~ owpEa €1' xapt'Tl might be conjoined so as to form 
one idea, but by the reason, that only with this connection the 
-rrp .... 1rapa1r-rwµa-rt in the protasis has its necessary, strictly 
correspondent, correlative in the apodosis. The divine grace and 
the gift have abounded to the many through the grace of Christ, Just 

1 The way would have been logic1tlly prepared for the quantitative plus by the 
hypothetical protasis only in the event of that which was predicated being in the 
two cl.,uses of a similar (not opposite) kind; in the event therefore of its having 
been possible to affirm a Halutariness of the 11'apd:rrn,,µ.a. in the protasis. Comp. 
xi. 12; 2 Cor. iii. 9, 11; Heb. ix. 13 f., xii. 9, 25. The main objection which 
Dietzsch (following Rothe) raises against the interpretation of the logical plus, on the 
ground that we have here two hutorical realities before us, is by no means teno bk 
For even in the case of two facts which have taken place, the one mny be corro• 
borated and inferred from the other, namely, as respects its certainty and necessity. 
If the one has taken place, it is by so much the more evident that the other also !ins 
taken place. The historical reality of the one leaves nil the less room for doubt 
as to that of the other. The second does not in this case require to be something 
still future, especially if it be an occurre11ce, which does not fall within the 
r .ingc of scnsitous perception. 
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113 the many died through the fall of Adam. Tlrn xJp,s 'I 11o-ou 
Xp10-Tou is-as the genitive-relation naturally suggest~ of itself, 
and as is rendered obviously certain by the analogy of~ xap1s T. 

0eou-the grace of Jesus Christ, in virtue of which He found 
Himself moved to accomplish the D...ao-T~pwv, in accordance 
with the Father's decree, and thereby to procure for men the 
divine grace and the owpea. It is not therefore the favour in 
which Christ stood with God (Luther, 1545); nor the grace of God 
received in the fellowship of Christ (van Hengel); nor is it the 
steadily continued, earthly and heavenly, redeeming efficacy of 
CMist's grace (Rothe, Dietzsch). Comp. Acts xv. 11, 2 Cor. 
viii 9 ; Gal. i. 6 ; Tit. iii. 6 ; 2 Cor. xii. 8, xiii. 13. The 
designation of Christ: TOU €VOS' av0pw7rOU 'I. x., is occasioned by 
the contrast with the one man Adam. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 21; 
1 Tim. ii. 5. To describe the divine glory of this One man (Col. 
i. 19) did not fall within the Apostle's present purpose; but it 
was known to the reader, and is presupposed in His xap1s 
(John i. 64). -Tii Tou] "articuli nervosissimV Bengd. - ei's 
Tous 7ro\Xo11s] belongs to E7replo-O". The 7roXXoi are likewise 
here, just as previously, all mankind (comp. 7raVTas- a.v0pw7rOUS', 
ver. 18). To this multitude has the grace of God, etc., been 
plentifully irnparted (eis T- 7r. e7ieplO"c;euo-e, comp. 2 Uor. i. 5), 
namely, from the objective point of view, in so far as Christ's act 
of redemption has acquired for all the divine grace Etnd gift., 
although the subjective reception of it is conditioned by faith. 
See on ver. 18. The expression E7replO"o-wO"e (he does not say 
merely EylvETo, or some such word) is the echo of his own 
blessed experience. 

Ver. 16. Continuation of the difference between the gift of 
grace and the consequence of the fall, and that with refer­
ence to the causal origination on either side in a numerical 
aspect.1 - And not as through one, who has sinned, so is the gift, 
i. e. it is not so in its case-the state of the case there is the very 
reverse-as if it were occasioned oi' evar aµapT~O". (like death 

1 Dietzsch takes it di!Terently, finding the progress of the argument iu this, 
that ot the end a stale of life adequate lo the divine law nJRy be established. This 
,·iew however rests on an erroneous exposition of ~m,lwµa. (see below), ond 

6,:,nerally ou an erroneous mixing up of snnctificntion with justification-nn 
intermingling to be nvoided throughout the entire train of thought iu our 
passnge; comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgenfelu's Zcitschr. 187::?, p. 167. 
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tlirough Adam). The at' evoS' aµapT1ia-. indicates the unity of 
the person and of tbe accomplished sinful act; comp. Stolting. 
Beyond the simple ea-Tl after owpriµa nothing is to be supplied 
(so also Mangold), because the words without supplement are 
quite in accordance with the Greek use of ws- (Bcrnhardy, p. 352, 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Sympos. p. 179 E), and yield an appropriate 
sense, whereas none of the supplements that have been attempted 
are suggested by the context. It has been proposed, e.g. after 
aµapT. to supply 0avaTOS' £is-~t..0€11 (Grotius, Estius, Koppe), or 
TO Kpiµa or KaTaKptµa (Bengel, Klee, Reiche, Kollner; or after 
ws-: To (Beza), which is indeed impossible, but is nevertheless 
resorted to even by de W ette : " and not like that which originated 
throiigh one that sinned, so is the gift," and Tholuck : " the gift 
has a different character from that which has come through, the 
one 1nan sinning." Comp. Philippi, who like Ri.ic.kert and 
Dietzsch supplies merely eye11€TO after aµapT. (and then after 
owp. : ea-Ti'),-which however still yields no complete sentence, 
since the eye11€TO is without a subject. The correct view in 
substance is taken by Rothe, Ewald, and van Hengel; while 
Fritzsche still calls in the aid of a supplement after aµapT. ( To 
1rapaT&TWµa eye11€TO) ; and Hofmann even wishes mentally to 
supply to rn1 .... owpriµa from what precedes, to which it is 
attached, £is- -.ous- 1ro\\ous- e1r£pla-a-wa-£11 as predicate ;1 whereas 
:\fohring puts his rendering, which erroneously makes it a 
question (comp. on ver. 15), in this form: "And ought not the 
gift to be, as it was throngh one that sinned?" -To µ£11 yap 
Kpiµa K.-..\.] sc. ea-TI; explanation of the point of difference 
previously specified : l!'or the }uclicial sentence redounds from a 
single one to a sentence of condemnation, but the gift of grace from 
many trespasses to a sentence of }usti.fication. - -.o Kpiµa] quite 
general: the sentence which, God p1·onounces as fudge; comp. 1 
Car. vi 7. For tke kind of sentence, which this shall prove to be 
in the concrete result, is indicated only by the following £iS' 
KaTaKptµa. The explanation which refers it to the divine 

1 It would run thus : " The gift has not so accrued abundantly to the many 
and passed over to them, as was the case when such a bestowal ensued through one 
that sinned." This supplement is already guarded against by the fact that K. 

o,ix down to awp11µ.a. is the obvious parallel of oux ws T. 1ra.pa1rT. down to xd.p,,;µ.a, 
and hence, like the latter, may not be supplemented further tluin by iuTI. Any 
o,l.~1 course is arbitrary and artificial. 
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announcemtnt contained in Gen. ii. 17 (Fritzsc11e, Dietzsch) is 
erroueous, because the latter is a threat, and not a Kp'iµa ; ancl 
because the act of Adam must have already preceded the Kp'iµa. 
Others understand by it the sentence of '[YUnishment pronounceu 
against Adam, which has become a sentence of punishment (sen­
tence of death) against his posterity (KaTaxpiµa) (Reiche, Riickert, 
Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, de Wet.te,Maier, Hofmann); 
but wrongly, because they thus neglect the pointed interchange of 
Kp'iµa and KaTa.Kp1µa, and in ei~ KaTa.Kptµa place 'the stress on 
the condemned subject, which however is not even mentioned. 
Linguistically erroneous is the view of Beza, Calixtus, Wolf, and 
others, that T. Kpiµa is the guilt. Nor does it mean t~e state of 
being finally adjudged (Stolting). Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, and 
van Hengel hold the right view; while Rothe, with unnecessary 
refining and gratuitous importation, takes To µev and To 8e by 
themselves as subject, Kp'iµa and xa.pu,µa as predicates (" the 
one effect is a righteous judgment .... the other on the contrary 
a gift"). Dietzsch still more breaks up the sentence, making 
Kp'iµa and xapurµa appositions, the former to TO µev, and the 
latter to To 8e. - i[ £vo~] has, like EK -rro'A.'A.wv -rrapa-rrT. after­
wards, the chief emphasis; Evo~ is masculine on account of the 
previous 81' £vo~ a.µapT1jr;,, not neuter (-rrapa-rrTwµaTo~), as Rothe, 
Mehring, Dietzsch, Stolting and others think. This masculine 
however does not necessitate our taking -rro'A.'A.wv also as masculine 
(Hofmann), which would in itself be allowable (comp. on 2 Cor. 
i. 11), but is here opposed by the consideration that Paul would 
have expressed the personal contrast to if £vo~ more symmetri­
cally and thoughtfully by the bare EK -rroXXwv. The Vnlgate 
gives the right sense: "ex mnltis delictis." - if] points to the 
moti\·e cause, producing the event from itself: forth from one; 
see Kuhner, II. 1, p. 399. Just in the same way the second EK. -­
efr KaTa.Kptµa] sc. ErTTt, as in the first half of the verse,1 "ut una 
cum praesentibus praeterita tamquam eadem in tabella reprae-

1 In consequence of the way in which Hofmann has supplemented the first half 
of the verse, we should now take, in the one instance, i~ i,os ,ls KaTdKptµa ,ls Tous 

11"oll.ll.ous i1T<pl<11r,uu,v 11s pre,licnte to TO Kp<µa; and in the other inst11nce, iK 

11"oll.ll.wv 11"apa11"Twµd.Tw• ,Is 6,Kalwµa Eis Tous 1Tol\.l\.ous i1r,pluu,u<1EV as predi­
cate to TO xci.p,uµa,-notwithstamling th11t in Loth cases n definition with ,Is is 
already given by P1ml himself. How enigmntic11lly and misle11dingly he would 
have writt~n I 
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sentet," van Hengel. One was the cause (moving the divine 
righteousness) that the judgment of God presents itself in the 
result as a punitive judgment (namely, that on account of the 
sin of one all should die, ver. 12); rnany sins, on the other hand, 
were the cause (moving the divine compassion) that the gift of 
grace results in concreto as a judgment 0f justification. In the 
one case an nnity, in the other a niultiplicity, was the occasioning 
cause. In the second clause also, following the analogy of Kpiµa 

in the first, TO xapurµa is conceived of generally and abstractly; 
the xapurµa redounds in the concrete case Et'~ OtKalwµa, when 
God, namely, forgives the many sins and declares their subjects 
as righteous. OtKalwµa, which is not, with Dietzsch, to be un­
derstood in the sense of the right framing of l~fe throug-11 sancti­
fication of the Spirit-a view contrary to linguistic usage 
and the context-is here also (comp. i 32, ii. 26, viii. 4; Luke 
i 6; Heb. ix. 1, 10; Rev. xv. 4; frequently in LXX. and Apocr., 
see Schleusner, Thes. II. p. 167 f.), according to its literal signi­
fication, in itself nothing else than judicial dete1·mination, judicial 
sentence; but it is to be taken here in the Pauline sense of the 
divine oucawiiv, hence: the sentence defining righteousness, the ordi­
nance of God in which He completes the 01Kalw<Ttf a9 actus judi­
cialis, the opposite of KaTa.Kptµa. Condition of righteousness 
(Luther and others), "the actual status of being righteous" 
(Hofmann), would be represented by OtKat0<T11V'J; satisfaction of 
justice, compensation of justice (Rothe, Mehring following Calo­
vius, and Wolf), in accordance with which idea it may even 
designate punishment in classical usage (Plat. Legg. ix. p. 864 E), 
it might mean (Aristot. Eth. Nie. v. 7, 17: E7ravop0wµa Tou 

aoLK1iµaTof), but never does so in Biblical usage, to which this 
special definition of the sense is foreign. Paul could convey the 
sense declaration as righteous, verdict of justification, the more 
appropriately by OtKalwµa, since in Bar. ii. 17 the word is also 
substantially thus used (ow<TOV<TL oofav K. OtKalwµa Tip Kvpl,p, in 
Hades they shall not praise God and declare Him rigltteous). Com­
pare also 2 Sam. xix. 28; J er. xi 20; Prov. viii. 20 ; Rev. xv. 4, 
and xix. 8.1 The right view 1s to.ken by Fritzsche, Baumgarten-

1 Where Tel 31Ka1wµaTa Twv a:ylwv nre the divine 'l'erdicts of justification, which 
the saints have received. The pure byssus is their symbol. Compare Ewnld, 
Joh. Sehr. in Zoe. p. 330. Dtisterclieck understands it otherwise (righteouij acts). 
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Crusius, Krehl, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, van Hengel, Holsten, 
Klopper, and Pfleiderer; Ri.ickerl (also Maier) abides by means 
of justification, following merely the form of the word without 
empirical proof, while de Wette is undecided, and Stolting, 
without precedent from linguistic usage (comp. above Luther and 
Hofmann), understands the state of justification into which the 
state of grace (the xapurµa) has passed. These two conceptions 
however exclude any idea of succession, and are concurrent.­
The addition twij~ in D. Vulg. is a correct gloss; comp. ver. 18. 

Ver. 17. The To oe xapurµa £K 7rOAA. 7rapa1rT. Et~ 01rnlwµa, 
just asserted in contrast to the KaTaxp1µa proceeding from One, 
has now the seal of confirmation (yap) impressed on it through 
the triumphant certainty of the reign of life, which must be­
long to the recipients of the 01Kalwµa in the approaching com­
pletion of the kingdom through the One Jesus Christ all the more 
undoubtedly, since the r.apa1rTwµa of the One Adam brought 
death to reign. The effect of the second One (the Adam µe;\;\wv) 
in the direction of salvation cannot in fact remain behind the 
effect which proceeded from the first One in the direction of 
destruction. On this rests the evidence of the blissful assurance, 
which with r.oAA'!J µu.;\;\ov stands forth as it were from the 
gloom of the death previously described (comp. vv. 15, 9). The 
view that ver. 17 adduces the proof of the first half of ver. 16 
being really proved by its second half (Hofmann), is to be rejected 
for this very reason, that the demonstration in ver. lG is so full 
and clear in itself, especially after ver. 15, that there is no longer 
any necessity for receiving p1·oof of its probative power, and no 
reader could expect this. It is quite arbitrary in Ilothe, espe­
cially looking to the regular continuation by yap, to take ver. lG 
us a parenthesis, and to attach vcr. 17 to ver. 15. For other 
views of the connection see Dictzsch, who, in accordance with 
his own unsuitable rendering of OtKa{wµa, finds here the inner 
righteous condition of life verified by the final reign of life as its 
outward manifestation. - Ota TOU €VO\'] throitgh the niediv,m of 
the One, is added, although iv eve 1rapa1rTwµaTL had been already 
said (see the critical remarks), in order to prepare the way with 
due emphasis for the Ota TOU €VO~ 'l)]CTOU XptCTTOU of the apodosis. 
Comp. on 2 Cor. xii. 7. - 7rOAA'!J µu.;\;\ov] Here also, as in ver. 
15, the logicctl pl:us, the far greater certainty and evidence. - ol 
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:\aµ,8avovTes-] not those who believingly accept (Bengel, Rothe, 
van Hengel, and others), but simply the recipients. The present 
participle denotes the presence of the time of grace introduced 
by Christ, which stands in the middle between the former reign 
of death and the reign of life in the blissful future and deter­
mines the subjects of the latter; comp. ver. 11.-T~v 1rep1crcrelav] 
the abundant fulness (comp. ii. 4) of grace, referring to e1r£plcr­
creuCT€ in ver. 15. - TijS' xap. K. T. owp€aS'] distinguished, as in 
ver. 15. But the emphasis of the description, climactic in the 
enthusiasm of victory, lies in the first instance on xapt-ros-, and 
then, as it advances, on OtKatocruv11s-, in contrast to the former tragic 
r.apa,r-rwµa. - -rijs- OtKaLOcr.] is that, in which the owpea con­
sists. The whole characteristic description of the subjects by 
oi .... :\aµBavOVT€S' already implies the certainty with which one 
may reckon in the case of those, who are honoured to receive 
such abundance, on the final ,8aCTLA€U€LV ev twn through Christ. -
iv twii ,8acr1:\euCTovCT1] The word ,8aCT1A. itself, and more especially 
the future, renders it certain that the future Messianic twi7 
is here meant; in which, as the opposite of the 0ava-ros-, the 
pardoned and justified shall have the joint-dominion of the new 
world (viii. 21), the KA11povoµla and its oofa (viii. 17), under 
Christ the Head (1 Cor. iv. 8, vi. 2; 2 Tim. ii. 12), in whose final 
manifestation their life shall be gloriously manifested (Col. iii. 
3 f.). Observe, further, that in the apodosis Paul does not say 
~ tw17 ,8acrtA€UCT€L €7il TOIIS' ..•. :\aµ,8avov-ras- in accordance with 
the protasis, but appropriately, and in harmony with the active 
nature of the relation, i.e. of the future glorious liberty of the 
children of God, places the subjects actively in the foreground, 
and affirms of the1n the reigning in life.-The 'I11crou XptcrTou 
is added as if in triumph, in contradistinction to the unnamed 
but well-known ei'i', who occasioned the dominion of death. 
Finally, we should not fail to notice how in this passage the 
glance proceeds from the status gratiae (:\aµ(3avov-res-) Lackward 
to the status irae (e(3acrIXeucre), and forward to the status gloriae 
((3acr1Xeucroucrt). 

Ver. 18 f. Summary recapitulation of the whole parallel treated 
of from ver. 12 onwal'ds, so that the elements of likeness and 
unlikeness contained in it are now comprehended in one utter­
ance. r.uX:\oy[t€Tat ev-rau0a TO ,rav, Theodore of Morsuestia. 



CHAP, V. 18, 271 

The emergence of the apa ouv now ushering in the conclusion, as 
well as the corresponding relation of the contents of ver. 18 f. to 
the indication given by os- e<TTt TV7l"OS' Tou µt>..XoJJTos- in ver. 
14, carries us back to ver. 12; not merely to ver. Hi f. (de Wette, 
Fritzsche); or merely to vv. 15-17 (Hofmann, Dietzsch). The 
right view is taken by Philippi, Ewald, Holsten. - a.pa ouv] 
conclusive: accordingly then,1 in very frequent use by the Apostle 
(vii. 3, 25, viii. 12, ix. 16, 18, xiv. 12, 19; Gal vi. 10; Eph. ii. 
19 et al.), and that, contrary to the classical usage (Herm. ad 
Antig. 628, ad Viger. p. 823), at the beginning of the sentence. 
For the necessary (contrary to Mehring's view) completion of the 
two sentences, which are in the sharpest and briefest manner 
compressed as it were into a mere exclamation (Ewald), it is 
sufficient simply to supply: res cessit, it has come, a.7re(3~ (Winer, 
p. 546 [E. T. 734] ), or eyeJJ€TO (Grotius). See Buttmann's neid. 
Gr. p. a38. As it therefore has come to a sentence of condemnation 
for all men through One trespass, so also it has come to jiistification 
of life (which has for its consequence the possession of the future 
Messianic life, comp. ver. 21; John v. 28, 29) for all men through 
One jitstijying judgment. The supplying of TO Kpiµa eyeve-ro 
to the first, and TO xapurµa eye11€TO to the second half (so 
Fritzsche and Riickert), considering the opposite sense of the two 
subjects,renders the very compressed discourse somewhat singular. 
- 8,' Jvos- 81K.] through one judicial verdict (see on vv. 16, 19), 
namely, that which was pronounced by God on account of the 
obedience of Christ rendered through His death. In strict logic 
indeed the 81Kalwµa, which is properly the antithesis of KaTa­

Kp1µa (as in ver. 16), should not be opposed to 7rapcnrTwµa; but 
this incongruity of a lively interchange of conceptions is not un­
JJauline (comp. ver. 15). And it is thoroughly unwarranted to 
assign to o,rniwµa here also, as in ver. 16, significations which 
it has not; such as actual status of being righteoiis (Hofmann, 
Sti:ilting), fulfilment of right (Philippi, Mangold), making amends 
(Rothe), r1:ghtcous deed (Holsten), 1·ighteous life-condition of Christ 
(Dietzsch), with which a new humanity begins, act of justifica­
tion (Tholuck), virtuousness (Baumgarten-Crusius), obedience (de 

1 "Apa., "nd internnm potius causam spectat," oil•, "magis ad externam," 
Klotz, ad Dei:ar. p. 717. Comp. p. 173 The 6.pa. serves specifically for dialectie 
accuracy ; Baeurulein, p. 36; comp. Kiihner, II. p. 857. 
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Wette), and the like-definitions, in which for the most pn.l't re. 
gard is bad to the act of the death of Jesus partly with and 
partly without the addition of the obedientia activa (comp. also 
Klapper), while Fritzsche explains it of the incarnation and 
humiliation of Christ (Phil. ii. 5, 8) as His recte factum. Ewald 
interprets rightly: "through One righteous sentence;" so also van 
Hengel and Umbreit. This alone is permitted by ver. 16. It is 
the One declaration of what is now of right, that is, the judicial 
verdict of the being reconciled, which took place on the part of 
God on the ground of Christ's sacrificial death-the consequence 
therefore, of His inraKo~ rendered in death-and which so far may 
appear as the antithesis tn the fall of Adam with the same right 
as in ver. 15 the grace and gift were adduced as the contrast to 
that fall To take the evos- as masculine (Vulgate, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, and many others, includ­
ing Tholuck, Fritzsche, Nielsen, Picard, Klopper, Philippi, and 
Hofmann), is, seeing that no article is annexed, unwarranted 
according to the analogy of the immediate context, vv 17, 19; 
or Paul would have only expressed himself in a way liable to be 
misunderstood (how differently in ver 16 !). Equally unwar­
ranted is it to conceive the verb to be supplied in the apodosis 
as in the future (Philippi, Dietzsch). The judicial verdict is 
given and has redounded once and for ever to justification of 
eternal life for all; that is the great historical fact of salvation, 
which Paul has in view and sets forth as a concrete event 
(not under the point of view of a timeless abstraction, as Rothe 
thought) without considering how far it is now or in the future 
appropriated through faith by the subjects.-In both halves of 
the verse 7rCLI/TfS' av0pw7rOL is simply all •men, as in ver. 12. At 
the same time it must 1e noted that m the second half the re­
lation is conceived in its objectivity. On the part of God it has 
come to justification for all; thus the case stands objectively; the 
subjective attainment oft.his universal justification, the realisation 
of it for thP- individuals, depends upon whether the latter be­
lievingly apprehend the otKalwµa for their own subjective 01Kal­
w~ts-, or unbelievingly reject it. This dependence on a subjec• 
tive condition, however, did not belong to the scope of our pas­
sage, in which the only object was to set forth the all-embracing 
blessed oujective consequence of +.he £11 01Kalwµa, in contrast to 
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the all-destructive oujective consequence of the lv 7rapar.-rwµa. 
Hence just as little can anything be deduced from our passage 
as from xi. 32 in favour of a final a7rOKaTU.CTTaO"LS'- The distinc­
tion imported by Hofmann and Lechler: that 7rCIVTES' av0pw7rot 
means all without distinction, and 7rCZVTES' ol a.v0pw7rot, on the 
other hand, all without exception, the sum total of maukind, is 
purely fanciful; 7ra.VTES' means omnes, nemine excepto, alike whether 
the substantive belonging to it, in accordance with the connection, 
has or has not the article (" ariiculus, cum sensus fert additus vel 
omissus, discrimen sententiae non facit," Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 
519). Only when the article stands before 7ra.VTES' (consequently 
oi 7ravns- av0.) does the distinction emerge, that we have to think 
of" cunctos sive universos, i. e. singulos in unum corpus ~olligatos" 
(Ellendt, p. 521); comp. Kriiger, § 50, 11, 12; Kuhner, II. 1, p. 5-15. 

Ver. 19. This final sentence, assigning a reason, now formally 
by the recurrence of the wa-7rEp points back to ver. 12, with 
which the whole chain of discourse that here runs to an end had 
begun. But that which is to be established by -yap is not the 
how of the parallel comparison, which is set forth repeatedly 
with clearness (in opposition to Rothe), but the blissful con­
clusion of that comparison in ver. 18: Eis- 01Kalwa-tv twijs-, u11ou 
which what is now expressed in ver. 19 impresses the seal of 
certainty. Dietzsch thinks that the purport, which is kept general, 
of ver. 18 is now to be established from the personal life. But 
the right interpretation of otKa{wµa and of olKatot KaTaa--ra0~­
a-ov-rat is opposed to this view. - aµapTWAOt KaTEO"Ta0. oi 
7roXXo,1 The many were set down as sinners; for according to 
ver. 12 ff. they were indeed, through the disobedience of Adam, 
put actually into the category of sinners,' because, namely, they 
sinned in and with the fall of Adam. Thus through the disobe­
dience of the one man, because all had part in it, has the position 
of all become that of sinners. The consequence of this, that 
they were subjected to punishment (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact and others), were treated as sinners (Grotius, Flatt, 
Bohme, Krehl and others), and the like, is not here expressly 
included, but after the foregoing is obvious of itself. Fritzsche 
(comp. Kappe and Reiche) has: through their death they ap­
peared as sinners.1 On the one hand this gratuitously imports 

1 So nlso Julius 1[iiller, v. d. Sunde, I I. p. 485, eel. 5, ev11ding the literal se11se : 
"the mnny have LccC'me declared (as it were Lefore the divine jn!lgment-seat) r-11 

L ~ 
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something (through their death), and on the other it does violence 
to the expression KaTe,rra0., which denotes the real putting into 
the position of sinners, whereby they de facto came to stand as 
sinners,1 peccato1•r,s constituti sunt (James iv. 4; 2 Pet. i. 8; Heb. 
v. 1, viii. 3; 2 Mace. xv. 2; 3 Mace. i. 7; Plat. Rep. p. 564 .a; 
Conv. p. 222 B; examples from Xenophon in Sturz, II. p. 610), 
as is required by the ruling normal clause iq, cp 7ra11Te~ ;µaprov 
in ver. 12. The Apostle might have written iyevr,0,iCTav (as 
Dietzsch explains the KaTE'CTT.), but he has already in view the 
antithesis olKatot KaTatTT., and expresses himself in conformity 
to it: hence also he does not put 7iaJJTe~ (which might have 
stood in the first clause) bnt ol r.oXXol. - Bia v7raKoij~] throuyh 
obedience. The death of Jesus was rnT' i[oxr,11 His obedience to 
the will of the Father, Phil. ii. 8; Heb. v. 8. But this designa­
tion is selected as the antithesis to the 1rapaKor, of Adam, and 
all the more certainly therefore it does not here mean " the 
collective life-obedience" (Lechler, comp. Hofmann, Dietzsch 
and otl1ers), but must be understood as the deed of atonement 
willed by God (ver. 8 ff.), to which we owe justification, and the 
ethical premiss of which on Christ's side is righteousness of life, 
although Hofmann improperly rejects this view as a groundless 
fancy. - olrntot KaTaCTTa0r,<TOJJTat] shall be placed in the category 
of righteous. The future refers 2 to the future revelation of glory 
aft.er the resurrection (Reiche, Fritzsche, Klopper); not to the 
fact that the multitude of believers is conceived of as not yet 
completed, and consequently the justifying of them is chiefly 
regarded as a succession of cases to come ( comp. iii. 20, HO). The 
how of the olKatot KaTaCTTa0. cannot be found in an actual 
becoming righteous, as result of the divine work of grac:e, at the 

sinners through the disobedience of the one man (as the determining initial point 
of sinful development), by the fact, that they have been subjected to death.'' See 
on the other hand Hofmann, who properly urges that they did not become sinners 
only along with their dying, but immediately through Adam's disobedience. But 
the how of their doing so is in fact just the bp',; 1Td.vrn -ijµ.apTov, nccording to our 
conception of these words. 

1 Dietzsch should not have raised the objection that it ought to have been <Is 
d.µ.apTwXo6r, or lv d.µ.ap-rwXo'ir. See generall_y Kuhner, II. 1, p. 274. . 

2 Corresponding to the {Ja111X<u11ou111 in ver. 17, and hence not to be explained 
in a mere general way of the certain expectation or conviction (lliehring), 11s Hof• 
rnann also takes it in the sense of µ.lXX<1 Xcrylf<v0a,, iv. 24. Comp. on the other 
baud ii 13, 16; and see on Gal. v. 5. 
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close of the saving process (Dietzsch), which woulJ offend against 
the whole context since ver. 12, and anticipate the contents of 
eh. vi. In truth the mode which Paul had in view is beyond 
doubt, after the development of the doctrine of justification in 
chs. iii. iv. God has forgiven believers on account of the death 
of Christ, and counted their faith as righteousness. Thus the 
obedience of the One has caused that at the judgment the 7ro\'Xo, 
shall by God's sentence enter into the category of the righteous,1 

as the disobedience of the One had caused the 7roA'Xo, to enter 
the opposite. In both cases the causa meritoria is the objective 
act of the two heads of the race (the sin of Adam-the death of 
Christ), to whom belong the 7roA'Xol on both sides; while the 
subjective mediating cause is the individual relation to those acts 
(communion in Adam's fall-faith). It is a mistake therefore to 
quote this passage against the Protestant doctrine of justifica­
tion (Reithmayr and Bisping), as if the making righteous were 
designated as sanctification. But we are not entitled to carry 
the comparison between Adam and Christ further than Paul 
himself has done. 

Vv. 20, 21. The comparison between Adam and Christ is 
closed. But in the middle between the two stood the law ! 
llow therefore could Paul leave unnoticed the relation of the law 
to both, the relation of this essential intervening element in the 
divine plan of salvation, the continuity of which was not to be 
hindered by the law, but, on the contrary, advanceJ to its blissful 
go11.l 1 The mention of it presented itself necessarily to him, 
especially after the utterance already contained in ver. 13, even 
without our thinking of an opponent's objection,2 or, at least, of 
persons who fancied that they must themselves furnish some­
thing in order to secure for themselves eternal life (Hofmann) ; 
but it cannot be regarded as the proper goal of the entire 
discussion (Th. Schott), which would not at all correspond to so 
succinct an indication. - 7rapeto-ij\0ev] there came in alongside 

1 Conseqnently not throngh any internal communication or infusion of the 
moral quality of righteousness; comp. Dollinger, Christenthu111, u. K. p. 200 f. 
190, ed. 2. See on the other hand Kostlin in the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1856, p. 95. 
Dollinger erroneously explains Ka.ra.rrra.6i/1T. : "established in righteousness." 

1 So even Cyril and Grotius; compare Mangold. The latter finds here a proof 
of the preponderantly Jewish-Christian character of the renders, But with as 
litt.le right 11.s it might lie found in Gal. iii. 
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( of the a.µap-ria, which had already come in, ver. 12) into the world. 
See Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 651; and van Hengel in loc. Comp. 
Philo in Loesner, p. 252, especially de temul. p. 263 C, where 
-r.apwn">..8eiv ewlja means juxta se intra1·e sinens. On the idea 
comp. Gal. iii. 19. The notion of secrecy (Vulgate: subintravit, 
comp. Erasmus, Annot., Send.) is not implied in -r.apa in 
itself, but would require to be suggested by the context, as in 
Gal ii. 4; Pol. i. 7, 3; i 8, J; ii. 55, 3 (where 'Aa.0pq. stands 
along with it); comp. 7rap€Lt:rayw, 7rap€UTOUW, 7rap€Ltr<j>epw K.'T.A., 

which likewise receive the idea of secrecy only from the 
context. But this is not at all the case here, because this idea 
would be at variance with the solemn giving of the law (Gal. iii. 
19; Acts vii. 33), and the reverence of the Apostle for it (Rom. 
vii. 12 ff.) Reiche, Rothe, Tholuck, Riickert, and Philippi 
import the idea that the law is designated as an accessory in­
stitution, or its coming in as of subordinate importance in 
comparison with that of sin (Hofmann), as an element not 
making an epoch (Weiss, Dietzsch). It was not such, Gal. iv. 
24, nor is this sense implied in the word itself. Linguis­
tically incorrect (for 7rap€Lt:repx, does not mean coming in 
between, uut coming in alongside) is the view of others: that 
it came in the 7niddle between Adam (according to Theodoret 
and Reithmayr, Abraham) and Christ (Calvin, Grotius, Estius, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Usteri, Ewald, Bisping and others). Nor 
does 7rapw:rij">..0ev mean: it came in in opposition thereto, i.e. in 
opposition to sin (Mehring). Such a reference must necessarily 
have been implied, as in Gal. ii. 4, in the context, but would be 
out of place here on account of the following 1va K.-r.A., which 
Mehring inappropriately takes as painful irony. Finally that 
7rapa means obiter, ad ternpi/,S (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Corne­
lius a Lapide) is a pure fancy. - 1va 7rA€011UCTl1 'TO ,rapa7r'T.] in 
order that the transgression might be increased. The 7rapa7r-rwµa 
can only be intended in the sense in which the reader must 
have understood it in virtue of the preceding text, ver. 15 ff., 
therefore of the Adamite transgression. This was the cone;rete 
destructive evil, which existed in the world as the beginning of 
sin and the cause of universal death. By the law, however, it 
was not to be abolished or annulled, but on the contrary (obserVI\ 
the prefixing of 1r'Aw11at:rn) it was t.o be increased, i.e. to obtain 
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accession in more and more 7rapa7rTwµa<n If therefore To 

7rapa7rTCJJµa is not to be taken collectively (Fritzsche, de vVette, 
van Hengel and others) just as little is 1va 1rA£011r.tCTlJ to be 
rationalised so that it may be interpreted logice, of greater 
acknowledgment of sin (Grotius, Wolf, Nielsen, Baur), or of the 
consciousness of sin (J. Millier), since the corresponding 117o€p€­

,.£PLCTCT. cannot be so taken; nor so, that 1va is to be explained 
as ecbatic (Chrysostom, and several Fathers quoted by Suicer, 
Thes. I. p. 1454, Koppe, Reiche), which is ne1:er correct, and is 
not justified by the groundless fear of a blasphemous and un­
Pauline idea (Reiche). Comp. Gal. iii. 19; 1 Cor. xv. 56; and 
generally on i. 24. Augustine (in Ps. cii. c. 15) rightJy says by 
way of describing the intervening aim referred to : " non crude­
liter boc fecit Deus, sed consilio medicinae; .... augetur morbns, 
crescit malitia, quaeritur medicus et totum sanatur." - 7rapa-
7rTwµa and aµapTia are not certainly distinguished as Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 47, defines; nor yet, as Reiche thinks, simply thus, 
that both words indicate the same idea only under different 
figures (this would be true of 7rapa7rTCJJµa and a.µapT1iµa) ; but 
in this way, that TO 7rapa1rTwµa invariably indicates only the 
concrete sin, the sinful deed; while ~ aµapTla may have as well 
the concrete (as always when it stands in the plural, comp. on 
Eph. ii. 1) as the abstract sense. It has the latter sense in our 
passage, and it appears purposely chosen. For if theAdamite trans­
gression, which was present in the world of men as a fact and 
with its baneful effect, received accession through the law, so 
that this evil actually existing in humanity since the fall in­
creased, the sum total of sin in abstracto, which was among men, 
was thereby enlarged; the dominion of sin became greater, both 
extensively and intensively (,~omp. Lipsius, Rechtfe1·tigungsl. p. 
73). Therefore the discourse progresses thus: ov J;, e1r>..lo11aCT£11 >i 

aµapTla, and then e(3aCTlA, ~ aµapTla. - ov] where, local, of the 
domain, where etc. This field is generally the world of men, in 
which, however, the increase in sin here meant came from the 
people of the law, from Israel; but without the sphere of the 
oo being limited to the latter, since immediately, in ver. 21, he 
brings forward the itniversal point of view as it prevails 
throughout the section (in opposition to Hofmann). The 
temporal rendering: when (Grotius, de Wette, Friizsche, Stolting) 
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is likewise linguistically correct (time being represented under 
the aspect of space, comp. a</> ov and the like), but less in 
harmony with the analogous passages, iv. 15; 2 Cor. iii. 17 
(ov .... €K€i). - v-rr€p€7r€pta-a-.] it became over-g1·eat, supra mod um 
redundavit. The i-rr"X€011ao-€11 had to be surpassed. Comp. 2 
Cor. vii. 4; 1 Tim. i. 14; Mark vii. 37; 2 Thess. i. 3. But that 
it had surpassed itself (Hofmann), is a definite reference gratui­
tously introduced. The two correlative verbs are related simply 
as cornparative and superlative. -1va wa--rr€p K.T.X.] in order that, 
fust as (formerly) sin reigned in virtue of death, so also (divine) 
grace should reign by rneans of righteousness unto eternal life through 
Jesus Christ our Lord. This is the whole blessed aim of the 
v-rr€p€-rr€p!a-a-. ~ xaptf. Rothe incorrectly desires to treat ov 8e 
.... xapt~ as a parenthesis. This proposiLion is in fact so essen­
tial, that it is the necessary premiss for the opening up of that 
most blessed prospect. See moreover Dietzsch. - iv T<p 0avaTcp] 

not unto death (Luther, Beza, Calvin, and many others), nor yet 
in death as the sphere of its rule (Tholuck, Philippi), but instru­
mentally, corresponding to the antithesis Ota OtKatOO-Vlll'Jf €t'f tw~p 
aiwvtov (which belong together). Sin has brought death into 
the world with it, and subjected all to death (ver. 12), i<t>' 
i[y -rravT€f ;µapTov; thus sin exercised its dominion in virtue of 
death. This dominion however has given way to the dominion 
of grace, whose rule does not indeed abolish death, which having 
once entered into the world with sin has become the common 
lot of all, in itself, but accomplishes its object all the more 
blissfully, in that it confers a righteousness 1·edounding to eve1·­
lasting life.1 And grace exercises this bliss-bringing rule 
through the nierit of its personal Mediator (-rrpof€vof, Chrysostom) 
Christ, who has earned it for men through His expiatory death. 
The full trinmphant conclusion, Ota 'll']O-OU XptO-TOU TOU Kvp!ov 

~µwv (comp. vii. 25; 1 Cor. xv. 57 al.) belongs to the entire 
thought~ xaptf /3a(Tt\€v<rr, .. .. t. aiwvwv, upon which it impresses 
the seal. Here, also, the OtKato<rVVl'J is the righteousness of faith 
( not of life). 

1 The pregnant sense, which Hofmann, on ver. 14, att1ib11tes to the {Ja<T,'AEu«v, 
and seeks to apply analogically here also (comp. Dietzsch), is here leWit of all 
11pprupriate, 
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CHAPTER VI. 

Ver. 1. J7r1µe11wµ1:11] approved by Mill, Griesb. and othel"3; 
adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Fritzsche. The Recepta is E7rt­

µ1:11ouµ1:11, contrary to decisive evidence (A B D E F G, min.); 
also contrary to K P N, min., which have e1riµe110µ1:11. Brought 
into conformity with epouµ1:11. - Ver. 11. After µe11 Elz. has 1:T11at 

against preponderating evidence. Supplementary addition, which 
is also variously placed. Notwithstanding Tisch. (8) has adopted 
it, but before IIEKpoui;, following B C N*. - Tep Kvpi<p ~µ0011 also, 
which Elz. has after 'l17<Tou, is, according to decisive testimony, 
not genuine (an ascetic addition). - Ver. 12. v1raK. Tai,; e1ri0. 
avTou] so also Lachm. and Tisch. following A B C* N, min., and 
most vss. and Fathers. D E F G Clar. Boero. I ren. Tert. Viet. 
tunnn., have u1raKou1:111 av-r{i. Preferred by Rinck, and adopted 
by Scholz and Fritzsche. The reading of Elz. : v7.aK. avTii Ev 
Tai,; e1r10. avTou b11,s least evidence. The most strongly attested 
v1raK. Tat,; e7T'l0. avTou appears to have been the original. From 
it the U1T'aK. avTii arose through avTii being marginally annexed 
to Tai,; e1r10. avT. as a gloss, to render it apparent, that in the case 
of the lusts of the body the aµapTia (original sin) was to be 
understood. This gloss was adopted partly instead of T. J1r,0. 

avTou (so v1raK. avTi, arose); and partly along with T. J.;,.10. avToii, 
which latter course occasioned a connecting e11, and gave rise tu 
the Recepta. - Ver. 15. aµapT~<TOµEII] A B C D E K L P N, 
min. and Clem. have aµapT~<Twµe11. Recommended by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and Fritzsche, and rightly on account 
of the decisive evidence in its favour. - Ver. 21. To yap TeXoi;] 
Lachm. reads To µ£11 yli.p TeXoi; in agreement with B D* E F 
G N* § 73, Syr. p. Theodoret. Rightly: how easily might the 
µe11 solitarium be lost under the hands of unskilled copyists ! 
Comp. Buttmann, neiit. Gr. p. 313. 

Ohs. vi.-viii Moral results from the 01Ka1o<Tu1111 0rnu.1 Chapter 
1 Thus Pnul certainly passes over from the field of the gaining salvation to 

tl:at of its moral preseri:alion; but not, as Th. Schott thinks, with a view to 
show the non-nuessity of the law for the lntter and ~o to justify hi.a acting as 
A1>ostle to the Gentiles. In eh. vi. the law in fact is mentioned uot as unnece95uy, 
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vi. shows how it, so far from furthering immorality, on tl1e con­
trary excludes the latter from the Christian state, and for the first 
time rightly establishes, promotes, and quickens true morality. 
Chap. vii. shows the same in relation to the law; and eh. viii. 
sets forth the blessed condition of those who as justified are 
morally free. 

Ch. vi. 1-14. Continuance in sin in order that grace may abound 
-that is a thing utterly opposed to the fellowship with Christ, into 
which we are brought by baptism; for we are thereby rendered dead 
11nto sin, and translated into a new moral life. Correspond the1·efore 
(vv. 12-14) to this new relation (your ideal, ver. 14) by your condiict. 

Ver. 1. OJv] In consequence of what is contained in v. 20, 
21. - With E'Titµevwµev K.T.A. Paul proposes to himself, as a 
possible inference from what he had just said "de pleonasmo 
gratiae" (Bengel), the problem, whose solution in the negative 
was now to be his further theme-a theme in itself of so de­
cisive an importance, that it does not require the assumption of 
a Jew'ish-Christian church (Mangold) to make it intelligible. 
On the introduction in interrogative form by Tl oJv Jpovµev, 
comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 346 ( T[ oJv </J11µ1 01:'iv ;). As 
however the "what shall u·e say then?" inquires after a maxim 
in some sort of way to be inferred, the deliberative "shall 
we continue, etc.?" could at once follow directly, without any 
need for supplying before it a repeated ipovµev, orµ; ipovµev 
/5Tt, and for taking E7rtµevwµev in a hortatory sense (van Hengel, 
Hofmann)'.- E7rtµl11Et11 Ti, aµapT., to continue in sin, not to cease 
from it. Comp. xi. 22 f.; Col. i. 23; 1 Tim. iv. 16; Acts xiii. 
43; Xen. Hell. iii. 4, 6; Oec. 14, 7: hiµl11e111 T'f) µ; ao1Kei11. 

Ver. 2. M; yevotTo] Let 1:t not be (see on iii. 4), namely, that 
we continue in sin. - o1Tt111:s-] as those who, contains the reason 
( of the 7rw~ [Tt K,T.">,..). See on i. 25. The relative clause is 
put first with rhetorical emphasis, in order at once to make the 
absurdity of the max.im plainly apparent. Comp. Kuhner, II. 
2, p. 1104; Bernhardy, p. 299. - CL7f"E0av. T- aµapT.] Tlie dying 
to sin, which took place by baptism (see ver. 3), is the abandon­
ment of all life-communion with it experienced in himself by the 
b1•t aa the contrast to the state of grace (ver. 14 f.) ; ancl eh. vii. is orcupied with 
eometbi.ng far loftier than its non-necessity. Of the justification of his apostolic 
working among tl:.e Gentiles, and of itH bearing on the law, the Apostle says 
nothing. 
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convert (Col. ii. 20; Gal. ii. 19, vi. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 24). Comp. 
Theodoret: ~pv~e1/~, <p1]<Tt, 'T~V aµap-rlav Kat veKpo~ au-rii ')'€')'OJ/a~. 

This moral change, which has taken place in him, has put an end 
to the determining influence of sin over him; in relation to it 
he hC1.s ceased to be still in life. Similar is the Platonic concep­
tion in Macro b. Somn. Seip. i. 13: "mori etiam dicitur, cum 
anima adbuc in corpore constituta corporeas illecebras philoso­
phia docente contemnit et cupiditatum dulces insidias reliqnasque 
omnes exuit passiones." Michaelis, Cramer, Storr, Flatt, Nitzsch 
(de discr. revelat. etc. II. p. 233) take the sense to be: we who 
on account of sin have died (with Christ), i.e. who have to regard 
ourselves as if, on account of sin ( or Nitzsch: " ad eripiendam 
peccati vim mortiferam"), we had ourselves endured what Christ 
suffered. But in this view the main point "with Ghrist" is 
arbitrarily imported; and see ver. 11. - 7rw~] denotes the possi­
bility which is negatived by the question. The hmxing died to 
-~in, and the living in it (as the life-element, comp. Gal. ii. 20), 
are mutually exclusive. - t~<Toµev] purely future. How is it 
possible that we shall be living in it (in its fellowship) still (En), 
namely, at any future time whatever after the occurrence of that 
a7re0avoµev ? The very weakly attested reading preferred by 
Hofmann, t~<Twµev, is only a case of mechanical conformity with 
i1nµevwµev in ver. 1. 

Ver. 3. ''H] 01·, if this (ver. 2) should still appear doubtful. 
See Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 61; Baeumlein, Pa1·tilc. p. 132. 
Comp. vii. 1. - ayvoei-re] presupposes an acquaintance with the 
moral nature of baptism; it must in fact have been an experi­
mental acquaintance. With this knowledge, how absurd would 
be that t~<Toµev iv av-rii! Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 2. -5<Tot] all we 
who, not stronger than o1-rtve~, but put differently; not charac­
terising, but designating the whole collectively. - i/3a1n-l<T011µev 
ei~ X. 'I. ei~ T0V 0av. K.-r.A.] we, wlw were baptized in reference to 
Ghrist Jesus 1 (we who through baptism became those specifically 

1 Ba1rTl5«11 dr never means anything else thnn to baptize in reference to, in 
respect to,· nnd th~ more special definitions of its import are furnished simply by 
the context. Comp. on Mntth. xxviii. 19 ; 1 Cor. x. 2 ; Ga.I. iii. 27. - On ,z, X. 
'l'lcroiiv comp. Acts ii. 38, viii. 16, xix. 6. Un<loubtedly the name "Jesus" wns 
named in baptizing. But the conception of becaming immersed into Christ (in 
Iliickert and others, and again in Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 343) is to be set nsi,le, 
and is not to be supported by the figurative expression in Go!. iii. 27. The mysti~ 
character of onr pMsoge is not prodnced by so vngue a 8ensnous conception, 
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belonging to Him), were baptized in reference to His death; i.e. we 
were brought through our baptism into the fellowship of His death; 
so that we have a real share ethically in His death, through the 
ce;;sation of all our life for sin. Theodore of Mopsuestia : To 

{3a.7rTl(j'µa KOIVWvour 7T'Ol€L TOU 0ava.TOU TOU Xp1(j'T0U. Ambrosi­
aster: "cum baptizamur, com1no1·i1nu1· Christo;" Bengel:" perinde 
est, ac si eo momento Christus pro tali homine, et talis homo pro 
Christo pateretur, moreretur, sepeliretur." This interpretation, 
namely of the spiritual fellowship produced through baptism 
(prepared for by the repentance and ,rl(j'TI~ that preceded bap­
tism, accomplished by the baptism itself, Gal. iii. 27; Col. ii. 11 f.; 
Tit. iii 5), is required ry the context in ver. 2 (a,r1:0avoµ1:v), 

ver. 4 ((j'uvrra<p-qµ1:v), and ver. 5 f. It is therefore not the idea 
of imitation (Reiche, Kollner, following Grotius and others), but 
that of the dying along with ((j'u(j'-raupou(j'0m, ver. 6; Gal. ii. 20; 
comp. 2 Cor. v. 14) unto which, i.e. in order to the accomplish­
ment of which in us, we were baptized. The efficient cause of 
this fellowship of death is the divine grace, which forgives sin 
and grants the Holy Spirit tu him who becomes baptized; the 
means of this grace is baptism itself; the appropriating cause is 
faith, and the causa meritoria the death of Christ.1 Observe 
here also, however, that the spheres of justification and sancti. 
fication are not intermixed. The justified per.son becomes sancti­
fied, not the converse. In baptism man receives forgiveness of 
sins through faith (comp. Acts ii. 38; xxii. 16); justified by 
which he also becomes partaker of the virtue of the Holy Spirit 
in the sacrament unto new life (Tit. iii. 5). " Liberationem a 
reatu peccati vel justificationem coni;equitur liberatio a dominio 
peccati, ut justi.ficati non vivant peccato, sed peccato mortui 

-which moreover has all the vassagps against it in which {Ja.'ll'Tl1«v is coupled with 
~voµ,a. (Matth. xxviii. 19 ; Acts ii. 38, x. 48, xix. 6 ; 1 Cor. i. 13)-but is bnsecl. 
simply on the ethical consciousness of that intimate appertaining to Christ, into 
which baptism translates its recipients. 

1 Namely as the atoning death (v. 6, 19, 21 ), the e.pproprintion of which shall 
be attended with the saving effect of a new life belonging to Him, 2 Cor. v. 14, 
15. If this death thus becomes "the end, once /OT all existent, of the relation of 
the world to God as determined by sin" (Hofmann), that is the di1·inely willed 
ethfral Tesult, which faith obtains from the IXa.uTt,p,ov, ine.smud1 as tl1e believer 
realises his being dead to the power of sin with Christ, who in His expintury denth 
underwent the killing power of sin a11d therewith died to that power (vv. 9, 10). 
Comp. ver. 10 f. 
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Domi.no," Calovius. Compare a1r£Ao(r;ar;0£, ~y,ur;01JTE 1 Cor. 
vi 11, and the remarks thereon. The latter is the fellowship 
in dying and living with Christ, which is accomplished in bap­
tic,m by the operation of the Spirit; see on Gal. iii. 27 ; 1 Cor. 
xii. 13 ; .Acts xix. 2 f.; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 345 f. But it is 
of course obvious that the idea of the baptism of children 
was wholly foreign to this view of the Apostle based on 
experience. 

Ver. 4. An inference from ver. 3, by which the impossibility 
indicated in ver. 2 is now made completely evident.-Biiried 
with Him therefore (not merely dead with Him, but, as the dead 
Christ was buried in order to rise again, buried with .Him also) 
were we, in that we were baptized into His death. The recipient 
of baptism, who by his baptism enters into the fellowship of 
death with Christ, is necessarily also in the act of baptism ethi­
cally buried with Him (1 Cor. xv. 4), because after baptism he is 
spiritually risen with Rim. In reality this burial with Him is 
not a moral fact di.stinct from the having died with Him, as actual 
burial is distinct from actual dying; but it sets forth the fulness 
and completeness of the relation, of which the recipient, in ac­
cordance with the fo1·1n of baptism, so far as the latter takes 
place through KaTa8ucTtS' and ava8ur;tS' (see Suicer, Thes.), becomes 
conscious successively. The recipient-thus has Paul figuratively 
represented the process-is conscious, (a) in the baptism gener­
ally: now am I entering into fellowship with the deathof Christ,£is­
,ov 0avaTOV aVTOU /3a1rTltoµat; (b) in the immersion in particitlar: 
now am I becoming buried with Christ; (c) and then, in the 
emergence : now I rise to the new life with Christ. Comp. on 
Col. ii. 12. - £is- Tov 0avaTov] is necessarily, after ver. 3, to be 
joined with 8,a Tov /3a1rT1r;µ., in which case, since one can say 
/3a1rT1{£r;0ai £LS' Tt, the connecting article was not required 
( comp. on Gal. iii. 26; Eph. iii. 13); consequently: through 
baptism unto death. It is not however specially the death of 
Clwist that is again meant, as if avTov were again annexed; but 
t.he description is generalised, agi·eeably to the context, in a way 
that could not be misunderstood. Vfhosoever, namely, as Paul 
has just set forth in ver. 3, has been baptized unto the death 
of Christ, has in fact thereby received baptism unto death; 
i.e. such a baptism that, taken away by it from his previous 
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Yital activity, he has become one belonging to death, one who 
has fallen under its sway. This however is just that relation 
of moral death, which, in the concrete, is the fellowship of the 
death of Christ. The connection with (j'UVfi'Ta<p., in which "is- 'T. 

eava'TOV is sometimes referred to the death of Oh1·ist (Grot.ius, 
Baurngarten-Crusius), and sometimes to the death of sin (Calo­
vius, ,volf, ,vinzer, Progr. 1831), is erroneous, for this reason, 
that whosoever is buried does not come into death, but is in it 
already; and hence " the becoming buried into death" would 
yield quite an incongruous conception. This also applies against 
the expedient tried by Hofmann of making eava'TOS' here the 
death-state of Christ, unto which we were given up. Even in this 
view that incongruity continues: 1 but after ver. 3 eavaTOS' can 
only be again death simply, not state of death (as if Paul could 
not have conveyed that sense by €LS' 'TO µv17µfiiov, or €LS' Tous­
V€Kpovs-, or in some other suitable way). Observe, moreover, how 
Paul here also, since he has the bodily resurrection of Christ 
in view,2 mentions specially the correlative of the burial that 
preceded it. Comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 4. - ,·va] purpose of the (j'UV€­

Ta<p17µEv . ... eava'TOV, and this statement of purpose has the chief 
importance, corresponding to the 1rws- f'Tt N<ToµEv ev av'Tii in ver. 
2. - oi2i. 'T~s- oaf T. 1ra'Tpos-] through the majesty of the Father was 
the resunection of Christ brought about. The oofa, "'li:::i~, the 
glorious collective perfection of God, certainly effected the raising 
of Jesus chiefly as omnipotence (1 Cor. vi. 14; 2 Cor. xiii. 4; 
Eph. i. 19 f.); but the comprehensive significance of the word­
selected with conscious solemnity, and in highest accordance 
with the glorious victory of the Son-is not to be curtailed on 

1 This cannot be got rid of by any artificial turns (like that of Hofmann: "His 
burial removed Him from the sphere of sin expiated through His death •••• 
whereby His existence in the world of sin came to a complete close"). Certainly 
the llcl.ea.ros of the Lord, even regarded as a state, occurred at that great moment 
when He cries His rnl'/l.«1ra1 and departs ; and in nowise has He been translated 
into the llcl.earos through His burial. 

2 i.e. His resurrection as rr,specls the buried body; so that the latter no longer 
remained in the grave, but came forth thence living and immortal. That the 
body of Christ" vanished" and "made rooin" for a new pneumatic body (Holsten, 
z. Ev. d. Paul u. Petr. p. 133), is an unsnitnble conception, seeing that t~e 
pneumatic body must necessarily have been assumed even in death, and indepena• 
ently of the burial of the old body. Thus the resurrection of Jesus would be 
nothing else than the change of body that took place in death. 
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that account (in opposition to Koppe, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
earlier expositors). According to the invariable representation 
of the N. T. God is the raiser of Jesus (iv. 24, viii. 11; Acts ii. 
24, 31 ff. et al.; see on John i. Hl); but yet the oo[a of God 
does not in this case any more than elsewhere in the N. T. de­
note God Himself (Langer, Judenth. in Palast. p. 210 ff). Erron­
eously however Theodoret, Theophylact, and several :Fathers ex-
1 • !' ' ~ 'c , ~ ' - , , 0 , p a1n: ota T. 00~- T. -rraTp., TOVTECTTL ota Tf]~ OLKEta~ WTf]TO~. 

Linguistic usage admits as in itself allowable the view of Cas­
talio and Carpzov: "in paterna gloria resurrexit," so that oia 
would be used of the state; to which also van Hengel inclines. 
But, had Paul desired to express a relation correspon~ing to the 
ev Katv. t. in the apodosis, he must have inserted ev also; since 
the conception of the raising of Jesus through the }'ather was 
one of so solemn importance, and all the more appropriate here, 
since believers also owe their moral resurrection-life to the Father 
of Christ (Eph. ii 10 al.); it is in fact the life of regeneration. 
Besides, the paterna gloria was attained by Christ only through 
His ascension. See on Luke xxiv. 26. - ev Kat110T)]Tt twij,] in a 

new (moral) constitution of life; 1 a stronger way of bringing out 
the idea of KatllOTJJ~, than e11 twfi Katvfi would be, for which it does 
not stand (in opposition to Grotius, Koppe, Reiche, and others). 
See Winer, p. 221 [E. T. 309]. Comp. vii. 6. According to vau 
Hengel twij~ is the genitive of apposition: " in novo renun statu, 
qui vita est." But this qui vita est is self-evident; and therefore 
the emphasis must remain upon Ka1110T17Tt. This newness is the 
ethical analogue of the new estate in which Christ was alive from 
the dead, conceived in contrast to the -rraXatoT17~ which prevailed 
prior to baptism. Comp. ver. 8. 

Ver. 5. Confirmatory elucidation (yap) of the previous 111a 

wcr-rrEp K-T.A.-crvµ<j,vTo~, which in classic authors usually means 
innate, naturally belonging to (see the passages from Plato in Ast, 
Lex. III. p. 313, Eur. Andr. 955; comp. 2 Mace. iii. 22), is here 
grown together (Theophr, de caus. plant. v. 5, 2; LXX. Zech. xi. 
2; Amos ix. 14). This figurative expression represents the most 
intimate union of being, like our coalescent with anything (qui 
or quod coaluit cum aliqua re). Plat. Phaedr. p. 246 A; Aesch. 

1 T1]V Ka,v-1iv 1ro>.1ulav T1]V Kara. rbv 1rap6vra f3lov, ltc r,)s rwv rp61r1,,v -y1voµlv71v. 

"01rov -ya.p o 1r6pvos -yiv-1rra1 <Twtf,pwv Kai o 1rX£ovlKT"T/S /Xrl;µwv Kai o rpaxvs ijµrpo~, 

cal ivraii9ci dvd<TTa<T1s -yi-yovfv, Clu·yso.,om. 
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Ag. an<l Klausen in Zoe. p. 111. In the classics <rvµ<j,v~f is the 
more usual form for this idea, especially with -ylvE<r0ai (Plato, 
Soph. p. 247 D, Tini. p. 45 D, p. 88 A; Plut. Lycurg. 25). 
Hence: For, if we have becorne (through baptism, vv. 3, 4) such 
as are grou:n together with that which is the likeness of His death, 
(comp. on i. 23), i.e. persons, to whose nature it inseparably 
belongs to present in themselves that which resembles His 
death, so also shall we be grou:n together with the likenes.~ of His 
resurrection. On oµolwµa comp. i. 23, v. 14, viii. 3. The 
rendering of <ruµ<pvTot by coniplantati (Vulgate, Luther), in 
connection with which Chrysostom, Origen, Theodore of Mop­
suestia, Theodoret, Theophylact, Beza, and others explain the 
figure of the plant by the fruits of the ethical burial, is linguis­
tically incorrect, as if the word came not from <rvµ<j,uw, but from 
uuµ<pVTEUW (comp. <pVTEVTOf, Plat. Rep. p. 510 A, a<pUTEVTO~, Xen. 
0cc. 20, 22). The interpretation engrafted (Erasmus, Calvin, 
Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Klee) is likewise without linguistic 
evidence, and does not suit the abstract Tip oµotwµaTt, - Ti, 

oµotwµ. TOU 0avaTOV auTov] i.e. the condition corresponding in 
similarity of form to His death, which has specifically and 
indissolubly become ours. This ethical conformity with His 
death, however, the growing together with which took place 
through our baptism, is just that moral death to sin, vv. 3, 4, 
in which the spiritual communion in death with Christ consists. 
T- oµ. T. 0. a. is to be joined with <ruµ<pVTOl (Vulgate, Chrysos­
tom, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Koppe, Tholuck, Riickert, Reiche. 
Olshausen, de W ette, Philippi, and others ; now including Hof­
mann). Others however take it as the dative of the instrument, 
and supply Tip Xpt<FTlp to <ruµ<pVTOl : "for, if we have entered into 
close union with Christ through tlie oµolwµa of His death," etc. 
So Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Flatt, Fritzsche, Krehl, Baurngarten­
Crusius, Maier, Baur, van Hengel, and Reithmayr; also ·weiss, 
7,;ibl. Theol. p. 344. Nevertheless it is arbitrary to separate TW oµ. 

from <ruµ<p. -yry., seeing that it stands beside it and in a structural 
respect presents itself most naturally with it, and also as belong­
ing to it yields a very appropriate sense ; and on the other band 
to attach to <ruµ<p. a word which Panl has not put in, and which 
he rnust have put in, if he would not lead his readers astray. 
Still more mistaken is the view of Bisping, that. <ruµ<f,. belongs to 
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TOU 0rwaT, auTou, and that Ttp oµo,wµ. comes in between them 
instrumentally. Hofmann has rightly abandoned this tortuous 
interpretation, which he formerly followed. Comp. on the right 
connection Cyril, Catech. iii 12; and even Martyr. !gnat. 5 : 
eµaUTOV ... . <Tuµ<pUTOV 0E<T0a, T<p TOV 0avaTOV 01/TOV oµo,wµan 
- a:\.:\.a ,cai1 but also. a:\.A.a, for the speedy and more emphatic 
introduction of the contrasted element, as frequently also in the 
classics, at the head of the apodosis ; see on 1 Cor. iv. 15 ; Col. 
ii. 5. -Tijr ava<TTa<T£wr] cannot, in keeping with the protasis, 
depend directly upon the <Tuµ<pvTot to be again understood 
(Erasmus, Calvin and others; including Riickert, Olshausen, de 
w ette and Krehl), but only upon the T'!J oµo,wµaTt to be sup­
plied (Beza, Grotius, Estius, and many others; including Winzer, 
Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, 
van Hengel, and Hofmann), so that when completed it would run: 
aAAa Kai Tl,O oµo,wµaTt Tijr ava<TTQ<T£wr al/TOV <TUµ<pVTOI E<T0µ£0a. 
The former view is indeed likewise unobjectionable gramma­
tically, for <Tuµ<pvTot may also stand with the genitive (Plat. 
Phil. p. 51 D, Def p. 413 C, Bernhardy, p. 171); but the latter 
is suggested by the context, and presents itself easily enough 
and without harshness. Further, it is self-evident, after ver. 4, 
that in T, avmTT, we are not to think of the resurrection of our body 
(Tertullian, Chrysostom, Ambrosiaster, Oecumenius, Cornelius a 
Lapide, and others; comp. also Ewald), or of this as included 
(Koppe and Klee). - e<Toµ£0a] receives its only correct interpre­
tation from its relation to, and bearing on, the clause expressive 
of the purpose, 1va ..•. ev ,ca111. t. 1r£p11r. in ver. 4, according to 
which it must express the necessarily certain. Matthiae, p. 1122; 
Kuhner, II. 1, p. 148, ed. 2. Compare 1rwr :Tt t1J<TOµ£v ver. 2. 
The sense of willing (" ut reviviscamus curabimus," Fritzsche) 
is not suggested by the connection; nor is that of a summons 
(Olshansen, Riickert, and older expositors); but it is rather the 
expression of what shall certainly be the case, as the consequence 
of the <TuµrfwTOI ')'€')'0V, Ttp oµo,wµ. TOV 0avaTOV aVTOV assumed 
as real in the protasis ; it cannot be otherwise; with the having 
become <Tuµ<pVTot this e<Ti<T0a, is given,· with that fact having 
begun and taken place is posited this further development, which 
necessarily attaches itself thereto. 

Ver. 6. TovTO ;f1VW<T/COJIT€f] Definition to Tij~ ava<TT<llT. flTO• 
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1-u:0a, which objective relation is confirmed by the corresponding 
experimental conscious knowledge ( comp. 1:iooT1:~ in ver. 9) : since 
we lcnow this; not a mere continuation of the construction instead 
of K. ToVTo ywwtTK0µ1:v (Philippi), as the participle is never so 
used, not even in eh. ii 4; nor yet to be conceived as in the 
train of the etT0µ1:0a (Hofmann), as if Paul had expressed him­
self by some such word as wtTT£, or with the telic infinitive 
( yvwvat). Respecting TOUTO see on eh. ii. 3. - o 7raA. ~µ. av0p.] 

i.e. our old ego-our personality in its entire sinful condition 
before regeneration (John iii 3; Tit. iii. 5). Comp. Eph. iv. 22; 
Col iii. 9. From the standpoint of the KatvOTJ/~ 1rv1:uµaTo~, con­
stituting the Christian self-consciousness, the Christian sees his 
pre-Christian ethical personality as his old self no longer to 
be found in life, as the person which he had formerly been 
Comp. on 2 Cor. V. 17; Epb. ii 10. - <TVV€tTTavpw0>i] namely, 
when we were baptized and thereby transplanted into the fel­
lowship of death. See on vv. 3, 4. This special expression of 
the being killed with Him is selected simply because Christ 
was slain on the cross; not as Grotius and others, including 
Olshausen, hold: "quia sicut per crucem non sine grai•i dolore 
ad exitum pervenitur, ita illa natura (the old man) sine dolore 
non extinguitur." Compare Umbreit. The simple 1va KaTapy. 

is not at all in keeping with this far-fetched reference, which is 
not supported by Gal. ii 19 f.; but just as little with the reference 
to the disgrace of crucifixion (Hofmann). -1va KaTapy.] Design 
of the o 1raA. ~µ. av0p. <TVV€tTT. : in order that the body of sin 
1111:ght be destroyed, i. e. the body belonging to the power of sin, ruled 
by sin.1 Comp. vii. 24. The old man had such a body; and 
th-is <Twµa was to be destroyed, put out of existence by the cruci­
fixion with Christ; consequently not the body in itself, but in 
so fa1· as it is the sin-body, becoming determined by sin in its 
expressions of life to sinful 1rpaf1:<Tt (viii. 13). The propriety of 
this interpretation appears from vv. 7, 12, 13, 23. Comp. on Col. 
ii. 11. If we explain it merely of "the body as seat 01· organ 
of sin," the idea would not in itself be un-Pauline, as Reiche 
thinks; for the <Twµa would in fact appear not as the soliciting 

1 1t is self-evident that Paul might have said nlso TO uwµ.a ·d)s uapKds, as in Col. 
ii. 11. But his whole theme (ver. 1) suggested his snying T,js d.µ.aprlas. He 
might even have written merely 71 uapf, but TO uwµ.a wns given in the iu1medillte 
context (uuv,urnvp.). 
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agent of sin (not as the 1Tclp[), but as iLs vehicle, in itself morally 
indifferent, but serving sin as the organic instrument of its vital 
activity (see Stirm in the Tubing. Zeitschr. f Theol. 1834, 3, 
p. 10 ff.); but KaTapy110n is decisive against this view. For this 
could neither mean destroyed, annihilated, because in fact even 
the body of the regenerate is a u-wµa T. aµapTta~ in the sense 
assumed (ver. 12); nor even evacuaretur (Tertullian, Augustine), 
rendered inactive, inoperative, partly because then the idea of u-apf 
would be assigned to 1Twµa, and partly because it is only the 
conception of the destruction of the body which corresponds to 
the conception of crucifixion. Others take the corpus peccati 
figumtively; either so, that sin is conceived unde1· the figiire of a 
body with significant reference to its being crucified (so Fathers 
in Suicer, Thes. II. p. 1215, Piscator, Pareus, Castalio, Hammond, 
Hornberg, Calovius, Koppe, :Flatt, and Olshausen; also Reiche, 
conceiving sin as a monster); or, similarly to this mode of ap­
prehending it, in such a way as to find the sense : " tlie mass of 
sin," T~V a7rO TWV o,aq,opwv µepwv 7T"OV1]pta~ <TV")'K€tµ£V1]V .... 
KaKtav, Chrysostom. So Ambrosiaster, Pseudo-Hieronymus, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Estius, Reith­
mayr and others; so also Calvin, who however takes the corpus 
peccati as a designation of the natural man itself, which is a 
massa, ex peccato conflata. Philippi also ultimately comes to the 
massa peccati, which is conceived as an organism having members, 
as 1Twµa; so likewise 'Jatho and Julius Miiller, v. d. Sunde, I. 
p. 460, ed. 5; also Baur(" as it were the substance of sin"). But all 
these interpretations are at variance partly with the Pauline iisus 
loq1iendi in general, and partly with ver. 12 in particular, where 
iv Ttp 0v11Ttp uµ. 1TwµaTt by its reference to our passage confirms 
our view of the u-wµa. The right view is held substantially by 
Theodoret, Theophylact 2, Bengel and others, including Tholuck, 
Kollner, de W ette, Rtickert, Fritzsche, Maier, Nielsen, Hofmann 
and ,v eiss ; whereas Baumgarten-Crnsius, and also Ernesti, 
Urspr. d. Sunde, I. p. 113, convert 1Twµa into the idea of state of 
l?'je. - Tou µ,JKe.Tt oov'JI.. K,T.'A.] "finem abolitionis notat," Calvin. 
The sin, which is committed, is conceived as a ruler to whom 
se1·vice is rendered. See John viii. 34. 

Ver. 7. Establishment of the TOU µ1]K€TL oov'JI.. ~µ. TD- aµ. by 
the general proposition: whosoever is dead, is acquitted from sin. 

L T 
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- o a?ro0av.] is explained by many of ethical death. So Eras. 
mus, Calovius, Hornberg, Bengel and others, including Koppe, 
Flatt, Glockler, Olshausen, Tholuck (who regards sin as ci·editor), 
de Wette (" whosoever has died to sin, he~alone-i8 acquitted 
from sin"), Rothe, Krehl, Philippi (whosoever is ethically dead, 
over him has sin lost its right to impeach and to control, just 
as Bengel explains it), also van Hengel, Jatho, and Marcker. 
But neither the nature of the general proposition, which forms in 
fact the major premiss in the argument, and of which only the 
application is to be made (in the minor proposition) to ethical 
dying; nor the tautological relation, which would result between 
subject and predicate, can permit this explanation. The concep­
tion of ethical dying recurs only in the sequel, and hence CTuv 

Xpurrip is added to Cl?T'E:0avoµEv in ver. 8, so that Paul in this 
development of his views draws a sharp distinction between the 
being dead in the spiritual (vv. 6, 8) and in the ordinary sense. 
,v e must therefore explain ver. 7 as a general proposition re­
garding death in the ordinary sense, and consequently regarding 
physical death (so rightly Hofmann), but not specially of the 
death by execution, through which sin is expiated (Alethaeus, 
,volf and others; with this view they compare 01:ouc., the juristic 
expression: he is justified; see Michaelis' note); for any such 
peculiar reference of the still wholly unrestricted a?ro0avwv is 
forbidden by the very generality of the proposition, although for 
0£81mlwTai passages might be cited like Plat. Legg. II. p. 934 B; 
Aristot. Eth. V. 9. - 0£0LK. a,ro T. aµ.] "The dead person is made 
jnst from sin," i.e. he is in point of fact justified and acquitted 
from sin, he is placed by death in the position of a olKaw~, who 
is such thenceforth; not as if he were now absolved from aud rid 
of the guilt of hi9 sins commn;ted in life, but in so far as the 
dead pei·son sins no more, no longer 8ou">..1:u1:1 Tl1 aµapTL"f, from 
whose power, as from a legal claim urged against him during his 
life in the body, he has been actually released by death as through 
a decree of acquittal Comp. Kostlin in the Jahrb. f JJeutsche 
Theol. 1856, p. 98 f. ; Th. Sehott, p. 260, anJ Hofmann; also 
Baur, neut. Tkeol. p. 161 f.; Delit.zsch, Illustrations to his Hebrew 
version, p. 84. Just for this reason has Paul added a.,ro Tijf 

aµapTlaf (comp. Acts xiii. 38; Ecclus. xxvi. 29; Test. XIL patr. 
p. 541), which would have been quite superfluous, had he taken, 
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1J€v1Kalwrai, fuslits constitutus est, in the dogmatic sense of his 
doctrine of justification. The proposition itself, moreover, is an 
axiom of the popular traditional mode of view, which Paul uses 
for his purpose as admitted. This axiom has also its relative 
truth, and that partly in so far as the dead person has put off 
the rrwµa rij~ rrapKo~ with which lie committed his sins (Col. ii. 
11), partly in so far as with death the dominion of law over the 
man ceases (vii. 1), and partly in so far as in death all the rela­
tions are dissolved which supplied in life the objects of sinning.1 

For the discussion of the question as to the absolute truth of the 
proposition, in its connection with Biblical anthropology and 
eschatology, there was no occasion at all here,2 where it is only 
used as an auxiliary clause, and ex concesso. Comp. 1 Pet. iv. 1. 
Usteri mistakenly explains it: by death man has suffered the 
punishment, and thus expiated his guilt. For that Paul does not 
here express the Jewish dogma: " death as the punishment for 
sin expiates the guilt of sin" (see Eisenmenger, entdecld. Judenth. 
II. p. 283 f.) is proved partly by the irrelevancy of such a sense 
to the context (yap); and partly by its inconsistency with the 
doctrines of the Apostle as to justification by faith and as to the 
judgment, according to which death cannot set free from the 
guilt-obligation of sin. Ewald makes a new iJea be brought in 
at ver. 7: "Even in common life, in the case of one who is 
dead, the sins of his previous life cannot be further prosecuted 
and punished, he passes for justified and acquitted of sin .... ; 
if in addition sin as a power has been broken by Christ (ver. 9 f.), 
then we may assuredly believe," etc., ver. 8. But yap in ver. 
7 indicates its connection with wliat goes before, so that it is only 
with the 8e in ver. 8 that a new thought is introduced. Besides, 
we should expect, in the case of the assumed course of thought, 
an oJv instead of the oe in ver. 8. Finally, it is not clear bow 
that rule of common law was to serve as a joint ground for the 
faith of becoming alive with Christ. 

1 The Greek expositors-who already give substantially our explanation-have 
confined themselves to this point. Chrysostom : dtjXXaKTa1 TO Xo11rov Tov a.µap­

Tdv<w V<KpOt ,celµ,vot. Theodol'et : Tls -ya.p M,dua.To 1!'WTrOTE V<Kpov 'ii -ydµov ciXXo­
Tp,ov li,opvrrona, i) µ,a,<f,ovlv, T<J.s x•ipas <f,o,vlTTovTa K. T. X. Melrmcthou compares 
the proverb: v<Kpos ov licf.Kv,., Beza. the saying of Anacreon : o V<Kpos ovK hrdJvµ,,, 

Grotius that of Aeschylus.: ovlilv 4X-yos il11'T<Ta, ve«pwv. Comp. Soph. 0. C. 955. 
~ Compare Melancthon : "Ceterum hoe sciamus, diabolos et omnes damFlato~ 

in omni aeternitate horribilia peccata focere, quia sine tine irascuntur Deo," de. 
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Ver. 8 f. Ca1-rying onward the discussion by the melabatic oe • 
and thereby passing from the negative side of the having died with 
Christ as proved in personal consciousness ( TovTo -yt11wrrK011Te~, 

ver. 6) in. vv. 6, 7, to its positive side, which is likewise exhibited 
as based on the consciousness of faith (mrrTeuoµe11). "But if 
we have died (according to vv. 6, 7) with Christ, we believe that 
we shall aho live with Him, since we know," etc. etc. - 7r1rrTeu· 

oµe11] expresses, not confidence in the divine aid (Fritzsche), or in 
t.he divine promise (Baumgarten-Crusius), or in Gud not leaving 
His work of grace in us unfinished (Philippi) ; but simply the 
being convinced of oiw rruNrroµev avT,p ; in so far, namely, as the 
having died with Christ is, seeing that He has risen and dieth 
no more, in the consciuusness of faith the necessary premiss, 
and thus the ground for belief as to our becoming alive with 
Him. If the former, the CL71"€0a11oµe11 rruv Xpt<rT<p, be true, we 
cannot doubt the latter. - rrutrirroµe11 avT,p] must necessarily be 
understood, in accordance with the preceding and following 
context (ver. 11), of the ethical participation in the new ever­
lasting life of Christ. Whosoever has died with Christ is now 
n.lso of the belief that his life, i.e. the positive active side of his 
moral being and nature, shall be a fellowship of life with the 
exalted Christ; that is, shall be able to be nothing else than this. 
This communion of life is the e11 Xpt<rT~ and XptrrT011 e11 ~µiv 

eTvat. In the full consciousness of it Paul says : tw oe ovKlTt 

iyw, to oUv eµot Xp1<rTO~ (Gal. ii. 20). At the same time it is 
not to be explained as if an a.et or the like stood beside rruNrroµev 

(without falling away), as is done by Tholuck; compare Theo­
phylact. Others, in opposition to the context, bold that what is 
meant is the future participation of Christians in the bliss of the 
glorified Saviour (Flatt, Reiche, Maier, following Origen, Chrysos­
tom, Tbeodoret, Grotius, and Heumann); and others still, at 
variance alike with tl1e definiteness and unity of the sense, 
interpret it of the earthly moral and the eternal blessed life 
together (Sebastian Schmid, Bohme, Rosenmuller; and not 
rejected by de Wette). The reference or joint-reference to the 
future glory is not required either by the jutiwe, which, on the 
contrary, demands the same rendering exactly as erroµe0a in 
ver. 5, nor by 71"L<rT€UOµ€JJ (see above). -eiooTe~, ()TI K.-r.A.] Si1~ce 
we know, that, etc. Were we, namely, obliged to fear that Chnst 
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is still subject to the power of death,1 that his life is not a per­
fected life, in that case we should lack the adequate secure ground 
of faith for that 7rUTT£voµEv K.T.A. The being assured that Christ 
liveth eternally and dieth no more (Acts xiii. 34), lends to our 
faith in our own moral communion of life with Him its basis 
and firm footing; without that knowledge this faith would be 
wanting in that which gives it legitimacy and guarantee. For 
who can cherish the conviction that he stands in that holy 
communion of resurrection-life with Christ, if he should be 
compelled to doubt whether his Lord, though indeed risen, might 
not again fall a victim to death ? This thought would only keep 
us aloof from that faith and make it a moral impossibility for us 
since it would set before us the prospect of a similar perishing of 
the new life which we had gained. Hofmann, who makes a new 
sentence begin with EiooTE~, which is to continue till ver. 11, 
might have been warned against doing so by the absence of a 
particle (oJv); and should have been decisively precluded from 
it by the tortuous way in which, if ver. 10 is set aside in a 
parenthesis, it is necessary to obtain a forced regimen for the 
passage. - 0uvaTO~ aVTOV OVKlT, Kvp.] no longer dependent on 
C:T1, but an independent and therefore all the more emphatic 
repetition of the important thought: death, is no longer Loi-cl 
over Him, has no more power over Him, such as it once harl 
at the crucifixion. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 25. 

Ver. 10. Proof of the 0avaTO~ aVTOV OVKf.TL KVPL£Vf:L. 2 - ~ yap 
,i-iri0av£] ~ is in any case the accusative of the object. Eut 
whether Paul conceived it as: for as to what concerns His death 
(see Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 34; Frotscher and Breitenbach, ad 
Xen. Hier. 6, 12; Matthiae, p. 1063), or what, i.e. the death 
n•hich He died (so Rtickert, l:<'ritzsche, de Wette, Philippi; see 
Rernharcly, p. 106 f. ; comp. on Gal. ii. 20) cannot be determined, 
since both renderings suit the correct interpretation of what 

1 Denth lw.d bec011ie lord over Him, because in obedience to God (Phil. ii. 6 ff.) 
Christ hncl subjected Himself to its power, so that He lura.vpw971 if du(J,.,la.s 
(2 Cor. xiii. 4). The Kvpm!,iv of death over Him wos therefore a thing willcll by 
God (v. 8-10), and reolisecl through the voluntary obedience of Jesus. See 
John x. 18; Matth. xx. 28. 

i Not a parenthetical intervening clause (Hofmann), which is nppr.oprinte 
neither to the essential i1nporlanu of the sentence m the train of thought, nor to 
the application which it rccci \'ea in ver. 11. 
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follows. Yet the latter, analogous to the expression 0<1vaTov 
0a11€111, is to be preferred as the more simple, and as uniform with 
Gal. ii 20. - Tl1 o.µapTtq. a?re0.] the relation of the dative is to 
be determined from 11€Kpou,; -rii aµ. in ver. 11 ; therefore it can be 
nothing else than what is contained in 0.7r€0av. TO aµ. in ver. 2 
( comp. Hofmann), namely : he is dead to sin ( dative of reference), 
i. e. His dying concerned sin ; and indeed so that the latter (namely 
the sin of the world, conceived as power) has now, after He has 
suffered death on account of it, become without influence upon 
Him and has no more power over Him; He submitted Him­
self to its power in His death, but through that death He has 
died to its power.1 So also have we (ver. 11) to esteem ourselves 
as dead to sin (11€Kpou,; TO aµ.), as rescued from its grasp through 
our ethical death with Christ, in such measure that we are re­
leased from and rid of the influence of this power antagonistic to 
God. The close accordance of this view of TV aµ. a?ri0. with the 
context (according to vv. 11 and 2) is decisive against the ex 
planations of the dative deviating from it, such as: ad expianda 
peccata (Pareus, Piscator, Grotius, Michaelis, and others including 
Olshausen); or: ad expianda tollendaque peccata (Kappe, Flatt, 
Reiche, Fritzsche, Philippi) ; or : in order to destroy the powe1· of 
sin (Chrysostom, Beza, Calvin, Bengel, and others, including Ewald 
and Umbreit). Riickert, Kollner, and de Wette wish to abide by 
an indefinite reference of the death of Jesus to sin as the remote 
object; but this simply explains nothing, and leaves only a 
formal parallelism remaining.-eq,a?raf] for once, with emphasis, 
excluding repetition, once for all. Comp. Heb. vii. 27, ix. 12, 
x. 10; Lucian, Dem. euc. 21. - tii T. 0€1,d] vivit Deo, namely so, 
that now in His estate of exaltation, after He has through His 
death died to the power of sin, His life belongs to God, i. e. stands 
to God in the relation of being dependent on, and of being deter­
mined by, Him. The contrast to the preceding yields the 
excluding sense. Christ's earthly life, namely, was also a tijv Ti, 
0E'f', but was at the same time exposed to the death-power ot 

1 Rich. Schmidt, Paul. (Jliristol. p. 55, justly insists that Christ for His own 
person died to sin, but further on (p. 59), ends in finding an id~al, not_ a real 
relation. But He died really to sin, inasmuch as He took upon Himself, m the 
death of the cross, the curse of th4' law ; after which human sin had now no longer 
auy power over Him. Compare on ver. 3. 
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h11man sin, which is now no longer the case, inasmuch as His 
lifo rescued from death is wholly determined by the fellowship 
with God. This latter portion of the verse belongs also to the 
proof of ver. 9, since it is in fact just the (exclusive) belonging 
to God of Christ's Ffe, that makes it certain that death reigns no 
longer over Him; u twv -rep 01:cp he can no longer be 7ra01fTo,; 
(Acts xxvi 23), which He previously was, until in obedience to 
God ef arr0m,a,; He was crucified (2 Cor. xiii 4). 

Ver. 11. Application of ver. 10 to the readers.-Although in 
ver. 10 there was no mention of a ">..oylterr0ai on the part of 
Christ, we are not, with Griesbach and Koppe, to break up the 
discourse by the punctuation: OVTW Kat vµei,; Xoylterr0e K.T.11.. 

(comp. on the contrary Luke xvii. 10).-Accordingly reckon ye 
yourselves also (like Christ) as dead, etc. ">..oylteCT0e, namely, con­
taining the standard by which they are to apprehend their moral 
life-position in its reality, is not, with Bengel and Hofmann, to 
be taken as indicative, but rather, seeing that here the discourse 
passes over to the second person aud proceeds in exhortation in 
ver. 12 ff., with the Vulgate, Chrysostom and Luther, as impera­
tive. - ev Xp. 'I.] These words, which Riickert, Kollner, de 
W ette, and others quite arbitrarily join merely with twVTa,; 8e T. 

01:cp, belong to both portions of the summons ; and do not mean 
per (Jhristum (Grotius and others, including l!'ritzsche), but 
denote rather the specific element, in which the being dead and 
living take place, namely, in the ethical bond of fellowship, which 
is just the eTvai ev XptCT'Tcp. 

Ver. 12 f. Ouv] in consequence of this 11.oylteCT0e, for the 
proof of it in the practice of life. For this practice the Xoyl­
{err0ai K.-r.">... is meant to be the regulative theory. The negative 
portion of the following exhortation corresponds to the 111:Kpou,; 
µev ro a.µapTlq. in ver. 11 ; and the positive contrast all.II.a K. T.11.. 

to the twVTa,; 8J -rip 01:p. - µ~ ,8aCTt11..] With this nothing sinful 
is admitted (comp. Chrysostom); but on the contrary the influ­
ence of the (personified) sin, conquering the moral ego, is entirely 
forbidden,1 as the whole connection teaches. - ev -rep 0v1JT'!' vµ. 
uwµ.] ev simply indicates the seat and sphere, in which the for-

1 But Luther's gloss is good : "Mark, the saints have still evil lusts in the 
flesh, which they do not follow," Comp. the carrying out of the idea in 
l'llelancthon. 
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bidden dominion would take place (not by means of, as Th. Schott 
thinks). As to 01117T<p, every explanation is to be avoided which 
takes the word in any other sense than the ordinary one of mortal 
(comp. viii. 11), because it has no other signification (see all 
the examples in \Vetstein), and because the context contains 
nothing at all in favour of giving any other turn to the notion of 
the word. We must reject therefore the opinion that it is 
equivalent to veKpcp, as taken in the ethical sense: dead for sin 
(Turretin, Ch. Schmidt, Ernesti, Schleusner, Schrader, and 
Stengel). Directly affirmed of the body, the mortality could not 
but be understood by every reader quite definitely as the 
physical. The purpose of the epithet however must manifestly 
result from the relation of motive, in which the mortality of 
the body stands to the prohibition of the reign of sin in the 
bo<ly. .And the more precise definition of this motive is to be 
derived from the previous 11€Kpour µJv TU a.µapTtij., tw11Tar oJ Ttp 
0ecp. If we are convinced, namely, that we are dead for sin and 
alive for God; if we account ourselves as those who have put off 
the ethical mortality (wr €K ll€Kpwv tw11Tar, ver. rn), then it is an 
absurdity to allow sin to reign in the body, which in fact is 
mortal. This quality stands in a relation of contradiction to our 
immortal life entered upon in the fellowship of Christ, and 
thus the dominion, for which we should deliver over our body 
to sin, would prove that we were not that for which, neverthe­
less, in genuine moral self-judgment, we have to take ourselves; 
since in fact the mortal life of the body, if we yield it to the 
government of sin, excludes the immortal Christian life described 
in ver. 11. Hofmann imports more into the passage than its 
connection with ver. 11 suggests; namely the double folly, that 
such an one should not use the power, which the life of Christ 
gives him over the mortal body and therewith over sin; and 
that he should permit himself to be entangled in the death to 
which his body falls a victim, while he possesses a life of which 
also his body would become joint-participant. This is a :fine­
spun application of the true interpretation. Different is the view 
of Ki::illner (comp. Calvin: "per contemtum vocat mortale"), that 
it is here hinted how disgraceful it is to make the spirit sub­
ordinate to sin, which only dwells in the perishable body; and 
of Grotius: "de vita altera cogitandum, nec formidandos labores 
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l,aiu], sane diuturnos" ( comp. Chrysostom and Theodoret ; so 
also on the whole Reiche). But the context contains neither a 
contrast between body and spirit, nor between this and the other 
life. Flatt thinks that Paul wished to remind his readers of the 
brevity of sensual pleasure; comp. Theophylact. But bow little 
would this be in keeping with the high standpoint of the moral 
sternness of the Apostle l According to others, Paul desired to 
remind them warningly of the destructiveness of sin, which had 
brought death on the body ( de W ette, Krehl, Nielsen, Philippi, 
also Maier). But this point of view as to destructiveness is re­
mote from the connection, in which the pervading theme is 
rather the unsuitableness of the dominion of sin to the communion 
of death and life with Christ. Others still explain it vafiously.1-

o-wµaTt] body, as in ver. 6; not a symbolic expression for the entire 
ego (Reiche, following Ambrosiaster and various early exposi­
tors); nor yet body and soul, so far as it is not yet the recipient 
of the Spirit of God (Philippi); for even in all such passages as 
viii. 10, 13, 23 ; xii. 1 o-wµa retains purely its signification body. 
But sin reigns in the body (comp. on ver. 6), so far as its material 
substratum is the o-ap[ (Col. ii. 11), which, with its life-principle 
the 'VJ'VX~, is the seat and agent of sin (vii. 18 ff. al.). Hence the 
sinful desires are its desires (auTou), because, excited by the power 
of sin in the flesh, they are at work in the body and its members 
(vii. 5, 23; Col. iii. 5). Sin aims at securing obedience to these 
desires through its dominion in man. Consequently Ei~ T6 i11raK. 

T. e71'L0. auT. implies the-according to ver. 11 absurd-tendene1J 
of the allowing sin to reign in the mortal body, which the 
Apostle forbids. - µ71cU] also especially not (as e.g. 1 Cor. v. 8). 
- 71'ap10-Ta11ETE] present, i.e. place at the disposal, at tile service. 
Matth. xxvi. 53; Acts xxiii 24; 2 Tim. ii. 15; Athen. iv. p 
148 B; Lucian, d. MClr. 6, 2; Diod. Sic. xvi 79; Dern. 597 pen. 
-T?i. µtA.11 vµwv] your members, which sin desires to use as 
executive organs, tongue, hand, foot, eye, etc. The mental 

1 Olsl1nusen connects thus : "let not the sin manifesting itself in your mortal 
body reign in you." In that case Paul must have repeated the article after a.µ.. 
According to Baur there lies in 6v11-r,i the idea: "whose mortality can only remind 
you of that, which it even now is as veKpov -rv aµ.ap-rle,." But, hnu Puul desired 
to set forth the moral death through the ndjective by way of motive, he must 
then have written, after ver 11, lP -r,i veKp,i uµwv uwµ.an, which after what p;oee 
before would not have been liable to nny misconception. 



298 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 

powers and activities, feeling, will, understanding, are not in­
cluded (in opposition to Erasmus, Reiche, Philippi and others); 
but Paul speaks concretely and graphically of the members, in 
reference to wbich the mental activities in question are neces­
sarily presupposed. Comp. Col. iii 5. - chrAa ao,Klas-] as 

weapons of immorality, with which the establishment of im­
morality is achieved. The aµapTla is conceived as a ruler 
employing the members of man as weapons of wa1fare, where­
with to contend against the government of God and to estab­
lish ao,Kla ( opposite of the subsequent 01Kat0CTu1111~). It injures 
the figure, to which ver. 23 glances back, to explain &1rAa ( comp, 
,~:.i) instruments, as is done by many (including Ri.ickert, Kollner, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, Fritzsche, de Wette, and Ewald), a 
meaning which it indeed frequently bears in classic Greek since 
Homer (see Duncan, Le.x. ed. Rost, p. 844), but never in the N. T. 
Comp. especially 2 Cor. vi 7, x. 4. - 1rapaCTT~CTan-] ihe aorist 
here following the present (comp. Bernhardy, p. ~93), marking 
the immediateness and rapidity of the opposite action which 
has to set in. It stands to 1raptCTTa.11eTe in a climactic relation. 
See Winer, p. 294 [E. T. 394], Kuhner, II. 1, p. 158. - £aVTOud 

yourselves, your own persons, and specially also your members, etc. 
- w~ EK 111:Kp. tw11Ta~] as those that are alive from the dead (risen), 
i.e. those who have experienced in themselves the ethical process 
of having died and attained to the resurrection-life with Christ. 
Only thus; in the sense of the moral renovation discussed in 
vv. 2-11-not in the sense of Eph. ii. 1 (Philippi and older ex­
positors)-can it be explained agreeably to the context, espe­
cially as w~ corresponds to the AoylteCT0e K.T.A. in ver. 11. This 
w~, quippe, with the participle (as in xv. Hi, and very frequently), 
expresses, namely, the relation of the case, in which what is 
demanded is to appear to the readers as corresponding to their 
Christian state, which is described as lift. from the dead.1 

- T'f 

0Eip] belonging to God, as in vv. 10, 11. 

1 The ws is not the " like" of comparison (Hofmann, who, following Lnrl1mann, 
prefers with A B C N the wo-«, which does not elsewhere occur in the writings_ of 
Paul), but the "as" of the quality, in which the subjects have to conceive 
themselves. Comp. Wunder, ad Soph. Trach. 39!, p. 94; Kuhner, II. 2, p. 649. 
According to Hofmann the comparative wa-e, is only to extend to iK ve1Cpw11 (aml 
fwVTas to be predicative) : as living persons like as from the dead. But such " 
were corr,pari.son would be foreign to the whole context, according to which 
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Ver. 14. Not the gronnd and warmnt for the exhortation 
(Hofmann), in which case the thought is introduced, that obedi­
ence is dependent on the readers; but an encouragement to do 
what is demanded in vv. 12, rn, through the assurance that 
therein sin shall not become lord over them, since they are not 
in fact under the law, but under grace. Comp. the similar 
encouragement in Phil ii. 13. In this assurance lies a " dulcis­
sima consolatio," Melancthon, comp. Calvin. They have not to 
dread the danger of failure. Understood as an expression of 
good confidence, that they would not allow sin to become lord over 
them (Fritzsche), the sentence would lack an element assigning 
an objective reason, to which nevertheless the second palf points. 
Heumann, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and Umbreit take the 
future imperatively, which is erroneous for the simple reason that 
it is not in the second person (Bern hardy, p. 378). - ou yap e<TTe 
v1ro 110µ011 (Gal. iv. 21), a'AX' v1ro xap111: For not the law, but 
divine grace (revealed in Christ) i,s the power under which yon 
are placed. This contrast, according to which the norm-giving 
position of the law is excluded from the Christian state (it is not 
merely the superfluousness of the law that is announced, as Th. 
Schott thinks), is the justification of the encouraging assurance 
previously given. Had they been under the law, Paul would not 
have been able to give it, because the merely commanding law 
is the ov11aµ1~ Tij~ a.µapTla~ (1 Cor. xv. 56), and accunrnlates sins 
(v. 20), in which reference he intends to discuss the matter still 
further in eh. vii But they stand under a quite different power, 
under gmce; and this relation of <lependence is quite calculated 
to bring to the justified that consecration of moral strength, 
which they require against sin and for the divine life (v. 21; 
vi. 1 ff.). "Gratia non solum peccata diluit, sed ut non peccemus 
facit," Augustine. 

Vv. 15-23. This ou,c el11a1 u1ro 110µ011, a.XX' u1ro xa.p111 does not 
therefore give us freedom to sin. From the OU yu.p .... xap111, 
Christians are really alive (with Christ) from the dead, and paralysing the pith of 
the view, which does not lie in a quasi, but in a tanquam. The Vulgate renders 
correctly: "tanq11,am ez mortuis viventes." He who participates ethically in the 
resurrection-life of the Loi-dis alive from death, but not alive as if from death; just 
as little is he as if alive from death. Theodore of Mopsuestia rendered the .:,,,..., 
which he read, in the latter sense; referring it to '" v,,cp. twvrar together, all([ 
explaining the meaning to be that, preyious to the actual resurrection, only 71 KaTi. 

ro 5uvLrov µ.lµ.11uir is recp1ired. 



300 TIIE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 

namely, the inference of freedom to sin might very easily be 
drawn by immoral Christians (comp. ver. 1), which would be 
exactly the reverse of what the Apostle wished to establish by 
that proposition (aµ. vµ. ov KUp. ver. 14). Paul therefore pro­
poses to himself this possible inference and negatives it (ver. 
15), and then gives in ver. 16 ff. its refutation. Accordingly vv. 
15-23 form only an ethico-polemical preliminary to the positive 
illustration of the proposition, " ye are not under the law, but 
under grace," which begins in eh. vii. 

Ver. 15. T{ oJv] sc. e1TTL ; what is then the state of the case? 
Comp. iii 9. Shall this Christian position of ours be misused for 
sinning ?-With the reading aµapTTJITOµEv the sense would be 
purely future: shall we sin? will this case occur with us ? But 
with the proper reading aµapTTJ1TWµE11 Paul asks : .Are we to sin? 
deliberative subjunctive as in ver. 1. To the €7rtµevwµ. T. aµapT. 

in ver. 1 our aµapTTJITWµEv stands related as a climax; not 
merely the state of perseverance in sin, but every sinful action 
is to ue abhorred; the former from the pre-Christian time, the 
latter in the Christian state of grace. - ()TL OUK €1Tµ€V V7r0 voµov 
K. T.A.] emphatic repetition. Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. iv. :3, 17, 
Schol. in Lnc. p. xxxix. 

Ver. 16. Paul begins the detailed illustration of theµ~ ye1101To 

with an appeal to the consciousness of his readers, the tenor of 
which corresponds to the saying of Christ: "No man can serve 
two masters." This appeal forms the propositio major; the 
minor then follows in ver. 17 f., after which the conclusion is 
obvious of itself.-" Know ye not, that, to whom ye yield yonr.~elves 
as slai·esfor obedience, ye are slaves of him whom ye obey?" Here 
the emphasis is not on €ITT€ (slaves ye are in reality, as de 
Wette and others think), or even on the relative clause <,~ 

v-rraKovETE (Hofmann), but, as is required by the order of the 
words, and the correlation with -rraptlTT- EaUTovs-, on oou>..ot. 

Whosoever places himself at the disposal of another for obedi­
ence as a slave, is no longer free and independent, but is just the 
slave of him whom he obeys. - 7rapt1T-ra11ETE] The present, as ex­
pressing the general proposition which continues to hold good. 
See Kuhner, II. 1, p. 115.-cp v-rraKovETE] whom ye obey (errone­
ously rendered by Reiche and Baui:ngarten-Crusius: have to obey). 
By this, instead of the simple au-rou or -rou-rov, the relatiou of 
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subjection, wl1ich was already expressed in the protasis, is once 
more vividly brought into view: that ye are slaves of him, whom, 
ye, in consequence of that 7rap1<rTO.ll€LII eavrou~ OOVAOV~ to him, 
obey. The circumstantiality has a certain earnestness and 
solemnity. If ye yield yourselves as slaves for obedience, then 
ye are nothing else than slaves in the service of him whom ye 
obey. The less reason is there for attaching £i~ inraK. to the 
apodosis (Th. Schott, Hofmann). - irrot aµapTias] sc. oou:\oi.1 

Respecting the d.isjnnctive ;Toi, aut sane, found nowhere else in 
N. T., see especially Klotz, ad Devar. p. 609, Baeumlein, Partik. 
p. 244. It lays strong emphasis on the first alternative. Very 
frequently thus used in Greek authors. Comp. Wisd. xi. 18. -
£is 0a.11aT011] result, to which this relation of slavery leads. The 
1a.11aTos cannot be physical death (Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel), 
since that is not the consequence of individual 2 sin (see on v. 
12), and is not averted from the oou:\os v1raKoijs ; nor is it, either 
generally, the misery of sin (de Wette), or specially spiritual 
death, alienation from the true tw~, an idea which Paul never 
~onveys by 0a.11aTos; but rather, seeing that 0a.11aTo~, as is more 
precisely indicated in ver. 21, and is placed beyond doubt by the 
contrast of tw; aiw11tos, must be conceived as the TeAo~ of the 
bondage of sin; eternal death (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and 
others, including Rtickert, Reithmayr, and Tholuck). Comp. i. 
32. This is not at variance with the antithesis £i's OtKaior:rv111J11, 
which is not to be taken (as in ver. 13) in the sense of moral 
7•1'ghteousness (Philippi and others); for this is not the result, but 
is itself the essence of the oou:\011 £l11at v1raKo~~ ( comp. v. 19), 
since v1raKo~, in contradistinction to the aµapTia, is obedience to 

1 Consequently servants of sin, who are serviceable to thl\t which is sin ; llllu 
then : senanf.8 of obedience, who are in the service of the opposite of d.µapTla, in 
the service of divine obedience. Hofmann erroneously takes the genitives ns 
genitives of quality (servants who sin and who obey); see Winer, p. 222 [E. T. 297). 
Whnt render could, after 6ouXo, (comp. John viii. 34), hnve stumbled on this 
singular relation of quality; the assumption of which ought to have been pre• 
eluded by vv. 17, 20. Comp. 2 Pet. ii. 19. 

2 Philippi here observes, with the view of including bodily deatl1 also in the idea, 
that it "is personally oppropriated and merited by the inui\'iuunl through his 
own act." This is not Pauline, and is at vorionce with the true interpretation 
of the it/>' .; ,rebus -ijµapov in v. 12. It is not with death ns it is with thu 
l\tonement, which is objectively there for all, but must be appropriated hy some­
thiug subjective. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22. Moreover, such personnl oppropriotiou 
would be inconcefrnble in the cnse of all children dying without actual siu, 
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the divine will. On the contrary 01KaiocrJ11.11, antithetically cor­
relative with the 0avaTos-, must be conceived as the final residt 
of that oovXov £lvai inraKoijs-, and apply to the time of final 
perfection in the at'~v µ/XXwv, when the faithful, who have not 
re1apsed into the service of sin, but in their faith have been 
servants of obedience, on account of the death of Christ olKaiot 

KaTa<TTa0ricroVTm, ver. 19. It is therefore the righteousness 
which is awarded to them in the fudgment. 1 If it were the 
righteousness of faith even now attained (Th. Schott), v,ra,coij~ 
would need to be taken, with Schott, of becoming a believer (i. 5), 
which is contextually inadmissible, since what is spoken of is the 
state of grace already existing (ver. 15), in which service is ren­
dered to tl1e obedience of God only, and not to sin. In accordance 
with 1.he misconceptions of Hofmann, already noticed in detail 
(see above), there results as bis sense of the whole: "To whom 
ye place yourselves as servants at his disposal, ye are servants 
for the purpose of obedience; ye are so to him whom ye obey, 
servants either-for there is no third alternative-who act contrary 
to their niaster's will and thereby merit death, or such as live in 
obedience and are therefore righteous in the presence of their 
master." What kind of a 0ava~OS', and in what sense 011CaLO<Tl)1117 

is meant, is supposed according1y to be self-evident. And by 
the following thanksgiving, ver. 17, the Apostle is alleged" as it 
were half to take bade" his question, Whether they do not know 
etc., so that the medium of transition to ver. 17 is "why yet still 
the question?" A series of gratuitously imported fancies. 

Ver. 17. Propositio niinor. - xaplS' oe Tep 0€cp, <h1] animated 
expression of piety; "ardor pectoris apostolici," Bengel. Comp. 
vii. 25. -GTt ;T£ oouXot T- aµ., v1r17,c. K.T.X.] ;T£ has emphasis: 
that ye were slaves of sin (that this condition of bondage is past) 
etc. Comp. Eph. v. 8. The prefixing of ;T£, and the non-inser­
tion of a µiv, clearly prove that this i1:1 the true interpretation, 
and not t.hat, by which the main idea is discovered in the second 
half: "non Deo gratias agit, quod servierint peccato, sed 
quod, qui servierint peccato, postea obediernnt evangelio," 
Grotius. In that case µ/11 at least would be indispensable in the 
first clause. The mode of expression is purposely chosen, in order 

1 Kostlin has also justly directed attention in the Jahrb. f. dcutscho Thcol. 
18~6, p. 127, to the sensus/orensis of 61Ka1ouvv11 in our pus~Rge. 
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to render more forcibly apparent their earlier dangerous condition 
(whose further delineation in ver. 19, moreover, points to the 
former lu!,athenism of the readers). - EK Kapoia~] ov8€ -y;,.p 

• ' e • ~· 'Q ' e ·, "· • ' ' e ' 't]lla-yKaCT 't]T£, OVO€ EfJtaCT 't]T£, al\/\ €KOVT£(: µrra 7rp0 uµta~ 

a1reCTTTJT£, Chrysostom. Comp. Job viii 10 ; Mark xii. 30 ; 
Wisd. viii. 21 al. ; Theocr. xxix. 4 ; also EK 0uµou, Ef evµe11w11 

CTTepvwv, and similar phrases in Greek writers. The opposite: 
EK {3laf:. - eis- i'>v 7rape8. T67r. oto.] may either be reso!Yed: T<p 

T61rcp Tqf: oto., 1:is- &v 7rapeo., with Chrysostom and others, includ­
ing Rtickert, Reiche, Kollner, Tholuck, de W ette, }'ritzsche, 
Winer, and Philippi (see Fritzsche, Diss. II. p. 133, Conjcct. p. 
34; Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 177) ; or: eis- T. T67r. Tqs- oto., 

eis- i'>v 7rape8. (as in iv. 17); or: 1:is- T, T67r. TqS' Oto., ·i'>v 7rapeo. 

i. e. i'>s- 7rapeo. vµ'iv (see Castalio and Grotius on the passage, 
Kypke, II. p. 167, Ewald and Hofmann). It is decisive in 
favour of the first mode of resolution that v7raK061:111 eif: Tt is 
never equivalent to v1raK061:111 Ttvl ;1 while to take V7rTJK06CTaT£ 

absolutely either in the sense of the obedience of faith, i. 5 (Ewald), 
or in that of absolute obedience (" as obedient servants in contrast 
to sinful ones," Hofmann), is inadmissible, because V7rTJKovCTaTe 

in its antithetical correlation with oouAot Tqs- aµapTias- needs a 
more precise definition. And this it has precisely in eis- ~11 

7rape860. KT.A., which cannot therefore indicate whereunto (Ewald 
and Hofmann) the v7raK061:111 has taken place,-an artificial for­
fetched expedient, which is wrung from them, in order to get 
instead of obedience towards the doctrine obedience as effect of 
the doctrine (comp. Matth. xii. 41, where however µrrevo~CTav 

stands by its side, which is in fact of itself a complete con­
ception). The Tl:7r0S' Otoaxqs-, 1:i's- gll 7rapeo. is usually (and 
still by Hofmann) understood of Ohristian doctrine generally, 
so far as it is a definite, express form of teaching. But since 
the singular expression T67ros- does not thus appear accounted for, 
and since the Roman church was undoubtedly planted through 
the preaching of Pauline Christianity, which is certainly a 
particular type, different from Judaistic forms of Christian teach­
ing and in various points even contrasting with these, it is prefer­
al.,le to understand by it the distinct expression which the Gospel 

1 In the passages quoted by Kypke from Greek nuthors inratcofov Eis TI meanR 
to ohey in reference to .,omething, to be obedient in a maU~r Reichc's judgmcnt 
of thcsP, passages is erroneous. S-ee on 2 Cor. ii. " 
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had received through Paul, consequently the doctrinal form of 
his Gospel (ii. 16, xvL 25), in opposition to anti-Paulinism 
(Ri.ickert, ed. 1, de W ette, comp. Philippi). This ei~ :'w 7rape8. is 
decisive infavour of the interpretation" form of doctrine" in au 
objective sense, and against the siibjective explanation: image of the 
doctrine, which is impressed on the heart (Kypke). Following 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius, Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, 
and many others, Reiche (as also Olshausen, Reithmayr and 
Krehl) take r117ro~ in the sense of exemplar, ideal which tlte 
doctrine lwlds up, consequently in that of the ethical rule, which 
as model of life is contained in the Gospel (818ax.).1 This is 
in harmony neither with the u7raKoueiv nor with the ei~ iv 7rape8. 
Unsuitable to the former is also the interpretation of Beza and 
others, to which Tholuck inclines, that the evangelical doctrine 
i;; "quasi instar typi cujusdam, C'tti veluti immittamur, ut ejus 
figurae conformemur." Van Hengel understands U7r1JKOucrare 
in the sense of obedience toward God, and eir as quod attinet 
at; Paul in his view says: "obedivistis Deo ad sequendam 
quam profiteri edocti estis doctrinae formam." This form of 
doctrine, to which the Romans were directed at the founding of 
their church, had been, he conceives, probably more J udaistic than 
purely Pauline. But against the absolute interpretation of U7r1J• 
Kover. see above; while the assumption of a ru7rof 818axij~ not truly 
Pauline is irreconcilable with the expression of thanksgiving, and 
is not supported by Phil. i.15, a passage which is to be explained 
from the peculiar situation of the Apostle. We may add that 
Paul aptly specialises the 117raK011-which was set forth in the 
major, in ver. 16, quite generally (as obedience to Goel in general) 
-at the subsumption in the minor, ver. 17, as obedience to his 
Gospel. - 7rape860.] rhv rou 0eou /30110eiav aivLTTeTat, Chrysos­
tom. The reference to God, which is also to be observed for the 
passives in ver. 18, is plain from xo.p1r rrp 0e<p. That it is not 
to be taken as middle (to yield themselves, so Fritzsche) is shown 
by the same passives in ver. 18. ITapa&l8wµ1 either with the 
dative or with ei~, in the sense of delivering over to the dis­
posal and power of another, is very current everywhere in Greek 
literature (Judith x. 15; Rom. i. 26; Xen. Hell. 1, 7, 3; Dern. 

1 So probably Ohrysostom took it, who explains o Tu,ros T. 8,8ax~s by lp9ws n~ 
i.at µ.r·ra, ,roX,u,as a.plUTt/S, So also Theopl,y !act. 
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515, 6, 1187, 5); but whether in a hostile sense or not, is con­
veyed not by the expression itself, but simply by the context. 
To the expression itself the abolition of one's own self-deter­
mination is essential. So also here. The Christian has at bis 
conversion ceased to be sui juris, and has been given over to 
the morally regulative power of the Gospel. On Tu7rOS' 818axijs­
comp. Jamblichus, de Pythag. vit. 16: TijS' 1ra18eutTews- o Tu,ros-, 

Plat. Rep. p. 412 B: oi Tll7l"Ot TijS' 1ra18elas-, p. 397 C: T117rcp Tij~ 

Aef€WS', Jamblichus l.c. 23: TOI/ Tll'll"OI/ TijS' 8,8atTKaA.ias-, Isoc . 
.A.ntid. 186 : o Tll7l"OS' TijS' </>IAotTocj>ias-. 

Ver. 18. " But, freed from sin, ye have become servants of 
righteousness." This is not to be regarded as the conclusion from 
the two premisses, vv. 16, 17 (Riickert, Reiche), because 0~11 is 
not used, and because substantially the same thought was already 
contained in ver. 17. Paul rather expresses once more the happy 
change in his readers just described ; and does so in a thoughtfully 
chosen antithetical form, no longer however dependent on 0T1, 

but independent and thus more emphatic (hence a colon is, with 
Lachmann, to be inserted before i">..ev0.). But he leaves the 
reader to draw for himself the concfo,sion, namely: thisµ~ ye1101T<, 

is therefore fully justified. -The 8e is the autem of continua­
tion; the transition, however, is not from activity (v,rl'JKOutTaTe) to 
passiveness (Hofmann, comp. Th. Schott), for the latter is already 
given in 7rape8601'JTE, but from the state of the case expressed 
in ver. 17 to a striking s-pecification, in a more precise jo1'1n, of the 
revolution in the relation of service, which was accomplished in 
them. - a,ro T, aµapT.] that is, from the relation of slavery to 
it. - ioouA. Tll 81Ka10tT,] ye have been placed in the slave-relation 
to righteousness; a representation of the complete dependence on 
the moral necessity of being righteous, implied in conversion. 
On the dative comp. 1 Cor. ix. 19; Tit. ii. 3; 2 Pet. ii. 19. This 
slavery, where the 81KatotT11111'/ is the mistress, is consequently the 
true moral freedom (i">..w0epo,rpe7rES' OE ~ a.pETYJ, Plat . .A.le. I. p. 
135 C.). Comp. the similar paradox in 1 Cor. vii. 22. 

Ver. 19. Paul had, in vv. 16-18, represented the idea of the 
highest moral freedom-in a form corresponding indeeu with its 
nature as a moral necessity (" Deo servire vera liberks est," 
Augustine), but still borrowed from human relations-as 8ov">..,da. 
He now therefore, not to justify himself, but to induce his 

L U 
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readers to separate the idea from the form, announces tlle fact 
that, and the reason why, he thus expresses himself regarding the 
loftiest moral idea in this concrete fashion, derived from an 
ordinary human relation. I speak (in here making mention of 
slavery, vv. 16-18) what i,s human (belonging to the relations of 
the natural human life) on account of the (intellectual) weakness 
of your flesh, i.e. in order thereby to come to the help of this your 
weakness. For the setting forth of the idea in some such sensu­
ous form is the appropriate means of stimulating and procuring 
its apprehension in the case of one, whose knowledge bas not 
yet been elevated by divine enlightenment to a higher platform 
of strength and clearness released from such human forms. 
Respecting av0ponrtl!OII see the examples in Wetstein. It is the 
antithesis of 01:iov, Plat. Rep. p. 497 C. The expression KaTa 
av0ponrov >-..eyw in eh. iii. 5 is in substance equivalent, since 
av0pol7rtl!OII also necessarily indicates the form and dress em­
ployed for the idea, for whose representation the Apostle has 
uttered what is human. The c;apf, however, i.e. the material 
human nature in its psychical determination, as contrasted with 
the divine pneumatic influence (comp. on iv. 1), is weak for reli­
gious and moral discernment, as well as for good (Matth. xxvi. 41); 
hence the c;ocpia c;apKtK17 (2 Cor. i 12) is foolishness with God 
(1 Cor. iii. 19). Others, taking it not of intellectual weakness, but 
of nioral weakness, refer it to what follows (Origen, Chrysostom, 
Theophylact., Erasmus, Calvin, Est.ins, Hammond, Wetstein, and 
others, including Klee, Reithmayr, and Bisping), in the sense: 
"I do not demand what is too hard (av0pC:.rrr., comp. 1 Cor. x. 
13); for although I might require a far higher degree of the 
new obedience, yet I require only the same as ye have formerly 
rendered to sin." 1 But the following wc;1rEp . ... oiTw introduces 
not the equality of the degree, but, as is plain from ver. 20, only 
the comparison in general between the former and the present 
state. Besides, the demand itself, which by this interpretation 
would only concern a lower stage of Christian life, would be 
inappropriate to the momlly ideal character of the whole horta­
tory discourse, which is not injured uy the concrete figurative 
form. This remark also applies to the dismembering explanation 

1 So also probably Theodoret : rfr <f,uf1'EL p.Erpw r~v 1rapalvEf1'<V • aToa -ya.p Ta. iv 

~~ 0V1JT~ f1'W/J,aTL Ktl'Oup.£VQ. 11"0.01}, 
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of Hofmann (comp. Th. Schott), who makes a110pC:mwo11 "J,.lyoo 
form a parenthesis, and then connects Ota T;I/ aa-0t11eta11 T. 

uapKor; vµw11 with €00UAW0>]T£ Tii OtKatO<TU"l], so that the thought 
would be: the weakness of our inborn nature gives occasion that 
Olll' translation into the life of righteousness is dealt with as 
an enslavement thereto, while otherwige it woul<l be i,imply 
restoration to the freedom of doing our own will; according to 
this weakness what is right is not done freely of itself, but in 
the shape of a service. But how could Paul l1ave so degraded 
the moral loftiness of the position of the 8ou"J,.w0lvrer; Tii OtKat0-

CTu11n! To him they were indeed the oouAw0lvrer; T'f' 0ei, (ver. 
22), and in his estimation there was nothing morally more 
exalted than to be oou"J,.or; 0wu, as Christ Himself was. The 
Christian has put on Christ in this respect also (Gal iii 27), and 
lives in the spirit of the holiest freedom (2 Cor. iii. 17 t:) ; his 
subjection to the service of 81Kat0a-u1111 has not taken place on 
account of his inborn nature incapacitating him for moral freedom 
(as though it were a measure of compulsion); but on the contrary 
he has put off the morally weak old man, and so he lives as a 
new creature-by means of the newness of the spirit, and in 
virtue of his communion in the resurrection-life of Christ-in 
the condition of righteousness, which Paul has here under the 
<lesignation of bondage, accommodating himself by the ordinary 
human expression to the natural weakness of the understanding, 
lirought into contrast with the having been freed from sin. -wa-1rep 

yap K.T.A.] Practical assigning of a reason for the proposition just 
affirmed a110pw1ri11w~ in ver. 18, in the form of a concrete demctnd. 
In opposition to Hofmann, who (at variance with his own in­
terpretation of xiii. 6 !) declares it impossible to clothe the assign­
ing of a reason in the dress of an exhortation, see Baeumlein, 
Pa1·tik. p. 86. Heb. xii. 3 (see Delitzsch) is to be taken in the 
same way; comp. James i. 7; and see on 1 Cor. i. 26. Hence: 
for, as ye have placed your members at the disposal, etc., so now 
place, etc. Since the discourse proceeds indeed in the same 
figurative manner, but yet so that it now assumes the hor­
tat01·y form, (l.110pw7rtl/OII . ... <rapKor; vµwv is not to be put in a 
parenthesis, but with Fritzsche, Lachmann, and Tisd1endorf, to be 
separated from wa-1rep by a period. - TV a.Ka0apa-i'!- K. Tl1 a11oµi'!-] 
The two exhaust the notion of aµapTia (ver. 13), so that 
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a.Ka0. cliaracterises sin as moraily defiling the rnan (see on i. 2-!), 
and 0.110µ. (1 John iii. 4) as a violation of the divine law (see 
Tittmann, Synon. p. 48). - et'~ T~11 avoµ.] on behalf of antagonism 
to law, in order that it may be established (in facto). The inter­
pretation et'~ TO €7iL7iA€011 avoµeiv, Theophylact (so also Oecu­
menins, Erasmus, Luther, Grotius, Ki:illner, Ewald, and others), is, 
in its practical bearing, erroneous, since it is only the yielding 
of the members to the principle of avoµ{a that actually brings 
the latter into a concrete reality. - et'~ aytacrµov] in order to 
attain holiness (1 Cor. i 30; 1 Thess. iv. 3 f. 7; 2 Thess. ii 13), 
moral purity and consecration to God. To be an ayw~ in mind 
and walk-that goal of Christian development-is the aim of the 
man, who places his members at the disposal of otKawcruv11 as 
ruler over him. The word aytacrµo~ is found only in the LXX., 
Apocr. and in the N. T. (in the latter it is always holiness, not 
sanctification,1 even in 1 Tim. ii. 15; Heb. xii. 14; 1 Pet. i. 2), 
but not Greek writers. In Dion. Hal. i. 21, it is a false reading, 
as also in Diod. iv. 39. 'Aywcrµov stands withont the article, be­
cause this highest moral goal is conceived of qualitatively. 

Vv. 20-22. With yap Paul does not introduce an illustration 
to ver. 19 (Fritzsche), bnt rather-seeing that ver. 20 through ouf 
in ver. 21, as well as through the correlative antithesis in ver. 22, 
must necessarily form a connected whole in thought with what 
follows till the end of ver. 22-the motive for complying with 
what is enjoined in ver. 19; and that in such a way, that he first 
of all prepares the way for it by ver. 20, and then in ver. 21 f., 
leading on by ouv, actually expresses it, equally impressively and 
touchingly, as respects its deterrent (ver. 21) and inviting (ver. 
22) aspects. The fact that he first sets down ver. 20 for itself, 
makes the recollection which he thus calls up more forcible, 
more tragic. Observe also the emphasis and the symmetrical 
separation of the several words in ver. 20. - e°)\eu0. ~Te Tii 
otKatocr.] Ye wen free in relation to righteousness, in point of 
fact independent of its demands, since ye were serving the oppo­
site ruler (the aµapTla). Ouoe yap 01e11lµe-re Tij~ OOUAfla~ TOIi 

I • ~ I \ • • I ''\ '\ l PI'\ • \ 'C Tp07r0V Tl7 01KalOCT!,lll7 KaL Tl7 aµapTtq., WV\. 01\W~ eau-rou~ e5e-

l In opposition to Hofmann, on ver. 22. But to the Christian consciousness it 
is self-evident that holiness can only be attained lllldcr the inlluence of the Huly 
Sl1irit. Comp. Ritsrhl, altkalh. K. p. 82. 
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oiooTE TU 7r0111]plq., Chrysostom. A sad truth based on experience! 
not a flight of irony (Koppe, Reiche, Philippi, and others), but 
full of deep moral pain. - Ver. 21. 0J11] in consequence of this 
freedom. - Tlva . ... e1raurxu11Err0E is with Chrysostom, Oecu­
menius, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, '\Vetstein, Bengel, 
and others, including Winer, Reiche (but see below), Fritzsche, 
Jatho, and Hofmann (but see below)-in harmony with the punc­
tuation of the text. rec.-to be regarded as one connected ques­
tion, so that the reason to be given for replying in the negative 
sense to this question is then contained in TO yap TfAO~ £KEIVWV 

0avaTo~; namely, thus: what fruit, now, had ye then (when ye 
were still in the service of sin, etc., ver. 20) of things, on acc1mnt 
of which ye are now ashamed ? i.e. ye had then no fruit., no moral 
gain, etc., and.the proof thereof is: for the final result of tliLni 
(those things) is death. What leads at last to death, could bring 
you no moral gain. For the grammatical explanation eKElvwv 
is to be supplied before i<t,' oT~ (which in fact is perfectly 
regular, Winer, p. 149 [E. T. 203]), and to this the eKEivwv in 
the probative clause refers. Regarding e1ra1rrx. i1r[ Ttvt, to be 
ashamed over anything (not merely of the being put. to shame 
by the fact of something not proving to be what we thought it, as 
Th. Schott weakens the sense) comp. Xen. Hell. v. 4, 33: £'ll'1 TY 

~µETepq. <t,i'Xiff airrxvv01i~, Plat. Rep. }J, 396 C: OUK airrxvvEirr0at 
e1r1 TV TotauTll µ1µ17rrE1, LXX., Is. xx. 5, i. 29; 1 Mace. iv. 31 ; 
also Dern. 426, 10. Reiche makes the double mistake of very 
arbitrarily referring eq,' o1~ to Kap1rov, which is to be taken 
collectively; and of explaining Kap1rov lxE1v as meaning to bring 
fo1·th fruit (which would be K. 7r01Eiv, <pepEtll), so that the sense 
would be: "what deeds, on account of which ye are now ashamed, 
proceeded from your service of sin 1" Hofmann, resolving the 
expression into e1r1 TOvT01~ a vvv e1rairrxuvErr0E, wishes to take 
e1rl in the well-known sense of addition to, so that Paul asks : 
"what fruit had ye then over and above those things of which ye 
are now ashamed 1" those things being the former disgraceful en­
ioyments, with which they now desired to have nothing further to 
do. But how could the reader think of such enfoyments without 
any hint being given by the text? And how arbitrary in this 
particular place is that interpretation of £'1T'l, especially when the 
verb itself is compounded with e1ri, and that in the sense: to be 
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ashamed thereupon, and accordingly indicates how i<p' oTs is 
to be resolved and properly understood! See generally on 
£Tit with the dative, as specifying the ground with verbs of 
emotion, Kuhner, II. l, p. 4~6, and with at'a-xu11. II. 2, p. 381, 
rem. 6. Many others (Syriac, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Melancthon, Erasmus Schmid, 
Heumann, Carpzov, Koppe, Tholuck undecidedly, Riickert, 
Kcillner, de \Vette, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Lachmann, 
Tischendorf, Philippi, Reithmayr, Ewald, van Hengel, and Th. 
Schott) end the question with TOTE, so that i<p' oTs 11v11 £Tiat<rX· 
becomes the answer, of which again TO ")lap TtA. £K 8a11. is the 
proof: "wliat sort of fruit had ye then? Things (ye had as fruit) of 
which ye are now ashamed; for the end of thern is death." Kap,ro11 
is likewise regarded as a figurative description either of gni1i 
or reward (" ignoble and pernicious joys and pleasures," Ewald), 
or of actions, which are the penal consequence of reprobate senti­
ments. But fatal to all this explanation, which breaks up the 
passage, is the antithesis in ver. 22, where the having of fruit, 
not its quality, is opposed to the preceding; if Paul had inquired 
in ver. 21 regarding the quality. of the fruit, he must have used 
in ver. 22 some such expression as I/VIit 0~ . ... TOIi ayia<rµo11 
lxETE TOIi Kap,ro11 uµw11. Besides, we cannot well see why he 
should not have written either Tt11as rnp,rovs or e<p' cp and 
EKEl11ou; be would by annexing the plumls, though these were 
in themselves admissible on account of the collective nature of 
Kap,ros, have only expressed himself in a fashion obscure and mis­
leading. Finally, it is to be observed that he never attributes 
rnp,rov or Kap,rovs to immorality; he attributes to it lpya (Gal. 
v. 19), but uses rnp,ros only of the good; he speaks of the rnp,ros 
Tov 7rV£vµa,-os, Gal. v. 22; of the Kap,rof Tov <pwTof, Eph. v. 9; 
of the rnp7rof 01Kato<r111111f, Phil. i. 11 ; of the Kap,r. lp")lov, Phil. i. 
22; comp. Rom. i. 13; in fact he negatives the idea of Kap,ros in 
reference to evil, when he deacribes the lpya TOV <rKOTOVf as 
axap,ra, Eph. v. 11 ; comp. Tit. iii. 14. With this type of 
conception our interpretation alone accords, by which in the 
question TIIIU Kap,rov K.T.A. (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 18) there is con­
tained the negation of Kap,ro~· in the service of sin, the axap,roll 
£i'vat. The most plausible objection to our explanation is this, 
that in accordance with it ip' o1s vvv e,rat<rX- becomes merely an 
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incidental observation. But an incidental observation may be of 
great weight in its bearing on the matter in hand. It is so here, 
where it contains a trenchant argumentative point in favour of 
replying in a negative sense to the question. Calvin aptly says: 
"non poterat gravius exprimere quod vole bat, quam appellando 
eorum conscientiam et quasi in eorum persona pudorem con­
fitendo." Compare also Chrysostom. - eKel11c,w] neuter: those 
things, on account of which ye are now ashamed, the pre­
Christian sins and vices. Bengel well remarks : "remote spectat 
praeterita." - 0a11aTo~] death, i.e. the eternal death, whose anti­
thesis is the tw~ ai.C:mo~, ver. 23; not the physical (Fritzsche), 
comp. on ver. 16. -The µe11 before -yilp (see the crit. remarks) 
does not correspond to the following oe; on the contrary, we 
must translate: for the end indeed (which however excludes 
every fruit) is death. See Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 414, Winer, 
p. 534 f. [E. T. 719 f.]. - Ver. 22. 11v11, oi K,T.X.] But no-w (ye are 
no longer without fruit, as formerly; no, now) ye possess you1 
fmit unto holiness, so that its possession has as its consequence 
holiness for you (€i.~ consecutive). The ci-ytao-µo~ is consequently 
not the fn1,it (the moral gain) itself, which they already have 
(that would also be at variance with oiiTw 11u11 7rapao-T . .... Ei~ 
ciycao-µ011 in ver. 19), but the state, which the tx€111 of their fruit 
shall in fitture bring about. The fruit itself-and Kap71'o~ is to 
be taken, quite as in ver. 21, as ethical -product-is conse­
quently the new, Christian morality (comp. the Ka1110T1/~ twii~ in 
ver. 4), the Christian virtuous nature which belongs to them 
(vµti,11), and the possession of which leads by the way of pro­
gressive development to holiness. - To oe TEAo~ tw~11 ai.w11.] as 
the final resitlt however ( of this your fruit) eternal life in the 
kingdom of Messiah. This possession is now as yet an ideal one 
(viii. 24). Hofmann erroneously takes To oe TeXo~ adverbially 
(1 Pet. iii. 8; comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 24), which is impossible after 
ver. 21, in accordance with which the word must here also be 
the emphatic substantive, the finale of the Kap7ro~; hence also 
tw~11 ai.C:wco11 is dependent not on Eh (Hofmann), but on tx€T€. 

-The circumstance, moreover, that Paul in ver. 22 says ciovXw0. 

TW 0€w, while in ver. 18 he has said eciovX. TU OIKatOO"Ullfl, is 
rightly' illustrated by Grotius: "qui bonitati rebusque honestis 
servit, et Deo servit, quia Deus hoe sernper amavit et in evau-
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gelio apertissime praecepit." Comp. xii. 2. And precisely 
therein lies the true freedom, 1 Pet. ii. 16; ,John viii. 36. 

Ver. 23. Ta oy.rwvia] the wages. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 7; Luke 
iii. 14. 'Oy.rw111011 Kvp{w~ Aeyerm TO TOIS rrTpaTLWTats 7rapa TOV 
(3ar:r1A€W~ QfOoµ/11011 (TlT1]per:r1011, Theophylact. • Comp. Photius, 
367. See Lo beck, ad Plwyn. p. 420. The plural, more usual than 
the singular, is explained by the various elements that constituted 
the original natural payments, and by the coins used in the later 
money wages. - The wages which sin gives stands in reference 
to ver. 13, where the aµap-ria is presented as a ruler, to whom 
the subjects tender their members a.s weapons, for which they 
receive their allowance! - 0a11aTo~] as in ver. 22. - To 8;, 
xaptr:rµa T. 0foii] Paul does not say Ta oy.rwvia here also (" vile 
verbum," Erasmus), but characterizes what God gives for wages 
as what it is in its specific nature-a gift of grace, which is no 
a11Tt'TaAa11Tfufr:r0at (Theodoret). To the Apostle, in the connec­
tion of his system of faith and doctrine, this was very natural, 
even without the supposition of any special design (in order­
it has been suggested-to afford no encouragement to pride of 
virtue or to confiding in one's own merit). - ev Xpir:rTcp K.T.A.] 
In Christ is the causal basis, that the xapurµa T. 0eoii is eternal 
lifo; a triumphant conclusion as in v. 21 ; comp. viii. 39. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

Ver. 6. a1ro0a11011T€S] Elz. reads a1ro0a11011TOS, wl1icL was intro­
duced as a conjecture by Beza, without critical evidence, solely 
on account of some misunderstood words of Chrysostom (see 
Mill, Bengel, Appar., and especially Reiche, Comment. crit. I. p. 
50 ff.). The a1ro0a11011Tes, adopted by Griesb. Matth. Lachm. 
Scholz, and Tisch., following Erasmus and Mill, is _the reading 
in A B C K L P N, min., and most vss. and Fathers. D E F G 
Vulg. It. codd. in Ruf. and Latin }'athers read TOV 0avaTOV, 
Preferred by Reiche. But especially when we consider its merely 
one-sided attestation (the Oriental witnesses are wanting), it seems 
to be a gloss having a practical hearing (see ver. 5) on Tov voµov, 
which has dispossessed the participle regarded as disturbing the 
construction. - V r.r. !H. yeyove] Lachm. and Tisch. (8), following 
A B C D E P N, 47, n, 80, Method. Damasc. read Jye1'€To. 
Some Latir.. codd. have est. F G have no verb at all. ,vith the 
preponderance, thus all the more decisive, of the witnesses which 
favour Jyevrro, it is to be preferred. - Ver. 14. o-apKtKos] The 
o-apK111os adopted by Gries b. Lachm. Scholz, and Tisch. is attested 
by A B C D E F G ~•, min., and several Fathers. For this 
reason, and because the ending Kos was easily suggested by the 
preceding 7i'V€vµaTtKos, as in general o-apKtKos was more familiar 
to the copyists (xv. 27; 1 Car. ix. 11 ; 2 Car. x. 4; 1 Pet. ii. 11) 
than o-apK111os (2 Car. iii. 3), the latter is to be assumed as the 
original reading. - Ver. 17. 01Kovo-a] Tisch. (8) reads e.1101Kovo-a, 
which would have to be received, if it were attested in more 
quarters than by R ~- - Ver. 18. ovx evplo-Kw] A B C ~. 47, 
67**, 80, Copt. Arm. Procl. in Epiph. Method. Cyr. codd. Gr. 
ap. Aug. have merely ou. Approved by Griesb.; adopted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. But if there had been a gloss, the supple­
ment wonld have been 1rapaKe1Tat. The omission on the other 
hand is explained by the copyist's hurrying on from OYX to thP. 
OY at the beginning of ver. 19. - Ver. 20. 0eXw hw] Since Jyw 
is wanting in B C D E F G, min., Arm. Vulg. It. and several 
}'athers, but is found in 219, Clem. after TOVTo, in Chrys. before 
ov ; and since it is, according to the sense and the analogy of vv. 
15, 19, inappropriate, it has rightly been deleted by Lachm. and 
Fritzsche, and is to be regarded as a mechanical addition from 
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what immediately follows. If eyw were orio·inal (and had been 
omitted in accordance with vv. 15, 19), it ~rnst have had the 
emphasis oi the contrast, which however it has not. - Ver. 25. 
n1xap10-Tw] Lachm. and Tisch. read xap1f, which Griesb. also 
approved of, following B and several min., vss. and :Fathers. 
Fritzsche reads xaptf oe in accordance with C**, ~**,min., Copt. 
Arm. and Fathers. Both are taken from the near, and, in the 
connection of ideas, analogous vi. 17 (not evxap. from i. 8). The 
reading~ xap1f T, 0wu (D E and some Fathers), or~ X· T. Kvp1ou 
(F G), is manifestly an alteration, in order to make the answe1· 
follow the preceding question. 

Vv. 1-6. The Christian is not under the Mosaic law; but 
through his fellowship in tiie death of Christ he has died to the 
law, in order to belong to the Risen One and in this new iinion 
to lead a life consecrated to God. 

Ver. 1.1 "H ayvoehe] Paul certainly begins now the de­
tailed illustration, still left over, of 01/ yap €0-Tf, vi 14; but he 
connects his transition to it with what immediately precedes, 
as is clear from the nature of ; ( comp. vi. 3). Nevertheless 
the logical reference of ~ ayvoetTe is not to be sought possibly 
in the previous Tep Kvp1<p ~µwv, with which the following Kvp1eue1 
is here correlative (Reiche), since that KvpL<fJ has in fact no essen­
tial importance at all and is for the progress of the thought im­
material; but rather in the leading idea last expressed (ver. 22), 
and established (ver. 23), na1nely, that the Christian, freed from 
the service of sin and become the servant of God, has his fruit to 
holiness, and, as the final result, eternal life. This proposition 
could not be truth, if the Christian were not free from the law 
and did not belong to the Risen Christ instead, etc., vv. 1-6. -
aoeXcpotJ address to the readers collectively ( comp. i. 13), not 
merely to the Jewish Christians (Toletus, Grotius, Estius, Ch. 
Schmidt, and others, including Tholuck and Philippi), because 
in that case an addition must have been made excluding Gentile 
Christians, which however is so far from being contained in 
y111wo-Kovo-1, especially when it is without the article, that in the 
case of Christians _generally the know ledge of the 0. T. was of 
necessity to be presupposed; see below. This applies also against 
Hofmann's view, that Paul, although avoiding a specific express 
designation, has in view that portion of his readers, which had 

1 On the entire chapter, see Achclis in the Stud. u. Krit. 1863, p. 670 If, 
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not been capable of the misconception indicated in ver. 15. This 
limitation also-and how easily could the adroit author of the 
Epistle have indicated it in a delicate way !-cannot be deduced 
either from CJ.OEA<pol or from "/LVWO"KOVO"L K.T.A. - "/IVWO"K, yap 
voµ. A.] justifies the appeal to the readers' own in.,ight: for I 
speak to siick as know the law. We may not infer from these 
parenthetical words, or from vv. 4-6, that the majority of the 
Roman congregation was composed of Jewish-Christian.~; 1 for, 
looking to the close connection subsisting between the Jewish 
and Gentile-Christian portions of the Church, to the custom 
borrowed from the synagogue of reading from the Old Testament 
in public, and to the necessary and essential relations which 
evangelical instruction and preaching sust.ained to the Old Testa­
ment so that the latter was the basis from which they started, 
the Apostle might designate his readers generally as -y1vwO"KOVTES 
Tov voµov, and predicate of them an acquaintance with the law. 
Comp. on Gal. iv. 21. The less need is there for the assumption 
of a previous proselytism ( de W ette, Beyschlag, and many 
others), with which moreover the aoeA<J,os addressing the readern 
in common is at variance; comp. i. 13, viii. 12, x. 1, xi. 23, 
xii 1, xv. 14, 30, xvi 17. - o voµos] not eve1·y law (Koppe, 
van Hengel); nor the moral law (Glockler); but the lllosciic, arnl 
that in the usual sense comprehending the whole; not merely 
of the law of marriage (Beza, Toletus, Bengel, Carpzov, Ohr. 
Schmidt; comp. Olshausen). This is required by the theme of 
the discussion generally, and by the foregoing ytvWO"K. 'Y· voµ. 
AaAw in particular.-TOU av0pw7rov] is not to be connected with 
o voµos (Hammond, Clericus, Elsner, and l\fosheim), but belongs, 
as the order of the words demands, to KVpteue1. - e<J,' CJO"OV XP· 
(ii] For so long time as he liveth (e7rl as in Gal. iY. 1 in the sense 
of stretching over a period of time, see Bernhardy, p. 252; comlJ. 
Nagelsbach, z. llias, ii. 299, ed. 3, Ast. Lex. Plat. I. p. 768), the 
(personified) law is lord over the man who is subjected to it 
( Tou a.v0p.). That o av0pw7ros is the subject to (ii, is decided 
by vv. 2, 3, 4. By the assumption of o voµos as subject 

l On the contrary, the inference woulu be : If the Church had been a Jewish­
Christian one, the -ywwO"K<LV v6µav woulu in its case have been so entirely self­
evident, that we should not be uble at all to see why Paul should have specially 
noticed it. But as converted Genti!•.s the readers had become acquainted with the 
lo.w. This nlso applie, against Holtz1uann, Judenth. u. Christenth, P. 783. 
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(Origen, Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Vatablus, Grotius, Estius, Den­
gel, Koppe, and Flatt), in which case (n is supposed to signify 
viget or valet (in spite of vv. 2,3), the discomse is quite di:iarranged; 
for Paul is not discussing the abrogation of the law, but the fact 
that the Christian as such is no longer under it. Nor do vv. 2, 3 
require o 116µ0,; as subject, because the point there illustrated is, 
that the death of the man (not of the law) dissolves the binding 
power of the law over him. Comp. Schab b. f. 151, 2: "post­
q_uam mortuus est homo, liber est a praeceptis ;" Targ. Ps. 
lxxxviii. 6 in Wet.stein on ver. 3. The proposition in vi. 7 is 
similar, and presupposes this thought. To take (~11 as equivalent 
to (~11 i11 (japKt (" so long as the man continues to lead his old 
natuml life, he is a servant of the law," Philippi, also Umb~a1t), 
is quite opposed to the context: see (wvrt and (w11TO,; in vv. 
2, 3, with their antitheses. The emphasis, moreover, is not on (n 
(Hofmann), but, as is shown by the very expression CJ(j'o11, on 
iq,' CJ(jOII xp611011, for the entire time, that he lives; it does not 
lose its power over him sooner than when he dies; so long as he 
is in life, be remains subject to it. If this is attended to and there 
is not introduced a wholly irrelevant "only so long as he liveth," 
the thought appears neither trivial nor disproportionate to the 
appeal to the legal knowledge of his readers. For there is a 
peCTtliarity of the 110µ0,; in the fact, that it cannot have, like 
human laws, merely temporary force, that it cannot be altered or 
suspended, nor can one for a time be exempted from its con­
trol, etc. No, so long as man's life endures, the dominion of the 
116µo,; over him continues.1 Nor is the proposition incorrect 
(because that dominion ceases in the case of the believer, Phi­
lipppi); for it simply contains a gene1·al rule of law, which, it is 
self-evident, refers to the a110pr,nro,; l11110µ0,; as such. If the Jew 
becomes a Christian, he dies as a Jew (ver. 4), and the rule in 
question is not invalidated. 

Ver. 2. Concrete illustration of the proposition in ver. 1, 
derived from the relation of the law to marriage and its disso­
lution, which in the woman's case can only take place through 
the death of the husband, so that it is only after that death has 
occurred that she may marry another. This example, as the tenor 

, Comp. Th Schott, p. 267 ; Hofn10.nn formerly held the right view (Schrift• 

bcu•. 11. I, p. 352). 
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of the following text shows (in opposition to Hofmann), is selected, 
not because the legal ordinance in question was in its nature the 
only one that Paul could have employed, but because he has it 
in view to bring forward the union with Christ, which takes 
place after the release from the law, as analogous to a new mar­
riage, and does so in ver. 4. The illustration is only apparently 
(not really; Usteri, Riickert, and even Umbreit in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1851, p. 643) awkwa1·d, in so far namely as the deceased 
and the person released from the law through the event of death 
are represented in it as different. This appearance drove Cbry­
sostom and bis followers to adopt the hypothesis of an inverilion 
of the comparison; thus holding that the law is properly the 
deceased party, but that Paul expressed himself as· he has done 
out of consideration for the Jews (comp. Calvin and others), 
whereas Tboluck contents himself with the assumption of r,. 

(strange) pre,gnancy of expression which would include in the 
one side the other also; and Umbreit regards" the irregularity 
in the change of person" as unavoidable. But the semblance 
of inappropriateness vanishes on considering Ka, uµr(i~ in ver. 4 
(see on that passage), from which it is plain that Paul in his 
illustration, ver. 2 f., follows the view, that the death of the hus• 
band implies (in a metaphorical sense by virtue of the union of 
the two spouses in one person, Epb. v. 28 ff.) the death of the 
woman also as respected her married relation, and consequently 
her release from the law, so far as it had bound her as a ii1ra118po~ 
yw,; to her husband, so that she may now marry another, which 
previously she could not do, because the law does not cease to 
be lord over the man before he is dead. So in substance also 
Achelis l.c. Consequently ver. 2 f. is not to be taken allegorically, 
but properly and concretely; and it is only in ver. 4 that the alle­
gorical application occurs. It has been allegorically explained, 
either so, that the wife signifies the soul and the husband the sin 
that has died with Christ (Augustine, comp. Olshansen) ; or, that 
the wife represents humanity (or the church) and the husband 
the law, to which the former had been spiritually ma1Tied (Ori­
gen, Chrysostom, Calvin, and others, including Klee, Reiche, 
and Philippi). But the former is utterly foreign to the theme 
of the text; and the latter would anticipate the application in 
vcr. 4. - ii1ra118po~] viro S'ltbjecta, married; also current iu latet 
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Greek authors, as in Polyb. x. 26, 3, Athen. ix. p. 388 C; in 
the N. T. only here. See W etstein and Jacobs, ad Ael. N. A. iii. 
42. - T'f {wnt avc\'pi1 to he1· (Tep) living husband. {wvTL has the 
emphasis, correlative to the Jq, tcrov xpovov {ii in ver. l. On 
cl't'.dETat comp. 1 Cor. vii. 27. - voµcp] by the law. For by the law 
of Moses the right of dismissing the husband was not given to 
the wife (Michaelis, llfos. R. § 120 ; Saalschi.itz, p. 806 f.). Paul 
however leaves unnoticed the case of the woman through divorce 
ceasing to be bound to her husband (Deut. xxiv. 2; Kiddusch. f. 
2, 1: "Mulier possiJet se ipsam per libellum repudii et per mor:­
tem mariti ''), regarding the matter, in accordance with his scope, 
only in such a way as not merely seemed to be the rule in the 
majority of cases, but also harmonized with the original ordin­
ance of the Creator (Matth. xix. 8). - KaT~P)'1JTat (171"() T. voµou 
T. avcSp.] that is, with respect to her hitherto subsisting subordination 
nnder the law binding her to her husband she is absolved, free and 
rid of it. See on Gal. v. 4. The .Apostle thus gives expression to 
the thought lying at the basis of his argument, that with the 
decease of the husband the wife also has ceased to exist as 
respects her legal connection with him; in this legal relation, 
from which she is fully released, she is no longer existent. 
Comp. on a,ro 2 Cor. xi. 3. She is still there, but no longer as 
bound to that law, to which she died wit,h the death of her hus­
band; comp. ver. 6. The joining of o voµof with the genitive of 
the subject concerned (frequent in the LXX.) is very common 
also in classic authors. Th. Schott, following Bengel, erroneously 
takes T. avc\'p. as genitive of apposition; the law being for the 
wife embodied in the husband. The law that deter11iines the rela­
tion of the wife to the husband is what is intended, like o voµof 
o ,repl TOU avc\'pof; see Kuhner, II. 1, p. 287. 

Ver. 3. '' .Apa oJv] See on v. 18. - x_p11µaTlCTet] she shall (for­
mally) bear the name. See .Acts xi. 26; Plut. Mor. 148 D; 
Polyb. v. 27, 2, 5, xxx. 2, 4. The future corresponds to the fol­
lowing: Eu.11 )'EV1JTat avc\'pl frJpcp] if she shall have become joined 
to another husband (as wife). Comp. Deut. xxiv. 2 ; Ruth i. 12; 
Judg. xiv. 20; Ez. xvi. 8, xxiii. 4. It is not a Hebraism; see 
Kypke, II. p. 170; Kiilrner, II. 1, p. 384. - 0.71"0 TOU voµou] from 
the law, so far, that is, as it binds the wife to the husband. :From 
~hat bond she is now releasetl, ver. 2. - -rou µ~ Elvat ,c.-r.X.] Nat 
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a more iirecise definition (Th. Schott); nor yet a consequence (as 
usually rendered), which is never correct, not even in .Acts vii. 
-19 (see Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 845 ff.); but rather: in order 
that she be not an adulteress. That is the purpose, involved in the 
divine legal ordinance, of her freedom from the law. 

Ver. 4. "OcTTE] does not express the" agreement" or the" har­
mony" with which what follows connects itself with the preced­
ing (Hofmann), as if Paul had written oii-rw~ or oµoiw~. It is 
rather the common itaque (Vulgate), accordingly, therefore, conse­
quently, which, heading an independent sentence, draws an iin­
.ference from the preceding, and introduces the actual relation 
which results from vv. 1-3 with respect to Christians, who 
through the death of Christ are in a position corresponding with 
that of the wife. This inference lays down that legal marriage 
relation as type. - Kai vµEi~] ye also, like the wife in that illus­
tration quoted in vv. 2, 3, who through the death of her husband 
is dead to the dominion of the law. In this, in the first instance 
(for the main stress falls on i~ -ro yEvia-0ai K.T.A.), lies the point 
of the inference ; analogously with the case of that wife Christians 
also are dead to the law through the death of Christ, because, in 
their spiritual union with Him, they have suffered death along 
with Him. Van Hengel takes Kai vµEi<; in the sense: ye also, like 
other Christians, which, however, since ver. 4 begins the applica­
tion of what had previously been said of the woman, is neither in 
harmony with the text nor rendered necessary by the first person 
K«p1rorpop. - i0ava-r. -r~;; voµrp] ye were rendered dead to the law,1 

so that over you as dead persons it rules no longer (ver. 1). The 
dative as in vi. 2, 10. The passive (not ye died) is selected, because 
this ( ethical) death of Christians is fellowship with the death of 
Christ, which was a violent one. Therefore: Ota TOU rrwµ. T. X.] 
by the fact, that the body of Christ was put ta death. The con­
ception of the participation of believers (as respects their 

1 This is expressed from the Jewish-Christian consciousness, nevertheless it 
inclnues imlirectly the Gentile-Christians ulso ; for without perfect obedience to 
the luw no man coulu have attained to salvation, wherefore ulso obeuience to 
the law was expected on the part of Juuaists from the converted Gentiles (Acts 
xv.). As the nrgument nuvances, the language of the Apostle becomes com­
'lnunicative, so that he includes himself with his readers, among whom hP. makes 
110 distinction. Compare viii. 15 ; Gnl. iii. 14, iv. 6. By our pnssage thercforn 
the renders are not indicated ns having been, as respects the mnj0rity, Jews or at 
least proselytes. 
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iuner life and its moral self-consciousuess) in the death of 
their Lord, according to which the putting to death of their M~ter 
included their own putting to death, is justly assumed by Paul, 
after eh. vi., as something present to the consciousness of his 
readers, and therefore views deviating from this (e. g. that o,a 
T. <noµ. T. X. applies to the atoning sacrificial death, which 
did away the dominion of the law) are to be rejected as here 
irrelevant, and not in keeping with the proper sense of J0avaT. 
For that e0avaT. T. 11oµrp is meant to be a mild expression for 
0 110µ.o~ e0avaTw011, a1rtf0a111:11 uµiv (Koppe and Klee, following 
Calvin, Grotius, and others, also several Fathers; comp. on ver. 
2), is an assumption as gratuitous, as is a " contraction of the 
thought and expression," which Philippi finds, when he at the 
same time introduces the conception of the putting to death 
cif the law through the body of Christ, which is here alien. 
- ft~ TO YEIIE(1'0a, vµ.a.~ rrlp<p] in order to become joined to 
a1wther (than the law)-this is the ob:fect which the J0avaT. T. 

110µ.<p K.-r.">... had, and thereby the main point in the declara­
tion introduced by W(l'Tf, parallel to the Toti µ.; 1:i11a, K.-r.">... 
in ver. 3. Paul apprehends the relation of fellowship and de­
pendence of the Christian's life to Christ-as he had prepared 
the way for doing so in vv. 2, 3, and as was in keeping with his 
mode of view elsewhere (2 Cor. xi. 2; Eph. v. 25 ff.)-under the 
image of a marriage connection, in which the exalted Christ is the 
husband of His Church that has become independent of the law 
by dying with Him. - -r~ EK 111:Kp. ey1:p0.] apposition to i-reprp, 
in significant historical reference to o,a. T- (l'wµ. T. X. For if 
Christ became through His bodily death our deliverer from the 
law, we cannot now belong to Him otherwise than as the Risen 
One for a new and indissoluble union. The importance of 
this addition in its bearing on the matter in hand lie1:1 in the 
Ka1110-r11~ twij~ (vi 3, 11, 13, 22) which, on the very ground of the 
ethical communion wiLh the Risen One, issues from the new 
relation. Certainly the death of Christ appears here "as the 
end of a sin-conditioned state of the humanity to be united in 
Him" (Hofmann, Schrijtbew. II. 1, p. 354) ; but this great moral 
epoch has as its necessary presupposition just the vicarious aton­
ing power of the i">..a(l'T17p1011 which was reudered in the death 
of Jesus ; it could not take place without this and without the 
faith appropriating it, iii. 21 ff. ; v. 1 ff. -1va Kap1rorp. T, 01:tp) 
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The aim not of EK ve,cpwv Eyep0ent (Kappe, 1'h. Schott, Hof­
mann), but rather-because the belonging to is that which condi­
tions the fruit-bearing-of the -yevefT0at vµa~ ETeprp, T'f' EiC Vt:Kp. 
i-y., consequently the finA.l aim of the i0avaT. Tep voµip. There 
is here (though van Hengel and others call it in question, con­
trary to the clear connection) a continuation of the figure of 
marriage with respect to its fruitfulness (Luke i 42; Ps. cxxvii. 3, 
Syrnm. and Theod. Ps. xci 15). The morally holy walk, namely, 
in its consecration to God is, as it were, the fruit which issues 
from our fellowship of life with Christ risen from the dead as 
from a new marriage-union, and which belongs in property to 
God as the lord-paramount of that union (the supreme ruler of 
the, Messianic theocracy) ; the bringing forth of fruit takes 
place for God. The opinion of Reiche and Fritzsche that ,cap1ro<f,. 
taken in the sense of the fruit of marriage yields an undignified 
allegory (the figure therefore is to be taken as borrowed from a 
field or a tree, which Philippi, Tholuck, and Reithmayr also 
prefer) is untenable, seeing that the union with Christ, if 
regarded as a marriage at all, must also necessarily, in accord­
ance with its moral design, be conceived of as ajruitjul mar-riage.1 

Ver. 5. Confirmation of the 111a ,cap1ro<J,. T. 0e~. That we 
should bring forth fruit to God, I say with justice; for formerly 
under the law we bore fruit to death, but now (ver. 6) our posi­
tion is quite different from what it was before. - che ~µE11 Ell TV 
a-ap,cl] This is the positive and characteristic expression for the 
negative: when we were not yet made dead to the law. Then the 
uapf-the materially human element in us, in its psychically de­
termined antagonism to the Divine Spirit and will-was the life­
element in which we moved. Comp. viii. 8 f. ; 2 Cor. :x. 3. W c 
are Ev -r. a-wµaTt, 1 Cor. v. 3 (2 Car. xii. 2), even after we have 
died with Christ, because that is an ethical death ; but for that 
very reason we are now, according to the holy self-consciousness 
of the new life of communion with the Risen One, no longer Ev 
-r. a-ap,cl; and.our body, although we still as respects its materia1 

1 This view is the one perfectly consistent with the context, and should not be 
superseded by the prudery of modern canons of taste (Fritzsche terms it 
je}unam et obscoenam). Theodoret nlready hill! the right view : ical bm871 a-vvci.­
</le,a11 ic. -,dµ,011 T~• Eis T~• tc6p,ov ,rpOO",rydpeva-e ,rlcrT1v, ElKlrrws 8flicvva-, Kai Tov Toii 

-,dµov icap,r611. Comp. Theophy!act. 
L X 
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substance live in the flesh (Gal. ii. 20), is ethically not a crwµa 

Tij~ <TapKo~ any more, Col. ii. 11. The interpretation of Theo­
doret: Tl7 KaTa voµov 7rOAITEiq. (so also Oecumenius), though 
hitting the approximate meaning of the matter, has its inaccur­
ate arbitrariness exposed by the reason assigned for it: <TapKa 

' ' - '!"!" t 0 t • I ' '~ I yap Ta~ T'{I <TapKt oEooµEva~ voµo E<Tta~ wvoµacrE, Ta~ 1rEp1 /Jpw-
crEw~ K. 1rocrEw~. The description iv TU <TapKl must supply the 
ethical conception which corresponds with the contents of the 
apodosis. Therefore we may not render with Theodore of 
Mopsuestia: when we u·ere mortal (the believer being no longer 
reckoned as mortal) ; but the moral reference of the expression 
requires at least a more precise definition of the contents than 
that the existence of the Christian had ceased to be an existence 
locked up in his inborn nature (Hofmann). - Ta 1ra0. Twv aµap7 .] 

the passions through which S'ins are brought about, of which the 
sins are the actual consequence. On 1ra0~µaTa compare Gal. 
v. 24, and 1ra017, i. 26. They are the passive excitations (often 
used by Plato in contrast to ,ro1~µaTa), which one experiences 
(7rllCT)(€1). Comp. esp. Plat. Phil. p. 47 c. -Ta Ola T, voµov] 
sc. oVTa, which are occasioned by the law; How ? see vv. 7, 8. 
It is erroneous in Chrysostom and Grotius to supply </JaivoµEva. 

Comp. rather 1 Cor. xv. 56. - iv11pyEho] were active, middle, 
not passive (Estius, Glockler) which would be contrary to 
Pauline usage. See 2 Cor. i. 6, iv. 12 ; Eph. iii. 20; Gal. 
v. 6 ; Col i. 29 ; 1 Thess. ii. 13; 2 Thess. ii. 7. The Greeks 
have not this use of the middle. - iv T, µlX. ~µ.] in our mem­
bers (as in ver. 23 and vi. 13) they were the active agent. - Ei'~ 

To Kap1ro</J. T, 0avaT~] This is the tendency (the parallel 1va 

rnp1ro</J. T. 0E<p in ver. 4 is decisive here against the interpreta­
tion, everywhere erroneous, of the consequence) which the passions 
of sin, in their operation in our members, had with us • that we 
should bring forth fruit unto death, that is, divested of figure: that 
we shoiild lead a life falling under the power of death. The subject 
~µa~ is supplied, as often along with the infinitive (comp. Kuhner, 
ad Xen. Mem. iii 6, 10; A nab. ii. 1, 12), naturally and easily 
from the immediately preceding ~µwv (comp. 1 Cor. viii. 10; 2 
Thess. iii. 9; Heh. ix. 14). There is therefore the less reason to 
depart from the mode of conception prevailing in ver. 4, and to 
understand the 1ra017µaTa as the fruit-bearing subjects (Hof-
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rnann; comp. Vulgate, Luther, Calvin, and others), in which 
case there is imported the conception that the occurrence is 
something foreign to the man himself (Hofmann). The 0avaTos-, 
personified as the lord-paramount opposed to Tp 8eip in ver. 4, 
is not physical (Fritzsche) but eternal death, vi. 21, 23, which 
is incurred through sinful life. The Kap1rocf,. however retains 
here the figure of the fruit of marriage, namely, according to the 
context, of the marriage with the law (ver. 4), whieh is now 
dissolved since we have died with Christ. Comp. Erasmus, 
Paraph. : " ex infelici matrimonio infelices foetus sustulimus, 
quicquid nasceretur morti exitioque gignentes." In Matth. xii. 
39 the conception is different. But comp. James i. 15. 

Ver. 6. KaT17py.] See on ver. 2. - a1ro0avOVTfS' ;; 'P KaTetx.] 

dead (see ver. 4) to that (neuter) whe1·ein we were held fast. So 
also Fritzsche and Reiche in his Comm. t:rit. The construction 
is consistent and regular, so that TOVT'fJ is to be understood 
before iv (p (Winer, p. 149 f. [E. T. 203 f.]). That wherein we 
were held fast (as in a prison), is self-evident according to the 
text; not as the government of sin (van Hengel, Th. Schott), or 
as the tTapt (Hofmann), but as the law. in whose grasp we were. 
Comp. Gal. iii. 28. Were we with the majority (including 
Rtickert, de W ette, KiHluer, Krehl, Philippi, Maier, Winer, 
Ewald, Bisping, and Reithruay:r) to take iv (p as masculine (and 
how unuecessarily ! ), the a1ro0avoVTes- as modal definition of 
KaT17py. would have an isolated and forlorn position; we shoulci. 
have expected it behind 1/VVL OE, - wo-Te oov\evetv K.T.A.] actual 
result, which has occurred through our emancipation from the 
law: so that we (as Christians) are seT'Viceable in newne~s of 
spirit, and not in ol,dness of letter; that is, so that our relation 
of service is in a new definite character regulated by spirit, and 
not in the old constitution which was regulated by literal form. 
That the oovXeuetv in KQ!VOTJ7S' 1r11evµ. wa,s a, service of God, was just 
as obvious of itself to the conscicmsness of the readers, as that in 
1raXatoTJ7S' ypaµµ. it had been a service of sin (vi. 20). On 
ancount of this self-evident diversity of reference no definition at 
all is added. On the ov in the co.ntrast (not µrD see Buttmann, 
neitt. Gr. p. 300. - i11 indicates the sphere of activity of the 
oovXeve111, and is to be understood again along with 1raX. ; comp. 
ii. 29. The qualitatively expressed 7r11euµaTa~. meaning iu 
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concrete application the Holy Spirit as the efficient principle of 
the Christian life, and the qualitative ypa.µµaTo~, characterising 
the law according to its nature and character as non-living and 
drawn up in letters, are the specifically heterogeneous factors on 
which the two contrasted states are dependent. The 7raAatoTI'/~ 

-in accordance with the nature of the relation in which the 
law, presenting its demands in the letter but not inwardly 
operative, stands to the principle of sin in man-was necessarily 
sinful (not merely in actual abnormality, as Rothe thinks; see 
ver. 7 ff., and comp. on vi. 14); just as on the other hand tbe 
Ka1110Tl'J~, on account of the vitally active 7rll£vµa, must also 
necessarily be moral. \Vhere this is contradicted by experience 
and the behaviour of the Christian is immoral, there the 7rll€tiµa 

has ceased to operate, and a Kat110Tl'J~ 7r11£uµaTo~ is in fact not 
present at all. Paul however, disregarding such abnormal 
phenomena, contemplates the Christian life as it is constituted 
in accordance with its new, holy, and lofty nature. If it is 
otherwise, it bas fallen away from its specific nature and is a 
l'hristian life no longer. 

END OF VOLUME FinST. 




